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continue to be in the future, to support
measures protecting natural land and
marine wildlife, and to oppose cruel and
unnecessary treatment of these animals.

The participation of Canadian and
Norwegian nationals in harvesting baby
harp seals has, I believe, gone on
long enough. While, as a result of the
recommendations of the International
Commission for the Northeast Atlantic
Fisheries, both Canada and Norway have
reduced the slaughter of this mammal,
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they continue to maintain a quota of
150,000 for 1975.

In expressing my support for contin-
ued protection of land and marine wild-
life, I would also like to direct the at-
tention of my colleagues to the following
resolution passed in the General Assem-
bly of the State of Rhode Island on the
12th day of March 1975, ‘“Memorializing
Congress To Support the Suppression of
the Cruel Slaughter of the Baby Harp
Seal”:
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MeEMORIALIZING CoNGRESS To SUPPORT THE
SUPFRESSION OF THE CRUEL SLAUGHTER OF
THE BABY HARP SEAL
Resolved, That the members of the con-

gress of the United States be and they are

hereby respectfully requested to support the
euppression of the slaughter of the baby harp
seal; and be it further

Resoclved, That the secretary of state be and
he 15 hereby authorized and directed to
transmit duly certified coples of this resolu-
tion to the senators and representatives from

Rhode Island in the Congress.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Very Reverend Vasil Kendysh,
rector, Byelorussian Autocephalic Ortho-
dox Church, Brooklyn, N.Y., offered the
following prayer:

In the name of the Father, and the
Son, and the Holy Spirit.

Almighty Father, Thou art our Crea-
tor, Teacher, and Judge. We beseech
Thee, free us of all human weakness and
guide us in every step of our life on a
rightful path.

Eternal God, bless this august House
of Representatives of the United States
of America. Strengthen the minds of its
Members with wisdom, fortify their
hearts with love, and their deeds with
courage and justice.

Merciful God, we pray Thee on this
57th anniversary of the proclamation of
independence of Byelorussia, have mercy
upon her people. Strengthen their faith
in Thy infinite goodness, support them in
their sufferings, restore their freedom.

O God, accept this humble prayer of
ours, bless the United States of Ameriea.
Bless Byelorussia and her oppressed peo-
ple. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill
(H.R. 4592) entitled “An act making ap-
propriations for forelgn assistance and
related programs for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975, and for other
purnoses.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 994. An act to authorize supplemental
appropriations to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission for fiscal year 1975; and

5. 1307. An act to amend the McIntire-
Stennis Act of 1962 to promote forestry re-
search at private university forestry schools.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

THE VERY REVEREND VASIL
KENDYSH

(Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given
permissfon to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.,)

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, the opening
prayer in the House today was offered
g0 eloquently by the Very Reverend
Father Vasil Kendysh, pastor of the St.
Cyril of Turou Parish located in Brook-
lyn, N.Y.

Father Kendysh, in addition to tend-
ing to the needs of one of the largest
Byelorussian-American parishes in the
United States, serves as a secretary of
the Consistory of the Byelorussian Auto-
cephalic Orthodox Church. He has been
in the priesthood for 8 years and previ-
ously served as pastor of St. Mary Zyrod-
icy Church in New Jersey before assum-
ing the leadership of the Turou Parish
where he has served for the past 4 years.

Father Kendysh is truly one of the
finest representatives of the Byelorus-
sian-American community. In addition
to his work in the churches, he publishes
a monthly magazine entitled the Voice
of the Church, which is printed in Byelo-
russian and is distributed to over 1,000
Byelorussian Americans across the Na-
tion. Even prior to his coming to the
United States he gained the recognition
and respect of the Byelorussian people
through his efforts at organizing the
Byelorussian Orthodox Church in Ger-
many.

Father Kendysh is no stranger to this
podium either, for on two previous occa-
sions in the past 5 years he has offered
g}(l)e opening prayer in this distinguished

dy

On the 57th anniversary of Byelorus-
slan Independence Day it has been my
privilege and honor to present Father
Kendysh to my colleagues. He 1s a spirit-
ual leader of exemplary stature and I
welcome his as well as the president of
the Byelorussian-American Assoclation,
Dr. Roger Horoshko, to the House today.
I thank and salute these two fine men
and extend to Father Kendysh the sin-
cere thanks and best wishes of all of my
colleagues,

THE VERY REVEREND VASIL
EENDYSH

(Mr. RICHMOND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Bracer) for bring-
ing to our midst Father Kendysh, pastor
of St. Cyril of Turau-Cathedral, one of
my constituents, at 416 Atlantic Avenue,
in Brooklyn, N.Y. Father Kendysh is truly
a man of missionary spirit. He is a leader
of the Byelorussian community in our
country. He publishes a major publica-
tion read by all Byelorusslans in this
country, called the Voice of the Church.

It is a great honor to have Father Ken-
dysh here, particularly to commemorate
the 57th anniversary of Byelorussian
independence.

CONGRESSMAN MCcFALL REINTRO-
DUCES CONCENTRATED INDUS-
TRIES ANTI-INFLATION ACT WITH
60 COSPONSORS

(Mr. McFALL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, today I am
reintroducing the Concentrated Indus-
tries Anti-Inflation Act with additional
COSPONSOLS,

Since I first introduced this bill as
H.R. 4214 on March 4, almost 60 of my
colleagues have joined with me in spon-
.;.;aring this important economic legisla-
ion.

I understand that hearings will be
scheduled by the Banking, Currency and
Housing Committee in about a month,
and I want to say that I appreciate the
expeditious consideration that the com-
mittee is giving this legislation.

The eminent economist Gardner C.
Means is the chief architect of the bill
that I am Introducing today.

This bill would be a major action
almed at the control of administered
prices. These are prices set at an un-
fairly high level by industries which con-
trol a substantial share of a given mar-
ket and which are outside the discipline
of a truly competitive marketplace.

Hobart Rowan, the economic columnist
of the Washington Post, has written a
perceptive article on high prices in the
March 23 edition, and I commend it to
Members’ attention. I propose to insert
the article as a special order in today's
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
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The Concentrated Industries Anti-In-
flation Act would deal with this problem
by establishing an independent Price Re-
sistance Board which would set broad
guldelines for price behavior and which
could require notification of proposed
price increases. Notificatlon would give
the board time to use persuasion in in-
stances when the proposed increase is
greater than justified by costs or demand.

In the case of corporations with a hall
billion dollars or more in assets, the board
would also have the power to disapprove
or roll back specific price increases.

Two years ago, I introduced similar
legislation. If we had enacted that bill,
I believe that we would have had much
less inflation today. We would have been
able to make better use of flscal and
monetary policy to avoid recession.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIVI-
LEGED REPORTS

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to-
night to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sourl?

There was no objection.

TO CONTINUE NATIONAL INSUR-
ANCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (HR. 2783) an
act to continue the national insurance
development program by extending the
present termination date of the program
to April 30, 1979, and by extending the
present date by which a plan for the
liguidation and termination of the rein-
surance and direct insurance programs
is to be submitted to the Congress to
April 30, 1982, with Senate amendments
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend-
ments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 4, strike out lines 4 to 14, inclusive,
and Insert:

Sec. 2. Section 1201(b) (1) of the National
Housilng Act 1s amended by striking out
“April 80, 1975"” and Inserting in lieu thereof
“April 80, 1977".

Amend the title so as tc read: “An Act to
continue the natlonal insurance develop-
ment program.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to obilect, will the
gentleman from Pennsylvanla tell us the
difference between the House and Senate
versions as they relate to the 2-year
extension?

Mr. BARRETT. Yes, Mr. Speaker, {f
the gentleman will yield, I will be glad
to do that.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 2783 passed the
House under suspension on March 18,
1975. As passed by the House, this bill
would extend the urban riot reinsurance
program and the Federal crime insur-
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ance program for an additional 4 years.
The Senate passed H.R. 2783 on March
21, 1975, with an amendment to reduce
the period of extension from 4 years to
2 years for the riot reinsurance and the
crime insurance programs. It is my
understanding that the administration
supports this extension and meets with
the approval of the minority.

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. 1
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, the
legislation before the House today, H.R.
2783, represents a compromise between
the legislation as passed by the House
which called for a 4-year extension of
the national insurance development pro-
gram and the Senate version of the bill
which seeks a 2-year extension.

As the sponsor of this legislation, I
have agreed to the compromise with the
understanding that detailed hearings
will be held on both of the insurance
packages which make up the national
insurance program.

Unless the House acts today and sends
this legislation to the President for sig-
nature, more than 800,000 hcmeowners
and small businessmen aecross the coun-
try will find themselves without insur-
ance on April 30, the present cutoff date
for the two Insurance programs. How=-
ever, the situation is more critical be-
cause in 12 States in which the programs
operate State law requires a 30-day no-
tice of cancellation. This means that on
April 1, cancellation notices will be
mailed to all policyholders in these
States. You can well imagine the chaos
that will occur when more than three-
quarters of a million people are informed
that they will no longer have insurance
coverage.

Under the so-called FAIR plan system,
the Federal Government agrees to rein-
sure insurance companies for rlot in-
flicted losses provided the insurance
companies write fire Insurance and ex-
tend coverage to homeowners and busi-
nesses who are unable to obtain coverage
through normal commercial channels,
This program operates in 28 States in-
cluding the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico. They are: California, Con-
necticut, Delaware, Distriect of Colum-
bla, Georgla, Illinois, Indiana, Towa,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missourl, New Jersev, New York, New
Mexlco, North Carolina, Ohlo, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, Rhode Is-
land, Virginia, Washlngton, and Wiscon-
sin.

Crime insurance is now available in 13
States and the District of Columbia.
These States are: Connecticut, Dela-
ware, Illinois, Kentucky, Florida, Mas-
sachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Ohlo,
Missourl, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
and Tennessee. Under the crime insur-
ance program the Governor of a State
must certify that such insurance is not
avallable at reasonable rates from pri-
vate carriers before the Federal policies
can be Issued.

To date some 20,000 policles have been
sold for a total insurance coverage of
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roughly $130 million., The ecrime insur-
ance program, which is several years
younger than the FAIR plan, has been
inadequately advertised and the num-
ber of policies that have been sold is
limited. A recent program to make home-
owners and businessmen aware of the
crime insurance program has brought
about a dramatic increase in policy sales.
It has been suggested that the Federal
Government, instead of writing crime in-
surance, take action to control crime.
While I certainly agree that we must be
more vigorous in our fisht against erime,
at th» same time we should not penalize
homeowners and businessmen because
crime exists, Homeowners and business-
men did not create crime and they are
not the ones who are failing to take
action to alleviate the situation. Yet
homeowners anc businessmen in high
crime areas are the ones who have suf-
fered in the past; namely, with the de-
nial of insurance.

One important aspect of the crime
Insurance program is that before a Gov-
ernment policy can be written, the in-
surance applicant, whether he be &
homeowner or a businessman, must in-
stall certain protective devices to deter
criminals. These devices range from
deadbolt locks for homeowners to elec-
tronic burglar alarms for certain types
of businesses. Areas where Federal crime
insurance is sold have been hailed for
using these protective devices as an effec-
tive means of deterring erime.

Mr, Speaker, I have saved the best for
last, Both the FAIR plan insurance and
the crime Insurance program operate at
no cost to the taxpayer. No appropriated
funds are used to run these programs.
Instead, all premium incoms is placed in
the National Insurance Development
Fund and excess amounts in that fund
are invested so as to bring an additional
return to the fund.

It is rare that the Government ean put
together a program that not only helps
homeowners and businessmen but at the
same time does not burden the taxpayers
with additional expenses.

This is the type of program that has
proved its merits and should be extended
for an additional 2 years,

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE CONSID-
ERATION OF SENATE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION 23, AUTHOR-
IZING PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL
COPIES OF THE CONGRESSIONAL
PROGRAM OF ECONOMIC RECOV-
ERY AND ENERGY SUFFICIENCY
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent for the immediate

consideration of the Senate concurrent

resolution (S. Con. Res. 23).

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
concurrent resolution,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

Mr., BAUMAN, Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, when this resolution
first came over from the other body last
week, I took the trouble to obtain a copy
and read it. The publication is entitled
““The Congressional Program of Eco-
nomic Recovery and Energy Sufficiency,”
dated February 1975.

Although it bears no markings what-
ever to indicate that it may be a public
document, I found on page 3 the num-
ber, “47-351 O-75-2." Upon checking
with the Office of the Public Printer at
the Government Printing Office, I was
informed there has already been ex-
pended $3,452.30 of taxpayers' dollars
for the printing of 3,000 copies of this
document at the request of the Senate
and the House Democratic Policy Com-
mittee, and the House Democratic Steer-
ing Committee, by what authority I do
not know.

I am also informed that the cost of
this publication is double what the nor-
mal printing costs of a report would be
because it contains full-color prints of
graphs and charts, and that to print
20,000 copies, as this resolution proposes,
would cost nearly $10,000.

What disturbs me the most, Mr.
Speaker, is that this particular publica-
tion is a partisan document, attacking
the President of the United States and
his programs. In support of that I quote
the following from page 32 of the docu-
ment; and this is only one of many
examples:

In sum, the Presldent’s program would
trade the jobs and economic well-belng of
Americans to achieve a short-term result of
dubious merit. The Congress will not toler-
ate such further economic sacrifice * * *.

Mr. Speaker, if the Democratic Party
wants to print campaign literature, they
should not ask the taxpayers to foot the
bill for it.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF VISITORS OF THE
US. AIR FORCE ACADEMY AND
APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF VISITORS OF THE U.S.
AIR FORCE ACADEMY

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation as a member
of the Board of Visitors of the U.8. Alr
Force Academy.

WASHINGTON, D.C.,
March 21, 1975.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives.

Dear Me. SPEAKER: I hereby resign as a
member of the Board of Visitors of the
United States Air Force Academy.

Sincerely,
Barry M. GOLDWATER, Jr.,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation will be accepted.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints as
a member of the Board of Visitors of the
U.S. Air Force Academy the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. Roeinson) to fill the
existing vacancy thereon.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAK-
ER—SUMMONS AND COMMUNICA-
TIONS IN EATHRYN M. DEATS
AGAINST CARL ALBERT, SPEAKER
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-~
TIVES

The SPEAKER. The Chalr desires to
make a statement. The Chair, in his offl-
cial capacity as Speaker of this House,
has been served with a summons issued
by the U.S. District Court for the District
of New Mexico to answer the complaint
in the case of Eathryn M. Deats against
Carl Albert. The Clerk will read the sum-
mons.

The Clerk read as follows:

ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEXx.,
March 11, 1975,
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
Re: DEATS V. US.A, Civil 75-126

HoNORABLE Sm: Pursuant to Rule Four of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, for-
warded herewith Is summons together with
complaint in the above-styled and num-
bered cause for service upon you.

Sincerely,
D. R. BAca,
U. 8. Marshal.

SUMMONS
[In the U.S. Distriet Court for the District
of New Mexlico CIV 75-126]

Kathryn M. Deats, Albugquerque, New Mex-
ico, Plaintiff v. Carl Albert, Speaker of the
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.,
Defendant.

To the above named Defendant:

You are hereby summoned and required
to serve upon Kathryn M. Deats 50815 Wyo-
ming SE., Albuquerque, New Mexlco 87123
plaintiff’'s attorney, whose address is stated
above, an answer to the complaint which is
herewlth served upon you, within 60 days
after service of this summons upon you, ex-
clusive of the day of service, If you fall to do
50, jJudgment by default will be taken against
Yyou for the relief demanded in the complaint,

L. G. EaNaLy,
Clerk of Court.
V. ScHwaNX,
Deputy Clerl:.
Date: March 7, 1975.

NoTte—This summons {s Issued pursuant

to Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil Pro-
cedure.

The SPEAKER. Letters that the Chalr
has sent to the Attorney General of the
United States and to the U.S. District
Attorney for the District of New Mexico
in connection with the case heretofore
mentioned will be inserted at this point
in the Recorp.

U.S. HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., March 24, 1975.
Hon. Epwarp H. Levr,
Attorney General of the United States
Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mz. Levr: I am sending you a copy of
& summons and complaint in Civil Action
No. 75-126 filed agalnst me In the United
States District Court for the District of New
Mexlco, and served upon me on March 11,
1975, by & United States Marshal.

In accordance with 2 US.C. §118 I have
gent a copy of the summons and complaint
in this action to the United States Attorney
for the District of New Mexico requesting
that he take appropriate actlon under the
supervision and direction of the Attorney
General. T am also sending you a copy of
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the letter I forwarded this date to the United
States Attorney.
With kind regards, I am
Sincerely yours,
CARL ALBERT.
U.8. HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., March 24, 1975.
Hon. Victor R. ORTEGA,
United States Attorney for the Disirict of
New Mexico, Albugquerque, N.M,

DeAr Me. OrTEGA: I am sending you a copy
of & summons and complaint in Civil Action
No. 756-126 filed against me in the United
States District Court for the District of New
Mexico, and served upon me by a United
States Marshal on March 11, 1875.

In accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 118, I re-
spectfully request that you take appropriate
action, as deemed necessary, under the “su-
pervision and direction of the Attorney Gen-
eral” of the United States in defense of this
suit against me in my official capacity.

I am also sending you a copy of the letter
that I forwarded this date to the Attorney
General of the United States,

With kind regards, I am

Sincerely,
CARL ALBERT.

SPEAKER CLARK'S DESK, A MEMEN-
TO OF YESTERYEAR

(Mr. HUNGATE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to bring to the attention of the Mem-
bers that the desk formerly used by
Speaker Champ Clark at the time when
all 435 Members had desks here on the
floor is in the Speaker’s lobby.

I thought it might be of interest to the
Members to see what those desks were
like. They were last used in 1914, and
Speaker Clark’s daughter advises that he
?cqllg;gd this one for use in the House

n ;

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 91]
Eckhardt
English
Erlenborn
Esch

Evins, Tenn,
Harsha

Hawkins
Hays, Ohilo

Andrews, N.C.
Ashbrook
Aspin

AuCoin
Blester
Bingham
Brooks
Burke, Calif.
Case

Murphy, N.Y.
O'Nelll
Passman
Riegle
Runnels
Bcheuer
Beiberling
Bhipley
Bhuster
Bkubitz
Solarz
Udall
Ullman
Moorhead, Pa. Van Deerlin
Morgan Waxman

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 387
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ce_iﬁings under the call were dispensed
with.

y
Chappell
Chisholm
Conyers
Dellums
Dent

Diggs
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES AND SUBCOM-
MITTEES TO PROCEED WITH
HEARINGS DURING 5-MINUTE
RULE

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Committee on Armed
Services and its subcommittees be per-
mitted to proceed this afternoon with
hearings on H.R. 3689, tke fiscal year
1976 Department of Defense appropria-
tion request, and H.R. 49, during the 5-
minute rule.

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

There was no objection.

PROPOSED EASTER RECESS

(Mr. ROGERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, there has
been discussion during the past week
about the upcoming Easter recess.

I strongly feel that the work facing
the Congress makes such a protracted
recess unthinkable. We simply have too
many important issues to consider to be
taking such a recess.

Certainly the Holy Days of the Easter
season should be acknowledged. And a
recess for this purpose from close of
business Thursday to Monday would be
appropriate.

But while the economy continues to
stagger I do not think we should be leay-
ing our business.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3260,
RESCINDING CERTAIN BUDGET
AUTHORITY

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
the order of the House of Thursday last,
I call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 3260) to rescind certain budget
authority recommended in the message
of the President of November 26, 1974
(H. Doc. 93-398) and as those rescissions
are modified by the message of the Pres-
ident of January 30, 1975 (H. Doc. 94-39)
and in the communication of the Comp-
troller General of November 6, 1974 (H,
Doc. 93-391), transmitted pursuant to
the Impoundment Control Act of 1974,
and ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the managers be read in
lieu of the report.

‘The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against the conference
report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against the conference re-
port. Approval of this conference report
at this time would constitute a viola-
tion of the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 in
that more than 45 days prescribed in
that act have expired.
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The rescisslons that are the subject of
this conference report were proposed by
the President in House Document 93—
398, November 26, 1974, and as amended
by House Document 94-39, January 30,
1975.

Mr. Speaker, it Is essential that we
follow. proper procedures as we imple-
ment the provisions of title X of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974.

These rescissions were originally pro-
posed on November 26 by the President.
The 93d Congress adjourned before the
expiration of the 45-day period as pre-
seribed in title X, part B, section 1011,
paragraph (5), and these rescissions
were automatically retransmitted at the
beginning of the 94th Congress, and thus
the 45-day period which Congress is al-
lowed In which to complete its action
began running again, this time expiring
on February 28, 1975. And even though
the President later revised these rescis-
sions, the time period upon which the 45-
day period is based is determined by the
date of the original rescisslon message.

In House Document 93-410, December
13, 1974, as submitted by the Comptrol-
ler General of the United States, the
Comptroller General held that the time
frames for congressional and General
Accounting Office action on rescissions
are not altered by the supplemental mes-
sages of the President. I quote this sen-
tence:

They start from the date of the President’s
original message.

And Mr. Speaker, the opinion of the
Comptroller General Is even more im-
portant than usual because of the special
responsibilities conferred upon him un-
der sections 1015 and 1018 of title X.

Thus, Mr. Speaker, it is clearly estab-
lished that the 45-day period has elapsed
in regard to rescissions 75-28 and 75-28A.

And it is essential that such an opinion
be sustained, because if it were not, then
the President could send a revision of a
rescission to the Congress whenever he
desired in order to keep the 45-day period
from ever expiring. Such a procedure
would clearly violate the very heart and
purpose of title X,

Mr. Speaker, once the 45-day perlod
elapses, a rescission cannot be part of
a rescission bill under the definitions of
title X of the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974.

This is clearly spelled out in title X,
part B, section 1011, paragraph (3) which
defines what a “rescission bill” is, and I
quote:

(3) “rescission bill” means a bill or jolnt
resolution which only rescinds, in whole or
in part, budget authority proposed to be
rescinded in a speclal message transmitted
by the Presldent under section 1012, and
upon which the Congress completes action
before the end of the first perlod of 45 calen-
dar days of continuous sesslon of the Con-
gress after the date on which the President’s
message is recelved by the Congress.

This is further reinforced by sectlon
1012(b) of title X which reads as follows:

(b) REQUIREMENT To MAKE AVAILABLE FOR
OBLIGATION.—ANy amount of budget au-
thority proposed to be rescinded or that 1s
to be rescinded as set forth in such speclal
message shall be made available for obliga-
tlon wunless, within the prescribed 45 day
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period, the Congress has completed action
on 8 rescission biil rescinding all or part of
the amount proposed to be rescinded or that
is to be reserved.

Mr., Speaker, clearly 45 days of con-
tinuous sesslon have elapsed and a
rescission bill containing resecission 75-28
as amended by rescisslon 75-28A would
not be in order. The executive branch,
recognizing that the 45-day perlod has
expired, has proceeded to make the funds
in question avallable for obligation.

The Comptroller of the Department of
Defense in a letter to the chairman of
the House Appropriations Committee
recognizes that the period provided by
law for approving this rescission has
legally expired. He states that he and the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget have proceeded to imple-
ment the obligation of the defense funds
after the expiration of the 45-day period
of February 28,

Mr. Speaker, I insist on my point of
order.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Texas wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask to be
heard on the point of order.

Mr. Speaker, we are breaking new
ground in the House of Representatives
today. For the first time In the life of
the House of Representatives, we have
a conference report on a rescission hill
under the new law. I wish to be heard
against the point of order.

I would say that the thrust of the
point of order of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WricHT) is that the Im-
poundment Control Act defines a rescis-
slon bill as a bill or joint resolution which
rescinds budget authority, and upon
which Congress completes action before
the end of the first perlod of 45 days of
continuous session after the time on
which the President’s message is received
by the Congress.

The gentleman from Texas argues that
this period has now elapsed and that
further consideration is not in order.

The gentleman is correct when he
points out that there are numerous com-
plex and confusing problems associated
with the 45-day period and the unclear
effect this has on the legality of a re-
scission bill. However, these questions are
apart from the issue of this conference
report being in order at this time.

Mr. Speaker, when the House consid-
ered the the bill before us 1 month ago
today, on February 25, we were within
the 45-day perlod specified by the act
for the consideration of a rescission. If
the House were considering the item con-
tained in this reseission bill for the first
time today, the point of order made by
the gentleman would, of course, lie. But
this is a conference report. The House
passed this bill a month ago under the
rules and under the requirements of the
Budget Control and Impoundment Act,
and the other body passed the bill
There is nothing in the law prohibiting
the consideration of conference reports
after the 45-day perlod on a bill that has
been considered and passed, as this one
has within the 45-day perlod. There are
no grounds not to consider the confer-
ence report today, as I see it.
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Further, Mr. Speaker, section 1017(c)
(5) of the act entitled “Floor Considera-
tion in the House,” says that except to
the extent specifically provided in this
subsection—and there is no such refer-
ence in the subsection—consideration of
any conference report on rescission bills
shall be governed by the Rules of the
House of Representatives applicable to
other conference reports in similar cir-
cumstances.

There is nothing in this conference re-
port that would have been subject to a
point of order when the bill was orig-
inally considered in the House and the
bill itself was considered within the 45-
day period referred to in the act.

Mr. Speaker, as I indicated, if we are
considering these particular resecissions
today for the first time in a bill just
reported to the House, the gentleman’s
point of order might lie. But at this stage
in the legislative process, when we have
before us this conference report, that
is, a consideration of a proper confer-
ence report, the point of order does not
lie, in my judgment, and should be over-
ruled.

Mr, Speaker, I ask that the point of
order be overruled.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Massachusetts desire to be heard on
the point of order?

Mr, DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
urge a point of order offered by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas (Mr,
WRIGHT) .

The simple fact is that the President
notified the Congress on November 26,
1974, of these rescissions. The Congress
adjourned. But the time once again
started, upon our reconvening. The 45
days expired on February 28. It is totally
contrary to the letter and the spirit of
the Impoundment Act for us, on March
25, to set aside these rescissions. As a
matter of fact, the law should read—and
I have a hill in to make the law read—
that from the very moment the Presi-
dent sends us a rescission bill, in this in-
stance, on November 26, he has no right
under the law to iImpound the funds.

The fact of the matter is OMB has
impounded the funds as of November 26,
and legally, they were required to de-
impound those funds and obligate those
funds on February 28. If they did not do
it, they are acting illegally. I hope they
have done it and, consequently, I think
there is no point, on March 25, of our
telling the administration of setting aside
these rescissions, and I urge, in the
strongest terms, that the point of order
of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WRr1GHT) be sustained.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) desire
to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the point of order under Pub-
lic Law 93-344, the Impoundment Act.
In section 404 of that act which amends
the House rules, clause 2, rule XI, of the
Rules of the House of Representatives is
amended by redesignating paragraph (b)
and paragraph (¢) and by Inserting after
paragraph (a) the following:

Rescisslons and appropriations contained
in the Appropriation Act shall be within
t-h{e; t]urlsdlctton of the Appropriations Com-
mitiee,
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Mr. Speaker, even aside from the Budg-
et and Impoundment Act, that jurisdic-
tion was given under rule X of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, and the
Committee on Appropriations was well
within its jurisdiction to make its rescis-
sion.

The SPEAKER. The Chalr is ready to
rule. ]

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WricHT) has made a point of ofder
against the consideration of the con-
Terence report on the basis that it would
violate provisions of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974, Specifically, it is alleged that since
the 45-day period provided for in sec-
tion 1011 of the act has expired, the re-
port may not be considered.

The section referred to by the gentle-
man defines a rescission bill for the pur-
poses of title X of the act. Technically
speaking, after the expiration of the 45-
day period a bill does not meet the defi-
nition of a “rescission bill” under the
terms of the act. The effect of this, how-
ever, is simply to deny to the bill the
privilege for initial consideration in the
House afforded under section 1017. This
is not tantamount to the proposition that
the Congress cannot pass a bill the effect
of which is to rescind certain budget au-
thority irrespective of any particular
time frame. The act itself recognizes the
power of Congress to pass such a bill by
providing in section 1001 that nothing
contained in the act shall be construed
as conceding the constitutional powers
of the Congress.

The House passed this bill within the
time period specified in the act. The
other body then acted on the bill, and
the differences were resolved in confer-
ence. The conference report is now be-
fore the House. All rules of the House
relative to consideration of conference
reports having been complied with, the
Chair finds no reason to prohibit the
consideration of this report. The point
of order is therefore overruled.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
a;eét'e? gl;oceedlngs of the House of March 24,

Mr. MAHON (during the reading) . Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to dis-
pense with further reading of the state-
ment,

The SPEARER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chalr recognizes
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON) .

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, as stated
earlier, this is the first conference report
to be presented to the House under the
new Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act.

The President a few months ago sent
to Congress a request for the rescission
of $949,443,172, This request dealt large-
ly with items In the defense, housing
and health, education, and welfare
areas. The conferees have agreed on the
rescission of $243 million, not the nearly
$1 billion recommended by the President.
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Most of the rescissions are in the de-
fense area—$183,200,000 out of the bill
total of $243,359,370. The largest rescis-
slon is for 12 F-111F fighter aircraft.

Mr. Speaker, I am troubled about this
measure. I am troubled about it because
Congress iIs doing today, in my opinion,
a very foolish thing. The F-111 rescission
was originally agreed to on a floor amend-
ment. I believe that if more of the Mem-
bers had been present during the debate
on the amendment that the amendment
would not have been agreed to. The re-
scission will throw many thousands of
employees out of work—about 5,000 in
the Fort Worth area alone. Most of these
unemployed workers in Texas and else-
where will begin to draw unemployment
benefits, requiring millions of dollars of
Federal expenditures. As I pointed out
when the original amendment was be-
fore us, $205 milllon was appropriated
last year for the procurement of 12
F-111F tactical fighter-bomber aircraft.
Of that amount, some $72 million has
already been obligated. To stop the pro-
curement now will result in the wasting
of large sums of Federal dollars. If the
entire $205 million is spent, we get for
the Air Force 12 modern combat aireraft.
By agreeing to the rescission, we will re-
celve no aircraft, only some parts and
considerable scrap.

In our hearings recently, I asked the
Secretary of Defense why the executive
had proposed the resecission of $122 mil-
lion since it appeared to make little
sense. He replied that the administra-
tion declded to propose the rescission of
all funds appropriated to the Defense
Department for fiscal year 1975 which
were not requested in the orlginal fiscal
year 1975 budget. Apparently everything
proposed by the President was consid-
ered to be needed and everything pro-
posed by the Congress was considered
unimportant.

I believe that the Congress seriously
erred in agreeing to the proposed rescis-
slon, but in view of the overwhelming
adverse votes in both the House and Sen-
ate, the conferees had no cholce other
than to provide for the rescission which
had been agreed to. Under the circum-
stances, with much regret I must vote
for the conference report.

Other major rescissions in the confer-
ence report include $7,856,470 for the
water bank program in the Agriculture
Department; $2,100,000 for the State De-
partment; $14,250,000 for the Commerce
Department; $9,400,000 for the Justice
Department; and $1,530,000 for the
Treasury Department.

Mr. Speaker, this is the first confer-
ence report on a rescission bill ever con-
sldered by the House. There are many
confusing and unclear areas assoclated
with title X of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act which
we adopted last year and which governs
the procedures for a rescission bill. I am
hopeful as we proceed on these bills that
gradually the problems will be worked
out.

I urge adoption of the conference
report.

Under leave to insert tabular material,
I am inserting a table which summarizes
the actions in this bill:
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[Comparison of conference action to request, House action and Senats action by subcommittea)

Subcommittes

Senate
action

Houss

Request action

Conferenca sction compared with—

House

Conference u
acti action

Request

State, Justice, C i dici
Treasury, Postal Service, ‘and Genezal Governmel

321,212,940 .
278, 800, 000
117, 000

$7, 856, 470
Zﬂ\. ﬂ)ﬂ.

3133. 200, 000"
23,100,000
46,022, 900

T3330,000
26, 022, 900

—13, 356, 470

80 A ..
—95.6&006

—284, 719,332 .
—10, 900, 000
—22, 470, 000

28, 750, 000
26, 532, 900

—7,600,000 4
-{-530; 000 3

—19, 470, 000

242,572, 900 320, 479, 370

243,359, 370

—106, 083, 802 786, 470 ~T1,120, 000

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
CONTE).

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the adoption of this report.

As my colleagues will recall, I offered
an amendment to this bill to rescind
funding for the F-111F fighter/bomber
alreraft. This amendment was adopted
by a vote of 240 to 164.

In the Senate, a similar amendment
to this bill was passed.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to note that
the rescission of funds for the F-111F is
contained in this conference report, and I
have every expectation that it will be

The conferees are recommending total
rescissions of $243.4 million in this bill,
which is slightly above the amount which
we passed in the House. Even so, we are
still 74 percent below the administra-
tion’s request, and I belleve that we can
and must do better.

I do not know whether the administra-
tion plans to send us any more rescission
proposals this year, but I think we have
got to draw the line on spending. If not
this year, then certainly in the 1976
budget.

The time is past when we could print
more money for these programs and have
it absorbed into the economy without
serious repercussions.

The state of the Union is not good, and
we must commit ourselves to following a
responsible policy on expenditures.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this
opportunity to thank those of my col-
leagues who supported my F-111F
amendment as a blow for fiscal respon-
sibility, and urge all of my colleagues
to adopt this conference report.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Speaker, I yleld 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. WRIGHT) .

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I oppose
the conference committee report.

Perhaps my speaking now in opposi-
tion to this report is a futile gesture. The
House voted earlier this year to cut out
all money for the F-111.

I am aware that it is an emotional
issue on the part of many Members and
that many new Members came here com-~
mitted to vote to trim military expendi-
tures. This was the first bill up which
gave them an opportunity to go on record
against military expenditures.

Mr. Speaker, the supreme irony of it
is that by voting in this false economy

move to trim this relatively trifling
amount, they have committes the Con-
gress to one of two cholces: Either to
have no supersonic bomber fleet, none,
or to buy the B-1 at $100 million a copy.

If the Members want to be confronted
with that dilemma, then they should vote
for this conference committee report. If
the Members have reservations about
making that cholce, either to be denuded
of any capacity to have a supersonic
bomber fleet or to purchase the B-1 at
$100 million a copy, then they should
vote against this conference committee
report.

The F-111 is the most modern bomber
in the free world. It has the best safety
record, judged by thousands of hours
flown, of any aircraft in the arsenal, any
of them. It is the only aircraft we have
which is capable of a low-level, super-
sonic bombing attack, coming in under
the enemy’s radar and being gone before
the enemy knows it is there.

In combat over heavily defended tar-
gets In North Vietnam the F-111 more
than amply proved itself.

It was said on this House floor earller
that we have the B-52 and, therefore,
we do not need another bomber. The
B-52's, when we go into the 1980 time
frame, will be more than 30 years old.
They are subsonic. They are incapable
of supersonic flight. They are incapable
of low-level bombing attack.

The B-52's were sitting ducks in North
Vietnam. They fell like flies over the
heavily defended targets there. While
they were being shot down because they
were such big targets and so slow, and
required to fly high where the radar cone
can pick them up before they get to their
target, the F-111's were attacking those
same targets and getting away. Pllots
and crews were surviving. The F-111
survival rate over those targets was five
times better than that of the B-52’s.

So, let us face it now. If you just want
a superficial opportunity to say you voted
to cut military expenditures, you can
save a few paltry dollars, and wind up
with $75 million worth of parts we can-
not use. In the process we shall disrupt
16,610 workers, and they are not all In
Texas, by any manner of means; 3,520
are In New York State, 2,710 are in Cali-
fornia, 1,790 in Missourl, 1,440 in Con-
necticut, 2,000 in Ohlo, Indiana, Mas-
sachusetts, New Jersey, and Illinois, and
1,250 in 25 other States. All these people
will be affected by unemployment. Most
significantly, we will have cut out the
only option we have to doing away with
bombers, having no supersonic bombers,
or buying the B-1's.

Now, if you want to face that cholice,
then just go ahead and vote for this con-
ference report. But if you think we can
get by without any bombers and still
have a deterrent capacity, just bear this
thought in mind: Once you commit that
missile it is committed. It does not have
anybody sitting In it who can turn it
around and bring it back if the crisis
passes; it has no flexibility. I think we
need a flexible and believable deterrent,
and for that reason I believe we need
some supersonic bombers. And I do not
belleve Congress is going to be anxious
to pay $100 million aplece for B-1's.
Therefore, I say we should vote against
this conference committee report.

The SPEAEKER. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference re-
port.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

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

Mr. WRIGHT. 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 346, nays 59,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 92]

Abdnor
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander

Anderson Il
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Armstrong
AuColn
Badillo
Bafalls
Baldus
Barrett
Baucus

Devine
Dickinson
Diggs

Dingell
Downing
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
du Pont

Early
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif,
Ellberg

Burgener
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler

Byron
Carney

Carr

Carter
Cederberg
Clancy
Clausen,

Conyers
Corman
Cornell
Coughlin

Breaux Crane
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Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn,
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser ;
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gibbons
Gilman
Goodling
Gradison
Grassley
Green
Gude
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hamliton
Hanley
Hannaford

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Hefner
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hinshaw
Holland
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howe
Hubbard
Hughes
Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde

Jacobs
Jarman
Jeffords
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Easten
Kastenmeler
Kelly

Eemp
Eetchum
Keys
Eindness
Koch

Krebs
Krueger
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Landrum
Latta
Lehman
Lent

Levitas
Litton
Lloyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
MeDonald
McEwen
McFall
McHugh
McEKay
Macdonald
Madigan
Maguire
Mahon
Mann
Martin
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meyner
Mezvinsky
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Callf,
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md,
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Moore
Moorhead,
Callf,
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moitl
Murphy, Il.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Mpyers, Ind.
Mpyers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzl
Nichols
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
O'Brien
Ottinger
Patten
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Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Ruppe
Russo
Ryan
St Germalin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Sharp
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk

lack
Smith, Jowa
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Solarz
Spellman
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,

Taylor, N.C.
Thompson
Thone
Thornton
Traxler

Vigorito
Waggonner

Patterson, Calif Walsh

Pattison, N.Y,
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pressler
Preyer
Pritchard
Qulie
Quillen
Rallsback
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio
Rase

Wampler
Weaver
Whalen
White
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,

Charles, Tex.

Winn

Wirth

Wrydler

Wylie

Yates

Yatron
Young, Alaska

Zeferettl

NAYS—59

Gonzales
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hastings
Hicks
Hillis
Howard
Jones, Ala.
Kazen
McEinney
Mathis
Milford
Montgomery
Moss
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
Patman
Pike

NOT VOTING—27
Goldwater O'Nelll
Hawkins Passman
Hays, Ohlo Pepper
Hightower Runnels
Ichord Seiberling
Leggett Shipley
Madden Bkublts

Erlenborn Mills Teague

Evins, Tenn. Mollohan Weaxman

So the conference report was agreed

Poage
Price
Randall
Risenhoover
Roberts
Rooney
Roybal
Santini
Sarasin
imon
Stephens
Stration
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symms
Wilson, Bob
Wolfl
Wright
Young, Tex.

Ambro
Archer
Ashley
Bolling
Breckinridge
Burleson, Tex.
Casey
Chappell
Chisholm
Collins, Tex.
Cotter
Danlels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davls
de la Garza
Dodd
Downey
Florio
Gialmo
Ginn

Adams
Ashbrook
Aspin
Brooks
Collins, I11.
Dellums
Dent

to.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
. O'Nelll with Mr. Mollohan.
. Hays of Ohlo with Mr, Leggett.
Mr, Brooks with Mr. Madden.
. Adams with Mr. Aspin.
. Seiberling with Mr, Dellums.
. Bhipley with Mr, Bkubiltz.
. Pepper with Mr. Goldwater.
. Hawkins with Mrs. Collins of Iilinois.
. Dent with Mr. Ashbrook.
. Evins of Tennessee with Mr, Teague,
. Ichord with Mr. Erlenborn.
Mr. Hightower with Mr, Passman,
Mr. Runnels with Mr. Waxman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MAHON., Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
conference report just agreed to, and
that I may be permiited to include ex-
traneous matter.

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

There was no objection.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4075
RESCINDING CERTAIN BUDGET
AUTHORITY

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, pursuant
to the prior order of the House, I call
up the conference report on the bill (H.R.
4075) to rescind certain budget author-
ity recommended in the message of the
President of January 30, 1975, and in
the communications of the Comptroller
General of February T, 1975, and of Feb-
ruary 14, 1975, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of March 24,
1975.)

The SPEAKER. The Chalr recognizes
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON).

Mr, MAHON., Mr, Speaker, this con-
ference report on H.R. 4075 contains
rescissions that total $16,454,704. The
conference report is identical fo the hill
that passed the House, The Senate made
two amendments to the bill but receded
in conference.

The rescissions the conference report
contains include $10,000,000 for forestry
incentive programs; $995,000 for the De-
partment of Defense; $500,00C for the
Consumer Product Safety Commission;
and $4,999,704 for the Inter-American
Cultural and Trade Center.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report is
$1,243,939,250 below the amount recom-
mended for rescission by the President.
The principal reason for this large dif-
ference is that the President had recom-
mended $939,030,250 in rescissions for
various health and education items and
$125,000,000 in resclsslons for the job
opportunities program of the Economic
Development Administration, all of
which the Congress did not agree to
rescind.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption
the conference report. Under leave to
insert tabular material, I am placing in
the Recorp at this point a table which
summarizes the conference report. This
table contalns a figure that is different
from that shown in the “conference
totals” at the end of the statement of
the managers. The Senate inadvertently
included an Improper figure that caused
the budget requests to be $11,717,000
higher than actually submitted. The
table follows:

of

H.R. 4075, 3D RESCISSION BILL, 1975, COMPARISON OF CONFERENCE ACTION TO REQUEST, HOUSE ACTION, AND SENATE ACTION BY SUBCOMMITTEE

Subcammittee

Agriculture
Defense

Budget

Senste
request i

sction

Conference sction compared with—

Budget
request

Senste
sction

Conferenca
action

House
action

$151, 700, 000 $10, 000, 000
000

10, 000, 000
955 - 955, 000 $

HUD-Independent A

. 955, 000
709, 000 000

Labor-HEW._....

State, Justice, Commerce, and Judiciary.

L., S

li L
311, 250
?22&999.?134

0
4,999, T04

10, 000, 000  §-—181, 700, 000 0
955, 000 0 0
+#500, 000

800, 000
4,999,704 —125,000;000 44,999,704

—1, 248, 674, 954

18, 454, 704

16, 454, 704

=1, 209, 000
0 824,311,200
1, 232, 220, 250 §, 499,204
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Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
vrevious question on the conference
report.

The previcus question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the con-
ference report just agreed to and that
I may include tables and charts on the
remarks I made today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objectlon to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

DISAPPROVING THE DEFERRAL OF
CERTAIN BUDGET AUTHORITY
RELATING TO THE DEPARTMENT
OF COMMERCE, NATIONAL OCE-
ANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMIN-
ISTRATION

Mr. SLACK, Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 309, disapproving the
deferral of certain budget authority, and
ask unanimous consent that it be con-
sidered in the House.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. REs. 300

Resolved, That the House of Reprecenta-
tives hereby expresses its disapproval of pro-
posed deferral D 756-94, as set forth in the
President's speclal message of November 26,
1974, transmitted to the Congress under sec-
tion 1013 of the Impoundment Control Act of
1974, and subsequently revised in the sup-
plementary message of January 30, 1975,
transmitted to the Congress under section
1014(c) of such Act.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. Suack) is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we submit for considera-
tion to the House, House Resolution 309,
recomending disapproval of proposed de-
ferral D75-94, as set forth in the Presi-
dent’s special message of November 26,
1974, transmitted to the Congress under
section 1013 of the Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974, and subsequently re-
vised in the supplementary message of
January 30, 1975, transmitted to the
Congress under section 1014(c) of such
act, making funds available to the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration in the amount of $4,073,000 for
the following items:

The sum of $600,000 for the State-
Federal fisheries conservation and man-
agement grants program. The proposed
deferral would have reduced by some 10
percent the commercial fisherles grants
and anadromous fisheries grants to the
States.

The sum of £1,034,000 for the sea grant
program’s marine technology grants.
These are the grants to universities, in-
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stitutes, and laboratories for the devel-
opment of applied marine technology.
The proposed deferral would have re-
sulted in & 20-percent reduction in funds
for this program.

The final item consists of $2,439,000
for programs of the National Weather
Service, which include the following:

The sum of $800,000 for the procure-
ment of specialized data equipment for
weather radars. The deferral of this item
would have delayed the program for 1
year.

The sum of $1,266,000 for initial pro-
curement of prototype systems for auto-
mation of fleld operations. Likewlse, a
deferral of this item would have delayed
this program for 1 year.

The sum of $100,000 for grants to
develop satellite remote sensing tech-
nology.

And, finally, $273,000 to establish a
speclal unit to develop severe storm and
tornado forecasting.

Mr. Speaker, we recommend the adop-
tion of House Resolution 309.

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

Mr. SLACK. I yleld to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Speaker, I want
to indicate my support for this bill and
especlally for the portion disapproving
the deferral of $600,000 which Congress
had appropriated for the State-Federal
flsheries management grants.

Just last session the House unani-
mously passed Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 11 and expressed that it was its
policy to strengthen the U.S. fishing in-
dustry, that it intended to support the
responsibilities of the States for manage-
ment and conservation of fish, and that
it particulary commended the Federal-
State fisheries management programs.
Since the House spoke sgo directly and
unanimously to these very programs, I
suggest that we must elther disapprove
this deferral or stop passing resolutions
of any kind.

Again, just last year Congress amend-
ed the Anadromous Fish Conservation
Act to suthorlze an increase in the Fed-
eral share of these programs. This de-
ferral also does away with that intention
of Congress.

Apart from the direct support Congress
has expressed for these programs, there
are excellent reasons why they should
not be deferred. First, the programs are
already under severe strain, because the
Federal share has been level funded
without any provision for inflation for 3
vears. Second, this deferral of funds in
the middle of the filscal year would in-
terfere greatly with State planning and
hinder the development of State-Federal
cooperation in this area. We are moving
ahead with important new fisheries pro-
grams such as extended jurisdiction, the
national fisherles plan, and expanded
management plans. At this critical time,
the cooperation of the States is espe-
clally necessary.

Third, many States have already pro-
vided funds and developed programs with
the knowledge that Federal matching
funds had been appropriated and with
the understanding that they would be
available, Deferral at this time would, in
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some cases, require the termination of
existing projects and waste money al-
ready spent. We must remember that the
programs deal with a Hving resource. In
some cases on the west coast for ex-
ample, immature hatchery fish will have
10 be released if this deferral is not dis-
approved.

In my view tnere are many good rea-
sons why this deferral should be disap-
proved, and I ask you to join in voting for
the deferral resolution.

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I want to congratulate the gentleman
from West Virginia, the subcommittee
chairman, for bringing this resolution be-
fore the Congress. The activities of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration are Iimportant fo every
State in the Nation. The weather fore-
casting techniques and the speclalized
equipment for gathering weather data
will pay for themselves many times over
in providing forecasts that are important
to the preservation of life and property.

The funds for commercial fisheries, for
the anadromous fisherfes and for the sea
grant colleges are especlally important
to Oregon where one of those great Insti-
tutions is located and where a substantial
commercial fishing Industry is perpetu-
ally hard pressed. It is Important to Orve-
gon—indeed it is Important to the
world—that we do all we can to Increase
the protein supply so much In demand
by a hungry world. There is no betier
source of protein than the noble salmon
as everyone who has caught or eaten one
well knows. Y

No money Is saved by the attempt ol
the administration to defer these
amounts for expenditure at a later time.
Indeed the cosis will go up the longer we
walt due to the inexorable impact of in-
flation. The resolution is a good one nnd
should pass.

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this opportunity to tl.ank the chair-
man and the committee and to compii-
ment the chairman for his leadership in
bringing to the floor this disapproval oi
deferral resolution, encompassing as if
does principles embodied in the original
legislation I introduced on behalf of my
constituents in late February. The im-
portance of making these funds available
as soon as possible cannot be over-
emphasized.

Not only would deferral of these funds
do great harm to continuing marine re-
sources development at the Federal level,
but 1t would serlously impair the ability
of the States, including Oregon, to con-
tinue their own programs of marine re-
search and development. The deferral
request Includes grant-in-ald funds,
Oregon has glven its full support and
commitment to these grant-in-aid pro-
grams, and deferral of these funds would
be disastrous to my State.

Disapproval of the deferral will allow
the continuation of salmon taking and
recovery programs and programs to im-
prove hatchery techniques. Also, these
funds will be used for studies concerning
the development of new and better prod-
ucts from Oregon’s food-fish resource
and to fund research-management pro-
grams on andromous fish stocks. I be-
leve the cooperation of the States and
the Federal Government has proved ex-
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tremely beneficial in this area, and I be-
lieve it should be continued-so that we
can develop our ocean resources for
maximum benefit while using sound con-
servation principles.

Disapproval of this deferral will enable
the sea grant program to continue its
marine research efforts. In Oregon, these
funds will be used for continued-support
of marine and commercial fisheries tech-
nology training projects, for studies to
determine feeding habits of salmonid
fishes, for the evaluation of the poten-
tial for a krill fishery off Oregon, and
for support of a coastal zone manage-
ment specialist. In addition, disapproval
of this deferral will help both of these
programs to keep pace with the high cost-
of-living increases which are already
forcing cutbacks in program activities.

The impact of this deferral is not only
any means limited to Oregon. It would
have serious consequences for the entire
American marine development effort,
and it is for this reason that I support
this resolution to disapprove the deferral
of funds. Simply stated, Mr. Speaker,
the potential of the sea is far too great
for us to fail to support vital programs
of marine research and development.

Mr. EMERY. Mr. Speaker, I respect-
fully urge my colleagues to lend their
support to House Resolution 309, a com-
bination of House Resolution 240 and
266 which I cosponsored to disapprove
certain Presidential budget authorities—
D75-94—relating to the Department of
Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration.

The President's recommendation to
defer expenditures of $600,000 in Fed-
eral grant-in-aid funding for fisherles
conservation, research, and management
will have disastrous consequences on our
State-Federal cooperative programs.

For the State of Maine, these drastic
cuts, amounting to $16,433, will cripple
and possibly terminate ongoing fisheries
programs and cast many people out of
work, while at the same time, other
legislation is proposed to create more
Federal jobs for the unemployed.

In this period of mounting concern
for rational management of our ocean
resources, the United States can ill-
afford this sudden evisceration of key on-
going research and management pro-
grams.

Mr., SLACK. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days In which to revise and
extend their remarks on the resolution
just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT
AND CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF
1966 AMENDMENTS OF 1975

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
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Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4222) to
amend the National School Lunch and

-Child Nutrition Acts in order to extend

and revise the special food service pro-
gram for children and the school break-
fast program, and for other purposes re-
lated to strengthening the school lunch
and child nutrition programs.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
info the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill HR. 4222, with
Mr. Pixe in the chalr.

The Clerk read the title of the biil.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had read
through the first section of the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute ending on page 8, at llne 22.

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

Mr. Chairman, the lengthy discussion
which we had yesterday on the provi-
slons of H.R. 4222, has made it apparent
that many Members are in disagree-
ment with certain features of the bill
However, I am confident that all of us
agree with the basic purpose of the bill,
which is to strengthen the school lunch
and child nutrition programs. As was
brought out in the debate yesterday, it
is clear that the school lunch program
needs help in order to survive In this re-
cent period of constantly Increasing costs
of operation. We must reverse the de-
cline in school lunch participation by
making the program more readily avail-
able to the middle-class children who are
being priced out of the program.

Despite all the discussion on the fioor
yvesterday, It Is simply not true that we
will be spending large sums of money
to finance lunches for the children of
millionaires. Fewer than 1 percent of the
families in the Nation fall in the income
category of $50,000 and over. Only 6 per-
cent of familles are between Incomes of
$25,000 and $50,000.

The substitute amendment will raise
the 25-cent maximum payment upward
to 35 cents per lunch. The supplemental
payment will then be the difference be-
tween the January 1, 1975, price and the
new maximum of 35 cents. A minimum
payment of 10 cents will be retained for
any school. Further an escalator will
take effect July 1, 1975, to compensate
for cost increases since January 1, 1975.

The total effect of these revisions will
be to reduce the cost by more than one-
half from this provision of the original
bill.

Further, concern has been expressed by
the members of the House Budget Com-
mittee that certain provisions of the bill
could be considered as bypassing the ap-
propriations procedure. In view of this
concern, the substitute amendment is de-
signed to meet the objectlons of the
members of the Budget Committee. First,
we have eliminated the 3-year special au-
thority provided to the Department of
Agriculture to purchase section 32 and
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section 416 commodities regardless of
market prices.

Second, the requirement to purchase
cereal products and olls and shortening
for the school lunch program is deleted.

Third, the requirement pertaining to
the use of section 32 funds to finance on
& temporary basls the WIC program has
been deleted. Funding for the program
would then depend on regular annual ap-
propriations.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to the House
and to the Committee that it was argued
vesterday that we were going to finance
school Iunches for millionaires—for
wealthy people and, therefore, the 25-
cent lunch was a subsidy for the rich.

I personally feel that we should
strengthen the program in order to pro-
tect the free and reduced-price Ilunch
program. When the program for paying
children fails, the record shows that the
free and reduced-price lunch program
likewise fails.

In any event, we decided that the 25-
cent ceiling price on lunch, in view of the
feeling of the committee, should be in-
creased to 35 cents, and that Is in a sub-
stitute that will be offered in a few
moments by the gentleman from Mich-
igan (Mr. O'Hara). Let me state that this
substitute cuts in half the funds which
would have been required for the 25-
cent lunch with the escalator. It cuts the
cost down to $439 million.

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

Mr, PERKINS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. GiaiMo).

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say to the gentleman that I am a
little puzzled. As I understand it, this
committee has been studying this lunch
program for some time, and the gentle-
man declded as recently as last night to
go ahead with a 25-cent maximum lunch
for all children, regardless of Income.
What happened to justify this sudden
change to 35 cents overnight? What is
the difference so magically arrived at be-
tween 35 and 25 cents, irrespective of
the fact, as the gentleman just sald, that
it will cut the cost by several hundred
million dollars?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. PErRKINs)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. Giammo and by
unanimous consent, Mr. PERKINS was al-
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chalrman, to an-
swer the gentleman’s question, we want
to be as realistic as this House wants us
to be in order to better serve the school-
children of this Nation.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yleld?

Mr. PERKINS. Yes, I yleld to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quig).

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man sald this amendment, now 35 cents,
is less than half of what the original bill
would have cost. The figure we had on the
original bill was $871 million. The gen-
tleman then is including in this amend-
ment the escalator, which adds, accord-
ing to the flgures the gentleman gave me,
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another $86 milllon, which raises this to
£957 million.

I asked the Department what the cost
of this program would be, as brought up
to date, and they have a figure of $521
million as the cost.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me state to my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Minnesota, that I think he can
figure as well as the Department can. On
the basis of 15.3 million paying children,
in order to provide lunch the following
level of funds at 35 cents—representing
10 cents as a subsidy on a 45-cent aver-
age price lunch—15.3 million children
at $15 per year per child, which comes
to $228 million.

There are 2 million new children who
will come into this program, and under
the 35-cent maximum, at $15 per year
per child, will be another $30 million.
Then the escalator on the new 35-cent
provision will be $80 million. Then the
regular section 4 and commodities assist-
ance for additional children for $66 mil-
lion. And the escalator which is already
in the law on section 4 and commodities
assistance for additional children is $35
million.

Put together, it is a total of $439
million.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

(On request of Mr. QuiEg, and by unani-
mous consent, Mr. PErRgINS was allowed
to proceed for 1 additional minute.)

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, going on with the fig-
ures the gentleman has related, the one
part the gentleman left out was section 4
and section 6 money for the additional
lunches. You have the escalator in, but
vou did not put in the expenditure that
presently is there, and this brings it up
to the $521 million.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me say to my dis-
tinguished friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota, that we did not leave out the
escalator on section 4.

Mr. QUIE. I did not say the escalator,
i said you left out the basic expenditure
that is presently in section 4 and sec-
tion 6.

Mr. PERKINS. In my judgment the
substitute that will be offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan should be
adopted.

The amendment with which Mrs.
Mink graciously provided me this morn-
ing, contained a feature to provide an
additional 15 cents in commodities. If I
interpret the Mink amendment cor-
rectly, if there ever was backdoor spend-
ing under section 32, I think that amend-
ment goes in that direction.

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

(On request of Mr. AsHLEY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. PERKINS was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, some
moments ago the gentleman in the well
was explaining why it was that the chil-
dren of familles in essentially my eco-
nomic situation should receive a sub-
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sidy, the largesse of the taxpayers, for
their school lunches. I would be inter-
ested if the gentleman from EKentucky
would pursue that further. I am wonder-
ing why it is that the taxpayers in To-
ledo who are earning $7,000 or $8,000
should be obliged to pay for the lunches
of my children.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me say to my dis-
tinguished colleague that under the bill—
and I do not know of anyone who is of-
fering an amendment to strike it—we in-
creased the reduced price poverty level
from $4,510, 100 percent, which takes it
up to $9,020. Anyone within that income
range can obtain a reduced price lunch.

Mr. ASHLEY. Why should a $7,000
taxpayer in my district be obliged to pay
a portion of the cost of the lunches of my
children? Why?

Mr. PERKINS. Let me say it is because
the school lunch program is a program
of nutrition for the welfare of all
children.

Mr. ASHLEY. I can take care of the
nutrition of my own children without the
help from our taxpayers.

Mr. PERKINS. While the gentleman
from Ohio may be able to do that, others
may not be in that same position.

We have established a school lunch
program in this country, and to my way
of thinking, we should strengthen the
school lunch program for the free and
reduced price lunches, which we do in
this instance. In the last 6 years the free
and reduced price lunches have grown
from 1 million to 10 million, and the
paying lunch program has declined from
18 million down to 15.3 million.

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

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. O'HARA

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. O’'Hara: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Committee
to the text of the bill, FLR. 4222, insert the
following:

That this Act may be cited as “The Na-
tional School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition
Act of 1066 Amendments of 1875,

SCHOOL EREAKFAST PROGRANM

Suc. 2. Section 4(a) of the Child Nufrition
Act of 1966 is amended by inserting immedi-
ately after “and June 30, 1975, the follow-
ing: “and subsequent fiscal years".

Mr. O'HARA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with and that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

Mr. QUIE. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, My, Chairman, I would say to the
gentleman I have no objection to consid-
ering the portion as read where the gen-
tleman makes no change. What I would
like to have read is the portion where
the gentleman does make a change. He
makes a change in section 4, and he
makes changes also in back-door spend-
ing.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I am pre-
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pared to explain and point out all of the
changes I do make if the gentleman will
vield to me under his reservation of ob-
jection.

Mr. QUIE. I would yield for that pur-
pose, if the gentleman would explain to
us what changes he makes.

Mr, O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, we begin
by amending the provision that pro-
vides for a 25-cent cap.

Mr. QUIE. That is section 4 of the bill,
correct?

Mr. O'HARA. That is section 4 of the
bill. That provides for a 25-cent cap for
the price of a lunch, and my amendment
makes that a 35-cent cap on the price
of a Tunch.

Mr. QUIE. Would the gentleman say
that the only change in section 4 is that
the number 25 is changed to 352

Mr. O'HARA. There is one other
change. The gentleman from Minnesots
will recall that in the committee yester-
day we agreed to a committee amend-
ment which provided for an escalator
in the amount of payment under section
4 every 6 months based on the consumer
price index cost of food consumed outside
the home, and that provision would be
inserted as subsection (¢) of section 4.

Then the next change is over in section
7 of the act, under which we substitute
the Meeds language for that which was
offered by the gentleman from Minne-
sobta in the Committee on Education and
Labor. That is directed at the same prob-
lem, that is, plate waste in the school
lunch program, and we substitute the
Meeds amendment for the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Minne-
sota as discussed in general debate yes-
terday, because we think it refines the
application of the amendment originally
offered by the gentleman from Minne-
sota and improves it.

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman has a new
section T(a) ?

Mr. O'HARA. That is correct.

Mr. QUIE. And the remainder of sec-
tion 7 is the same?

Mr. O'HARA. That is correct.

Mr. QUIE. All right.

Mr. O'HARA. On page 14 of the sub-
stitute, is one of the back-door spending
provisions that we strike out. We strike
out section 13(a) completely. That goes
down through page 15, line 7 of the
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. QUIE. In the bill we are talking
about page 20 beginning on line 19?

Mr. O'HARA, That is correct. That is
the provision that requires the purchase
of cereal and shortfening and eil products
i the amounts provided in the fiscal
year 1974, That is one of the back-door
spending provisions to which objection
was made during consideration of the
rule and which is stricken by the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute,

Mr. QUIE. So the total of section 13 is
stricken.

Mr. O'HARA. Only 13(a). Section 13
(b) beginning on line 8, page 21 of the
bill, which is page 15 of the amendment
in the nature of a substitute, remains in.

Mr. QUIE. All right.

Mr. O'HARA. Then on page 16 of the
amendment in the nature of a substitute,
page 22 of the bill, beginning on line 12,
the lanruage that provided for a manda-
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tory use of section 32 funds for the WIC
program in the event that an appropria-
tion was not forthcoming is stricken.

Mr. QUIE. Then the gentleman puts a
period in place of a comma on page 22,
line 12, after the word “year.”

Mr. O’HARA. That is correct.

Mr. QUIE, And strike down through
line 13.

Mr. O’HARA. That is correct. Then on
through on line 2 on page 23.

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman is talking
about page 23 of the bill?

Mr. O'HARA. Yes. Start with line 12,
page 22 of the bill, after the words “fiscal
year” and strike all that follows on that
page through the period on line 2 of
page 23.

Mr. QUIE. All right.

Mr. O’HARA. And then on page 25 of
the substitute, which is page 34 of the
bill, an amendment which corrects a
technical oversight and inserts the
words “American Samoa” after the words
“Virgin Islands” on line 13.

Mr. QUIE. Page 31 of the bill?

Mr. O’'HARA. That is correct. Page 31
of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, further re-
serving the right to object, was there
not a back-door spending provision in the
WIC program?

Mr. O'HARA. That is the one I read
to the gentleman, which begins on page
16 of my amendment in the nature of a
substitute, which is page 22 of the bill,
beginning affer the words “fiscal year”
on line 12 and continues on down through
and including line 2 on page 23.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object. For all intents
and purposes it now appears that the
original committee substitute, made in
order by the rule, is to be junked and in-
stead we are being asked to consider
this new substitute which the gentleman
from Michigan has just now offered. The
original rule on this bill provided that
the committee substitute be read for pur-
poses of amendment, as is usual. If the
gentleman now obtains unanimous con-
sent to consider his substitute as read
and open to amendment, sll sorts of
confusion can result. No one will have
any confrol over what amendments will
be presented and in what order and de-
bate may be cut off.

I do not wish to prolong the agony
which has kept the chairman of the
Education Committee up until 5:30 in
the morning calling secret meetings, but
I must object and I do so.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will withhold a moment be-
fore he does so, I have made no such
request. The only request I have made
i1s that the reading of part of that
amendment in the nature of a substitute
be dispensed with and that the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute be
printed in the REcorD at this point.

It does not affect in any way the ability
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to offer amendments to the rest of the
bill. It does not affect the ability to offer
amendments to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute. Whether or not
my request is agreed to, the entire
amendment in the nature of a substitute
will be open to amendment at once, all at
the same time.

All my request does, the only change it
makes, it avoids taking the 15 minutes ta
read the amendment.

Mr. BAUMAN. I am aware that that
is what the gentleman is asking and I
am aware if a- substitute is adopted it
will probably be the one the gentleman
offers. I would not object to reading it
section by section so that amendments
can be offered in an orderly manner.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, while
it is being read in the Recorp it will not
be open to amendment section by sec-
tion. It would be open to amendment
when the entire amendment is read.

Mr. BAUMAN, That is precisely what
we object to.

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

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, this is sig-
nificant to what the gentleman is talking
about. If the substitute is read, it is my
understanding of the rules of the House
that we cannot stop at the end of each
section for amendments, but the entire
substitute has to be read before it would
be open for amendments.

May I inquire of the Chairman, is that
right? -

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. QUIE. The opportunity, it seems
to me, if we want to correct both the bill
and the substitute at the same time, we
would be foreclosed from doing that, be-
cause the bill has not been read.

I do not know how the gentleman from
Maryland feels about it, but I think for
purposes of the House, so that both could
be perfected, we have unanimous consent
also requested that the entire bill be read
and open for amendmecat at any place
and that would give us the opportunity
to repair each one, if the gentleman
wanted to do that.

Mr, O'HARA., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. O'HARA. The gentleman from
Michigan could offer an amendment to
the substitute. I do not intend to make
such a request to amend the bill all at
the same time. If the gentleman from
Minnesota makes the request that after
it is read it be considered section by sec-
tion, I will object.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to obiect, I wonder if the
gentleman from Michigan would make
a unanimous-consent request that his
amendment be read section by section.
This would accomplish the purpose we
are after.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the Chair would not entertain a
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request of that nature. The amendment
must be read in its entirety under the
rules of the House, if the gentleman
from Maryland insists upon his objec-
tion. The Chair would encourage that
amendments be made to each section
once it has been read, but it cannot be
open for amendment prior to the reading.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inguiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BAUMAN. By unanimous consent
is it not possible to read the gentleman’s
substitute section by section?

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
does have to be read in its entirety, un-
less unanimous consent is obtained not
to read it all. That is the request of the
gentleman from Michigan.

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

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is heard.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Chairman,
I have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Would it not
be in order for a unanimous-consent re-
quest to consider the substitute read and
then to ask unanimous consent that the
substitute be read section by section for
amendment, considered section by sec-
tion?

The CHAIRMAN. The first request
would be in order, but the second request
could best be accomplished if Members
cooperated in offering amendments in
an orderly fashion.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

My, GIAIMO. As the Clerk reads each
section, at that time would it be in order
to ask unanimous consent that that sec-
tion be considered as read and open to
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The entire amend-
ment must be read before any amend-
ment would be in order.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 8. Section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

"“{g) As a national nutrition and health
policy, it is the purpose and intent of the
Congress that the school breakfast program
be made available in all schools where it is
needed to provide adequate nutrition for
children in attendance. The Secretary is
hereby directed, in cooperation with State
educational agencies, to carry out a program
of information in furtherance of this policy.
Within ninety days after the enactment of
this legislation, the Secretary shall report to
the committees of Jurisdiction in the Con-
gress his plans and those of the cooperating
State agencies to bring about the needed ex-
pansion in the school breakfast program.”

SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD ASSISTANCE
PAYMENTS

Sec. 4. (a) Section 4 of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by inserting “(a)”
immediately before the first sentence and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:
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*“(b) (1) In addition to the food asslstance
payments under subsection (a) to a State
educational agency for any fiscal year, the
Secretary shall make supplemental food as-
sistance payments for that year to any State
educational agency in a total amount equal
to the sum eof the results obtained by mul-
tiplying (A) the number of lunches, other
than free lunches and reduced-price lunches
(consisting of a combination of foods which
meet the minimum nutritional requirements
prescribed by the Secretary under section 9
(a)), served during such fiscal year to chil-
dren in each school In such State which par-
ticlpates in the school lunch program under
this Act under agreements with such State
educational agency in accordance with sec-
tion 8, by (B) a payment per lunch for that
school determined by the Secretary, in ac-
cordance with the first and second sentences
of paragraph (3), whichever is appropriate.

Mr. GIAIMO (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. Evidently a quorum is not present.

The Chair announces that he will va-
cate proceedings under the call when a
quorum of the committee appears.

Members will record their presence by
electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic device.

QUORUM CALL VACATED

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem-
bers have appeared. A quorum of the
Committee of the Whole is present. Pur-
suant to the provisions of rule XXIII,
clause 2, further proceedings under the
call shall be considered as vacated.

The Committee will resume its busi-
ness.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk continued to read as follows:

“(2) Bupplemental payments to any State
educational agency under this subsection
shall not be subject to the matching require-
ments contailned in the third sentence of
section 7 and in the second sentence of sec-
tion 10.

*“(3) In the case of any school which was
participating in the school lunch program
under this Act as of January 1, 1975, the
payment per lunch for a school determined
by the Secretary for purposes of making sup-
plemental payments to a State educational
agency for any fiscal year in accordance with
paragraph (1) shall be an amount equal to
(A) the difference between (1) the price, in
effect on January 1, 1975, for a lunch (other
than a free lunch or a reduced-price lunch)
served to a child in that school and (i) 36
cents, or (B) 10 cents, whichever is the
greater. In the case of any school which was
not participating in the school lunch pro-
gram under this Act as of January 1, 1975,
the payment per lunch for a school deter-
mined by the Secretary for purposes of mak-
ing supplemental payments to a State educa-
tional agency for any fiscal year in accord-
ance with paragraph (1) shall be equal to
(A) the difference between (1) the average
price, In effect on January 1, 1975, for a
lunch (other than a free lunch or a reduced-
price lunch) served to a child In all schools
in that State which participate in the school
lunch program under this Act under an
agreement with such agency in accordance
with section 8 and (i) 85 cents, or (B) 10
cents, whichever is the greater.”

(b) Sectlon 8 of the Natlonal School
Lunch Act is amended by inserting immedi~
ately before the period at the end of the
first sentence the following: ", except that
a school In the State shall be eligible to
participate in the school lunch program dur-
ing that fiscal year only if no child in that
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school is required to pay a price In excess
oI 35 cents for a lunch served in that school
during that fiscal year”.

(c) Bection 11(a) of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentences: “The
Secretary shall prescribe on July 1 of each
fiscal year, and on January 1 of each fiscal
year, a semiannual adjustment in the pay-
ment per lunch served for each school deter-
mined by the Secretary under section 4(b)
of the National School Lunch Act. The
amount of the adjustment under the preced-
ing sentence shall be equal, for each school
for which a payment per lunch is determined
under such section 4(b), to the cash amount
of the adjustment in the special-assistance
factor for free lunches prescribed by the Sec-
retary for such date under the third sentence
of this subsection, and the first such adjust-
ment shall be prescribsd on July 1, 1875."

(d) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on July 1, 1975.

DIRECT FEDERAL EXPENDITURES

Sec. 5. Section 6(b) of the National School
Lunch Act is amended—

(a) by striking out “the nonprofit private”
the first tlme such term occurs in the pro-
viso of the third sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof “any of the",

(b) by striking out “nonprofit private”
the second time such term occurs in such
proviso and inserting in lieu thereof “such”,
and

(e) by striking out *“nonprofit private”
where such term occurs in the fourth
sentence.

MATCHING

Bec. 6. Section 7 of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by adding the fol-
lowing sentence at the end of such section:
“Provided, however, That the total State
matching of $3 for 81, as required in the
third sentence of this sectlon with adjust-
ments for the per capita income of the State,
shall not apply with respect to the payments
made to particlpating schools under section
4 of this Act for free and reduced price
meals: Provided jurther, That the foregoing
proviso does not apply in the case of State
level matching as required under the sixth
sentence of this section.”.

INCOME GUIDELINES FOR REDUCED PRICE
LUNCHES AND MODIFICATION OF PROGRAM
REQUIREMENTS
Sec. 7. (a) Subsection (a) of section 9 of

the National School Lunch Act is amended

by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentences: “The Secretary shall estab-
lsh, in cooperation with State educational
agencies, administrative procedures, which
shall include local educational agency and
student participation, designed to diminish
waste of foods which are served by schools
participating In the school lunch program
under this Act without endangering the
nutritional Integrity of the lunches served
by such schools. Students In senlor high
schools which particlpate in the school
lunch program under this Aect shall not be
required to accept offered foods which they
do not intend to consume, and any such
fallure to accept offered foods shall not
affect the amount of payments under this

Act to any such school.”

(b) Section 9(b) of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by striking out “75
per centum"” in the last sentence of such
subsection and Inserting in lieu thereof “100
per centum®”.

(c¢) The last sentence of section 89(ec) of
the National School Lunch Act is amended
by striking out “nonprofit private schools™
and inserting in lieu thereof “schools (as
defined in section 12(d)(6)) which are pri-
vate and nonprofit (as defined in the last
sentence of section 12(d) (6))".

(d)(1) Section 9(b) of the National
School Lunch Act is further amended by
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inserting “(1)" immediately before the first
sentence thereof, and by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

(2) Any child who has a parent or guard-
ian who (A) 1s responsible for the principal
support of such child and (B) is unem-
ployed shall be served a free lunch during
any period in which such child's parent or
guardian continues to be unemployed. Local
school authorities shall publicly announce
that such children are eligible for a free
lunch, and shall make determinations with
respect to the status of any parent or guard-
lan of any child under clauses (A) and (B)
of the preceding sentence solely on the basis
of a statement executed In such form as
the Secretary may prescribe by such parent
or guardian. No physical segregation of, or
other discrimination against, any child
cligible for a free lunch under this para-
graph shall be made by the school nor shall
there be any overt identification of any such
child by special tokens or tickets, announced
or published lists of names, or by any other
means."

(2) The amendment made by this sub-
section shall take effect during the period
which begins on the date of the enactment
of this Act and ends one year thereafter.

NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Sec. 8. Section 10 of the National School
Lunch Act is amended to read as follows:
“DISBURSEMENTS TO SCHOOLS BY THE SECRETARY

“Sec. 10. If, in any State, the State educa-
tional agency is not permitted by law to dis-
burse the funds pald to it under this Act to
any of the schools in the State, or is not per-
mitted by law to match Federal funds made
available for use by such schools, the Secre-
tary shall disburse the funds directly to such
schools within said State for the same pur-
poses and subject to the same conditions as
are authorized or required with respect to
the disbursements to schools within the State
by the State educational agency, including
the requirement that any such payment or
payments shall be matched, In the propor-
tion specified in section 7 for such State, by
funds from sources within the State ex-
pended by such schools within the State par-
ticipating in the school lunch program under
this Act. Such funds shall not be considered
a part of the funds constituting the match-
ing funds under the terms of section 7.”
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS AND DEFINITIONS

Sec. 9. (a) Section 12(d) of the Natlonal
School Lunch Act is amended by striking
out paragraph (3) and by redesignating
paragraphs (4) through (7) as paragraphs
(3) through (6), respectively.

(b) Section 12(d)(1) of the National
School Lunch Act is amended by striking
out “or American Samoa"” and inserting in
lleu thereof “American Samoa, or the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands”,

(c) Section 12(d)(6) of the National
School Lunch Act (as redesignated by sub-
section (a)) is amended to read as follows:

*“(6) ‘School’ means (A) any public or
nonprofit private school of high school grade
or under, (B) any public or licensed non-
profit private residential child care institu-
tion (including, but not limited to, orphan-
ages, homes for the mentally retarded, homes
for the emotionally disturbed, homes for un-
married mothers and their Infants, tempo-
rary shelters for runaway children, tem-
porary shelters for abused children, hospitals
for children who are chronically ill, and
juvenile detention centers), and, (C) with
respect to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
nonprofit child care centers certified as such
by the Governor of Puerto Rico. For pur-
poses of clauses (A) and (B) of this para-
graph, the term ‘nonprofit’, when applied to
any such private school or institution, means
any such school or institution which is ex-
empt from tax under section 501(c)(3) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954."
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SPECIAL FOOD SERVICE PROGEAM FOR CHILDREN

See. 10. (a) Section 13(a) of the National
School Lunch Act is amended to read as
follows:

“(a) (1) There Is hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as are necessary for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, to en-
able the Secretary to formulate and carry out
a program to assist States through grants-in-
aid and other means to initiate, maintain, or
expand nonprofit food service programs for
children in service institutions. For purposes
of this section, the term ‘service institu-
tions’ means nonresidentinl public or pri-
vate, nonprofit institutions and residential
public or private nonprofit summer CAmMps
that develop special summer programs pro-
viding food service similar to that available
to children under the school lunch program
under this Act or the school breakfast pro-
gram under the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
during the school year. To the maximum
extent feasible, consistent with the purposes
of this section, special summer Pprograms
shall utilize the existing food service facili-
ties of public and nonprofit private schools.
Any eligible service institution shall receive
the summer food program upon its request.

“(2) Service institutions eligible to par-
ticipate under the program authorized under
this section shall be limited to those which
conduct a regularly scheduled program for
children from areas in which poor economic
conditions exist and from areas in which
there are high concentrations of working
mothers, for any period during the months
of May through September at site locations
where organized recreation activities or food
services are provided for children in attend-
ance.”

(b) Section 13(c) (1) of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by striking out the
last sentence thereof.

(e) Section 13(c)(2) of the National
School Lunch Act is amended to read as
follows:

“(2) The Secretary shall provide financial

assistance to a service institution in an
amount equal to whichever is the lesser of
the following per centums of the operating
costs (which shall be determined by includ-
ing the fair evaluation of in-kind contribu-
tions, and the cost of obtaining, preparing,
and serving food) of such institution’s food
service:

“{A) B0 per centum of the operating costs
of such institution’s food service, or

“(B) 100 per centum of such institution's
cash expenditure for the operating costs of
its food service,
except that such financial assistance to any
such Institution shall not exceed 80 cents
for each lunch or supper served, 45 cents for
each breakfast served, and 20 cents for each
supplement served, and except that such
maximum rates shall be adjusted each
March 1 to the nearest 1} cent in accordance
with changes for the twelve-month period
ending on the preceding January 31 in the
serles for food away from home of the Con-
sumer Price Index published by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics of the Department of
Labor. The initlal such adjustment shall be
made on March 1, 1976, and shall reflect the
change in the serles for food away from
home during the perlod January 31, 1975, to
January 31, 1876.".

(d) Section 13(i) of the National School
Lunch Act is amended to read as follows:

“(1) The Secretary shall publish proposed
regulations relating to the implementation
of the summer food program by January 1 of
each fiscal year, and shall publish final regu-
lations, guidelines, applications, and hand-
books by March 1 of each fiscal year.”

TECHNICAL AMENDMENT
Sec. 11. Section 15 of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by striking out the
following:
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“gpc. 15, (a) In addition to funds appro-
priated or otherwise available, the Secretary
is authorized to use, during the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, not to exceed $35,000,~
000 in funds from section 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), to carry out
the provisions of this Act, and during the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1972, not to exceed
£100,000,000 in funds from such section 32 to
carry out the provisions of this Act relating
to the service of free and reduced-price meals
to needy children in schools and service insti-
tutions.

“(b) Any funds unexpended under this sec-
tion at the end of the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, or at the end of the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1972, shall remain available
to the Becretary in accordance with the last
sentence of section 3 of this Act, as amended.”

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

S8ec. 12. (a) Section 4(f) of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by strik-
ing out “nonprofit private schools” In the
second sentence and inserting in lien thereof
“schools (as defined in section 16(c)) which
are private and nonprofit (as defined in the
last sentence of section 15(c) ) ™.

(b) Bection 15 of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 is amended by striking out paragraph
(c), by redesignating paragraphs (d) and
(e) as (c) and (d), respectively, and by
amending paragraph (c) (as redesignated by
this subsection) to read as follows:

“(e) ‘School’ means (A) any public or non-
profit private school of high school grade
or under, including kindergarten and pre-
school programs operated by such school,
(B) any public or licensed nonprofit private
residential child care institutions (includ-
ing, but not limited to, orphanages, homes for
the mentally retarded, homes for the emo-
tionally disturbed, homes for unmarried
mothers and their infants, temporary shelters
for runaway children, temporary shelters for
abused children, hospitals for children who
are chronically ill, and juvenile detention
centers), and (C) with respect to the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, nonprofit child
care centers certified as such by the Gov-
ernor of Puerto Rico. For purposes of clauses
(A) and (B) of this paragraph, the term
‘nonprofit’, when applied to any such pri-
vate school or institution, means any such
school or iustitution which is exempt from
tax under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954."

COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM

8ec. 13. Section 6(a) of the National
School Lunch Act is amended by inserting
immediately after the first senfence thereof
the following: "“In making purchases of such
agricultural commodities and other foods,
the Secretary shall not issue specifications
which restriet participation of local produc-
ers unless such specifications will result in
significant advantages to the national school
lunch program.”.

DIRECT FEDERAL EXPENDITURES

SEc. 14. Section 6(e) of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: *“Provided, That not
less than 75 per centum of the assistance
provided under this section shall be in the
form of foods purchased by the Department
of Agriculture for the school lunch pro-
gram.".

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

Sec. 156 (a) (1) The first sentence of -sub-
section (a) of sectlon 17 of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 is amended by striking out
“and June 30, 1975,” and inserting in lleu
thereof “June 30, 1975, June 30, 1976, Sep-
tember 30, 1977, and September 30, 1978,".

(2) The last sentence of subsection (a) of
section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
is amended by striking out “shall be operated
for a three-year period and”.

{b) Subsection (b) of section 17 of the
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Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended to
read as follows:

“(b) In order to carry out the program pro-
vided for under subsection (a) of this section
during each of the fiscal years ending June
30, 1876, September 30, 1977, and September
30, 1978, there is authorized to be appro-
priated the sum of 250,000,000 for each such
fiscal year."”

{e) The amendment made by subsection
{b) shall be effective after June 30, 1975.

(d) Sectlion 17(¢) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 is amended by striking out “10"
and inserting in lieu thereof "“15".

CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM

Sec. 16. The National School Lunch Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM

“Sgc, 16. (a) (1) There is hereby authorlzed
to be appropriated such sums as are neces-
sary in any fiscal year to enable the Secretary
to formulate and carry out a program o
assist States through grants-in-ald and other
means to inltiated, maintain, or expand non-
profit food service programs for children In
institutions providing child care. Any funds
appropriated to carry out the provisions of
this section shall remain available until ex-
pended.

“({2) For purposes of this section, the term
‘institution’ means any public or private non-.
profit organization where children are not
maintained in permanent residence includ-
ing, but not limited to, day care centers, set-
tlement houses, recreation centers, family
day care programs, Head Start centers, Home-
start programs, and Institutions providing
day care services for handicapped children.
No such institution shall be eligible to par-
ticipate in this program unless it has either
local, State, or Federal licensing or approval
as & child care institution, or can satisfy the
Secretary that it is in compliance with the
applicable Federal Interagency Day Care Re-
quirements of 1968. An institution may be
approved for finding under this section:
Provided, That, under conditions established
by the responsible State or local government
unit, such institution is moving toward com-
pliance with the requirements for tax exempt
status under section 501(e)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954, or s current
operating a federally funded program vre-
quiring nonprofit status. For purposes of
this section, the term ‘State’ means any of
the fifty States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, Any
institution shall receive the child care food
program upon its request.

*“(b) (1) For each fiscal year beginning
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, the
Secretary shall make child care food pay-
ments no less frequently than on a monthly
basis to each State educational agency in
an amount no less than the sum of the prod-
ucts obtained by multiplying (A) the num-
ber of breakfasts servad in child care food
programs within that State by the national
average payment rate for breakfasts under
section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966,
(B) the number of breakfasts served in child
care food programs within that State to chlil-
dren from families whose incomes meet the
eligibility criteria for free school meals by
the national average payment rate for free
breakfasts under section 4 of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966, (C) the number of break-
fasts served in child care food programs
within that State to children from families
whose incomes meet the eligibility criteria
for reduced price school meals by the na-
tional average payment rate for reduced
price school breakfasts under section 4 of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, (D) the
number of lunches and suppers served in
child care food programs within that State
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by the national average payment rate for
lunches wunder section 4 of the Natlonal
School Lunch Act, (E) the number of
lunches and suppers served In child care
food programs within that State to children
from families whose incomes meet the eligi-
bility criterin for free school meals by the
national average payment rate for free school
lunches under section 11 of the National
School Lunch Act, (F) the number of
lunches and suppers served in child care food
programs in that State to children whose
families meet the eligibility criteria for re-
duced price school meals by the national
average payment factor for reduced price
lunches under section 11 of the National
School Lunch Act, (G) the number of snacks
served in child care food programs in that
State by 5 cents, (H) the number of snacks
served in child care food programs in that
State to children from families whose In-
comes meet the eligibility criterla for free
school meals by 15 cents, and (I) the num-
ber of snacks served in child care food pro-
grams in that State to children from fam-
illes whose Incomes meet the eligibility cri-
terla for reduced price school meals by 10
cents. The rates established pursuant to
clauses (@), (H), and (I) shall be adjusted
seml-annually to the nearest $0.0025 by the
Secretary to reflect the changes in the series
of food away from home of the Consumer
Price Index published by the Department
of Labor Statistics of the Department of La-
bor. The initial such adjustment shall be
effective January 1, 1976, and shall reflect
changes in the serles food away from home
during the period June through November
1975. Relmbursement for meals provided un-
der this section shall not be dependent upon
collectlon of moneys from participating
children.

*(2) For each fiscal year beginning with
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, the
Secretary shall make further child care food

payments no less frequently than a monthly
basis to each State educational agency In
amounts equal to the sum of the product
obtalned by multiplying the number of

breakfasts, lunches, suppers, and snacks
served In speclal food service programs with-
in that State by institutions that are deter-
mined to be especially needy by the differ-
ence between the cost of providing such
meals (which shall include the full cost of
obtalning, handling, serving, and preparing
food as well as supervisory and administra-
tive costs and Indirect expenses, but not in-
cluding the cost of equipment provided for
under subsection (J)) and the respective
rates for such meals specified In paragraph
(1) of this subsection.

“(3) No later than the first day of each
month, the Secretary shall forward to each
State an advance payment for meals served
in that month pursuant to paragraphs (1)
and (2) of this subsection, which payment
shall be no less than the total payment made
to such State for meals served rursuant to
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection,
for the most recent month in which final re-
imbursement claims have been settled. The
Secretary shall forward any remalning pay-
ment due pursuant to paragraphs (1) and
(2) of this subsection no later than thirty
days following receipt of valld claims, except
that any funds advanced to a State for which
valid clalms have not been esiablished with-
in ninety days shall be deducted from the
next appropriate monthly advance payments,
unless the clalmant requests a hearing with
the Secretary prior to the ninetieth day.

“(ec) Meals served by Institutions partici-
pating in the program under this section
shall consist of A combination of foods and
shall meet minimum nutritional require-
ments prescribed by the Secretary on the
basis of tested nutritional research. Such
meals shall be served free to needy children.
No physical segregation or other discrimina-
tion against any child shall be made because
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of his Inability to pay, nor shall there be any
overt identification of any such child by
special tokens or tickets, announced or pub-
lished lists of names, or other means. No in-
stitution shall be prohibited from serving a
breakfast, lunch, dinner, and snack to each
eligible child each day.

“{d) Funds paid to any State under this
sectlon shall be disbursed by the State agency
to institutions approved for participation on
a nondiscriminatory basis to reimburse such
institutions for all costs, including labor and
administrative expenses, of food service op-
erations. All valid claims from such institu-
tlons shall be pald within thirty days.

“(e) Irrespective of the amount of funds
appropriated under section 13 of this Act,
foods available under section 418 of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1949 (7 US.C. 1431) or pur-
chased under section 32 of the Act of Au-
gust 24, 1935 (7 U.B.C. 612¢c), or section 709
of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 (7
U.S.C. 1446 a-1), shall be donated by the
Secretary of Agriculture to institutions par-
ticipating in the child care food program
in accordance with the needs as determined
by authorities of the Institutions for utiliza-
tion in their feeding programs. The amount
of such commodities donated to each State
for each fiscal year shall be, at a minimum,
the amount obtalned by multiplying the
number of lunches served in participating
institutions during that fiscal year by the
rate for commodities and cash in lieu thereof
established for that fiscal year in accordance
with the provisions of 6(e) of this Act.

“(f) If in any State the State educational
agency is not permitted by law or is other-
wise unable to disburse the funds pald to it
under this section to any service institution
in the State, the Secretary shall withhold all
funds provided under this section and shall
disburse the funds so withheld directly to
service institutions In the State for the same
purpose and subject to the same conditions
as are required of a State educational agency
disbursing funds made avallable under this
sectlon.

“(g) The wvalue of assistance to children
under this section shall not be considered to
be income or resources for any purpose under
any Federal or State laws, Including laws re-
lating to taxation and welfare and publio
assistance programs. Expenditures of funds
from State and local sources for the mainte-
nance of food programs for children shall not
be diminished as a result of funds received
under this sectlon.

“{h) There 1s hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for any fiscal year such sums as
may be pecessary to the Secretary for his
administrative expenses under this section.

“(1) States, State educational agencies, and
service institutions participating in programs
under this section shall keep such accounts
and records as may be necessary to enable the
Secretary to determine whether there has
been compliance with this sectlon and the
regulations hereunder. Such accounts and
records shall at all times be avallable for in-
spection and audit by representatives of the
Secretary and shall be preserved for such
period of time, not in excess of five years, as
the SBecretary determines is necessary.

“{1) (1) Of the sums appropriated for any
fiscal year pursuant to the authorization
contained in this sectlon and section 13 of
this Act, $3,000,000 shall be available to the
Becretary for the purpose of providing, dur-
ing each such fiscal year, nonfood assistance
for the child care food program, and the
summer food program. The Secretary shall
apportion among the States during each
fiscal year the aforesald sum of $3,000,000:
Provided, That such an apportionment shall
be made according to the ratlo among the
Stater of the number of children balow age
6 who are members nf househnlds which have
an annual income not above 125 per centum
of the applicable family size Income level set
forth in the income poverty guideline pre-
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scribed by the Secretary under section 9(b)

of this Act.

“(2) If any State cannot utilize all of the
funds apportioned to it under the provisions
of this section, the BSecretary shall make
further apportionments to the remalning
States. Payments to any State of funds ap-
portioned under the provisions of this sub-
section for any fiscal year shall be made
upon condition that at least one-fourth of
the cost of equipment financed under this
section shall be borne by funds from sources
within the State, except that puch condition
shall not apply with respect to funds used
under this section to assist institutions de-
termined by the State to be especially
needy.”.

AMENDMENTS PERTAINING TO THE COMMON-
WEALTH OF PUERTO RICO, THE VIEGIN IS-
LANDS, AMERICAN SAMOA, AND THE TRUST
TERREITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS
SEec. 17. (a) The second sentence of section

3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is

amended by inserting “the Commonwealth

of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American

Samoa, the Trust Territory of the Pacific

Islands,” immediately after “Guam,”.

(b) Bectlion 4(b) (1) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 is amended by striking out “and
American Samoa,” in both places where such
term occurs and inserting In lleu thereof
“American Samoa, and the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands,”.

(c) Section 15(a) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 is amended by striking out “or
American Samoa”™ and inserting in 1lleu
thereof “American Samoa, or the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands".

Mr. BAUMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment.in the nature of a
substitute be considered as read, and
printed in the Recorp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute that was discussed
this morning by the majority members
of the Subcommittee on Education and
Labor that handled this bill. Members of
the House were notified of our inten-
tion to offer the amendment by a letter,
which was distributed to their offices to-
day over the signature of the chairman
of the Committee on Education and La-
bor, the gentleman from Kentucky, Mr.
PerkIns; the gentleman from Washing-
ton, Mr. Meeps; the gentleman from Illi-
nois, Mr. Sivon; the gentleman from
Ohio, Mr. MorrL; the gentleman from
Oklahoma, Mr. Risena0OVER; the gentle-
man from California, Mr. GEORGE
Mrrer; the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
Havryr; and myself. .

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
amendment is to try to meet the objec-
tions that were made by a number of the
Members of the House to the provisions
of the bill. We who have been working
with the School Lunch Act over the years
feel very strongly that this program
ought to be continued as a noncontro-
versial program and should receive broad
bipartisan support.

We do not expect 100-percent support,
Mr. Chairman, but we do hope and ex-
pect to receive broad support for this on
both sides of the aisle. |

That is the reason for our substitute
amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, is it my understanding that the
gentleman read my name as one of the
signatories on the letter that was sent?

Mr. O'HARA. I did.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, that was done by mistake. I com-
municated with members of the commit-
tee that I did not want my name to ap-
pear on that letter. However, due to &
clerical mixup it did appear in fact on
the letter.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I apolo-
gize to the gentleman. I was nol aware
of that.

Mr. Chairman, we make two major
changes by this amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

As the Members will recall, the com-
mittee bill provided for a 25-cent cap on
the cost to a child of a school lunch.

The cost to a child has escalated
greatly over the last few years. As a re-
sult, many children of working-class
families have encountered increasing
difficulty in raising the money to buy
their lunches. More and more kids are
dropping out of the program, participa-
tion is falling, and a serious problem has
arisen.

So the committee proposed that in no
school in the country could a child be
charged more than 25 cents a lunch. We
proposed to pick up the difference be-
tween the cost to a child of a lunch on
January 1 of this year and 25 cents by
an additional Federal subsidy tfo the
school lunch program.

We already subsidize every Iunch
served. The question is to what extent
should we subsidize it? We proposed an
increase in the subsidy so that the cost
to a child could be limited to 25 cents.

We have now changed this, Mr. Chair-
man, in this amendment in the nature of
a substitute, so that the cost to each child
would be not to exceed 35 cents per lunch,
rather than 25 cents per lunch.

By doing that, Mr. Chairman, the cost
of the bill is reduced by $498 million.

Second, we eliminate all new back-
door spending authorized by this bill. We
did so following the objections made by
many Members to the procedure we fol-
lowed in getting a special rule to permit
the point of order under section 401 of
the Budget Act to be walved.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. O'Hara) has
expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. O'Hara
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. O'HARA. Mr, Chairman, we be-
lieve that we ought to abide by the spirit
as well as the letter of the new budget
Control Act. As a member of the Budget
Committee of the House, I have severe
reservations about the efficacy of the
entire procedure, including section 401,
but nevertheless since we voted that pro-
gram by an overwhelming margin, we
have an obligation to try to abide by its
provisions, at least until they have been
demonstrated to be imperfect and are
changed.

So, Mr. Chairman, those are the essen-
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tial changes contained in the amend-
ment I have offered.

In addition, we incorporate the com-
mittee amendment that had been first
offered by the gentleman from Washing-
ton (Mr. Meeps) which deals with plate
waste in the school lunch program. I
think we get at the problem of waste a
little bit better in my substitute.

Mr. Chairman, some have asked,
“Why are we subsidizing the cost of a
lunch to people who can afford fo pay?”

One has to understand a little of the
history of the program to answer that
question. The program authorized in
1946 provided for a Federal contribution
to the cost of a lunch for every single
child. There was no distinction made be-
tween children. The cost of every lunch
was subsidized to the same extent.

Then in 1962 for the first time we in-
troduced into the schocl lunch program a
system of legislative procedures whereby
children from low-income families would
be permitted to purchase lunches at &
reduced price or to receive a free lunch.

That 1962 amendment inserting sec-
tion 11 of the School Lunch Act was a
provision of a bill of which I was the
original sponsor. My bill accomplished
that result but it did so imperfectly
because it took us some years to finally
get the program off the ground. Never-
theless, it was my bill that inserted that
principle into the act. I believe strongly
in that principle, but at that time we
did not abandon the idea of making a
reasonably priced lunch available to
every child. That was, always has been,
and continues to be the principal pur-
pose of the School Lunch Act.

We recognized that because of the
escalation in cost of the lunches, there
would be a dropoff of participation aris-
ing from the increasing difficulty of
working-class children in buying the
lunches, so that we have to make fur-
ther provision to keep the cost of the
lunch within reach of the average child.

That, of course, is the purpose of this
amendment. We are not worried that a
tiny minority of youngsters from high-
income families will get a lunch for 35
cents instead of 45 cents or 55 cents. We
think that this amendment will help the
typical, average kid, and we think that
that is an appropriate use of our legis-
lative authority and power.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope very much
that the amendment will be agreed to,
and if it is we can pass this bill by the
customary overwhelming majority.

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

Mr. Chairman, there are parts of the
substitute that I think are good, such
as knocking out the backdoor spend-
ing, and I agree with inclusion of
the Meeds amendment. I find that ac-
ceptable. When we come to the 35 cents,
which is now at 25 cents, and the substi-
tute will make it 25 cents plu. an esca-
lator, the principle is still wrong, the Fed-
eral Government mandating the price of
a school lunch. What we are doing is
rewarding inefficiency. Anybody who ran
their cost up and was charging greater,
we reward that.

We also had a maintenance of effort in
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other laws, but there is no maintenance
of effort here. There is going to be a 10-
cent payment no matter what the school
is charging now.

As has been mentioned, in the State of
Hawali there is one school district where
the charge to the students is now 25
cents. Hawali has been paying the costs
over the students 25 cents and the Fed-
eral subsidy themselves. We give them
the 10 cents.

The whole prineiple, no matter how
one cuts it, is wrong. The average price
paid by students today is 45 cents. We
could have put a stopper in by making it
up to 45 cents, and perhaps it would not
cost very much for the Federal Govern-
ment, but it is still wrong.

As to the cost of the program, as I
indicated, I got those figures from the
Department of Agriculture, the only ones .
who are able to make those kinds of esti-
mates, and the figure is $521 million.

Mr. Chairman, $521 million extra
would have practically paid for the
total authorization fcr aid for the handi-
capped this year. I ask the Members,
what are our priorities in education,
helping the handicapped, which I think
is much more worthwhile, or paying an
additional subsidy for those who can
afford to pay for their own lunches?

Mind you, it is an additional subsidy
because the figures that I have gotten
from the Department of Agriculture in-
dicate that when one adds together, sec-
tion 4 and section 6 and the mandated
State money, it amounts to a 27-cent
subsidy per meal.

There is an escalator in there so that
as the cost of living goes up the Federal
Government payments in subsidy keep
going up each year, and therefore is
taking care of the middle-income and
the upper-income individuals.

There seems to be some concern fo
the fact that participation figures of
those who have paid for their own
lunches has gone down, which is in con-
trast to fizures for participation in the
free and reduced priced lunches, as
shown on page 10 of the report. The
report also shows that each year there is
an increase in total participation. There
must be an assumption by the majority
that in providing free and reduced-cost
lunches we are providing lunches for
people who did not receive them before.
What we have done is liberalize the quali-
fication standards for free and reduced-
cost lunches, which brings people who
were paying for their lunches in the full
amount into the free or reduced-cost
lunches. I think that is good, myself, but
what it does is reduce the number of those
who pay for their lunches. There is no
other way you can come out, and that is
the way it operates.

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure that the gentleman from Minnesota
wishes to be correct in his statements,
and the gentleman stated that in connec-
tion with the lunch program there is
only a 10-cent subsidy.

Mr. QUIE, And 11.75.

Mr. PERKINS. And likewise 11.75




8496

cents. So that that is 21.75 for those par-
ticipating today.

Mr, QUIE. Then there is the State
mandated participation.

Mr. PEREINS. But the participation
from the Federal level is only about 20
percent now and it was 31 percent when
the program started.

Mr. QUIE. You no doubt are talking
about percentages in the table on page 3
of the report, showing where the Federal
share for paying children was 31 per-
cent in 1947, but as of 1974, it was 21
percent.

Mr. PERKINS. The Federal payment
today is much lower for the regular lunch
program than it was 20 years ago.

Mr. QUIE. As the percentage, not as
low in payments but in percentage. That
payments have increased from 12.9 cents
in 1969 to 21.75 cents in 1975.

Mr., PERKINS, That is correct.

Mr. QUIE. So that really does not make
a great deal of difference. In the system
today there is about a 27-cent subsidy per
meal when one adds the State mandated
payment. Why in the world should we
have to have any more?

The Federal share of the total amount
of school lunch funds is going up. When
you look at 1969, the Federal share of the
total lunches cost was 23.9 percent, and
now in 1974 the Federal share went to 43
percent. So that the Federal share of the
total lunch program has come up enor-
mously. And the reason for that is that
we continue to increase the money and to
inerease the number of children who can
qualify for free and reduced-cost
lunches.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me just say

Mr, QUIE. I have control of the time,
and I wish to continue.

The reason we are providing for an in-
crease for the free and reduced-cost
Iunches is because there is a need for if,
and because that is the right thing to do.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. QUIE was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. QUIE, The goal of the school
lunch people is to have free Iunches for
everyone. That is what the whole ef-
fort is about, to get free lunches for
everybody .

Mr, PERKINS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. The gentleman from
Minnesota mentioned the fact that the
reason we were increasing the amount
for the free and reduced-cost lunches
was because they had gotten off the
regular priced luncheon program. Nat-
urally, we are making a greater effort
for the free and the reduced-cost lunch-
es, and have concentrated in the last
7 years on the free and reduced-cost
lunches, because that lunch program
has grown from 2 million to 10 mil-
lion in the last 7 years, for the free and
reduced-cost, but at the same time the
regular lunch program has lost more
than 3 million pupils from the lunch-
room. That is because of the Federal
participation for the regular lunch pro-
gram has gone down while we have in-
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creased the program for the free and

reduced-cost lunches.

And I am delighted that we have, be-
cause we have concentrated on the free
and reduced-cost Iunches, but now we
want to strengthen the overall lunch
program, and the free and reduced-cost
Iunches, and to do that we must
strengthen the regular lunch program
to keep the free and reduced-cost prices
in adjustment.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. QUIE
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. QUIE. I would say to the gentle-
man, using his figures, that free and re-
duced lunches have increased in the last
7 years from 2 million up to 10 million.
That is an increase of 8 million individ-
uals. The paid lunches have dropped by
3 million. What else can we expect when
we have permitted individuals who once
were paying for lunches to qualify for
free and reduced cost. We are bound
to have an increase in free and reduced
cost and a reduction in paid lunches. I
will say to the gentleman, no matter
what we do now that we have liberalized
the qualifications for reduced-cost
lunches in this bill from 75 percent of
low income to 100 percent of low in-
come, there will be a further increase
in the reduced cost for lunches and a
further reduction in the paid lunches,
because those individuals who pay for
their lunches will now receive a re-
duced-cost lunch.

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MINK TO THE
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. O'HARA
Mrs. MINEK., Mr. Chairman, I offer an

amendment to the amendment in the

nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. Ming to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. O'Hara: Amend section 4 of
the O'Hara amendment by deleting all from
the paragraph numbered “(3)"” on line 15,
page 4 through line 17, page 5.

“SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS

“(3) The payment per lunch for purposes
of making supplemental payments under this
subsection shall be 10 cents per lunch which
amount shall be adjusted on an annual basis
each fiscal year after June 30, 1975, to re-
flect changes in the serles for food away from
home of the Consumer Price Index published
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the De-
partment of Labor in accordance with sec-
tion 6(e); Provided, That the school makes a
direct contribution to the cost of food and
labor in an amount equal tg the supplemen-
tal payment for each lunch served and while
receiving this supplemental payment does
not increase the price per lunch. In the case
of any school which is not making a direct
contribution to the cost of food and labor in
an amount equal to the supplemental pay-
ment for each lunch served it may be eligible
to receive this supplemental payment if it
lowers the price charged by at least 10 cents
and while recelving this supplemental assist-
ance does not ralse the price per lunch."”

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the amendment.
Mrs. MINEK. Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
ate the fact that the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor met late last night and
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early this morning to make a few changes
to their proposal. They now come before
this Committee today with a new bill
which in essence makes only a change in
figures. It changes the 25-cent national
school lunch price which raises it to 35
cents in an attempt to meet the objec-
tions I raised against that particular sec-
tion of their proposal yesterday.

May I say to my colleagues of this
House it is not the fact that the 25 cents
or the 35 cents to which I object. So I
regret to say that they met in vain. The
prineiple to which I object is simply not
corrected by changing the figures.

I do not believe that it is the business
of the Congress of the United States
to set school lunch prices. That is the
business of the local school boards. They
are supposed to handle their internal
budget matters and decide whom to hire,
whom to fire, what kind of cafeteria pro-
gram to have, whether to have an electric
stove, a gas stove, or what have you, and
determine what the fair price is for their
lunches in their school system. If we
adopt the committee proposal today and
dictate the uniform price of 35 cents
per school lunch for the entire country,
we are, Mr. Chairman, putting ourselves
in the business of establishing the price
of lunch, because whatever it is, what-
ever that level may be, we are going to
have to foot the bill of everything above
that 35 cents.

So if the Members’ local school boards
then decide to charge 80 cents for the
price of lunch in their next school year,
we are going to have to come up with 45
cents for every school lunch that is
served. Or if they should go to $1, we are
going to have to come up with a 65-cent
subsidy.

I ask the Members to put themselves in
my shoes, in the ludicrous position of be-
ing from a State that has religiously
over the years since the inception of this
program taken faith with the Govern-
ment of the United States and sincerely
believed all their propaganda that one
of the most important functions of a
school system was to provide a nutritious
lunch program to every child in our
school district.

We have kept our school lunch price
to 25 cents. What do I tell my school
district now when I go home and say:
“The Congress declares your price must
go up now to 35 cents”? All these years
we have struggled to keep it down to
25 cents and we have done so by assum-
ing the cost of the program to the tune
of nearly $9 million each year—and glad-
ly. Under this committee proposal school
districts that were charging 65 cents will
get 30 cents from the Federal Govern-
ment and 35 cents from the child. Ha-
waii will get only 10 cents from the Fed-
eral Government.

So I am saying the committee proposal
is all wrong. It creats inequities among
school systems. It rewards inefficiency
with more money. If we truly believe the
inflation now rampant in our country is
causing detriment to this program, let
us give it an additional 10 cents in sub-
sidy. That is exactly all that my amend-
ment does. It says that for every school
system that is absorbing the cost of the
school lunch program by at least 10
cents, pay them back that 10 cents so
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they will be prevented from the tempta-
tion of doing what everybody else has
done, which is to raise prices. Give them
the incentive to hold the prices down. For
those districts that have not cared about
the price of their school lunches and
raised their prices, say to 75 cents, let
us give them an incentive to lower it
by 10 cents, by giving them this 10-cent
additional subsidy as a special emer-
gency subsistence program.

I urge this House to do this, because
as I stand here today the Members will
be standing in the well in the next 2
years from now or 4 years from now and
decrying the day the Congress ever got
into the business of setting national
school lunch prices in their home districts
and using it as the basis of determining
this subsidy. Let us not have Congress
set the price of school lunches.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Michigan insist on his point of
order?

Mr. O’'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Mink amendment and
in favor of the substitute offered by the
gentleman from Michigan.

Despite what has been said by the
gentlewoman from Hawaii her primary
concern is expressed by her and by a
number of other Members here to the
substitute has been the prevailing ques-
tion of why should the middle- and
upper-income children receive subsidized
lunches? I think this is the crucial ques-
tion before the House today. I would like
to address myself to that problem.

I will begin by saying that the maxi-
mum 35 cents for all, paying lunches will
help this program by keeping people in
it. I think the statistics clearly show that
for a number of reasons which I would
like to discuss, the type A lunch—the
section 4 lunch—in the schools of this
country is in frouble today. The primary
reason for the declining number of class
or type A lunches is the rising cost.

‘We had testimony before our commit-
tee from a number of people. We had
testimony from Ms. Josephine Martin,
director of the school lunch program for
the Maryland Department of Education,
indicating that this was the contributing
factor, the large contributing factor to
the decline in participation of their chil-
dren in class A lunches.

From Richard O. Reed, director of the
school lunch program for the State of
New York, we have testimony which in-
dicates in the last 2 years alone the pay-
ing school lunches has dropped by 136,-
000 net in New York State primarily be-
cause of increasing costs.

We had testimony from Mrs, Lilly E.
Herndon, president of the National PTA,
who testified strongly in favor of re-
ducing the cost.

As the gentleman from Michigan said,
we are already contributing to school
lunches, the class A or type A lunches in
this country. The question is how much
should we contribute? I think that is
where we get to the concept of the econ-
omies of scale.

Allow me to utilize the analogy of
rapid transit systems in this country and
school lunches, if I may. As we are all
aware, as the price of utilizing the rapid
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transit systems has gone up, the user-
ship or ridership has gone down, thus
necessitating a further rise in price and
thus resulting in a further decline in
usership.

That is precisely what is happening in
the school lunch program today. As the
costs of school lunches go up, the use
goes down. If we are going to have—and
I sympathize with these people who have
talked about free and reduced priced
lunches here for people in necessitating
circumstances, I am as concerned as they
are—but make no mistake, if we do not
have the strong backbone of the type A
paying lunch in this program, we are not
going to have the free and reduced priced
lunch, either, because it takes economies
of scale that will be brought about only
if we have that vast middle ground of
America, which today is declining. That
is why we need to bring this 35-cent ceil-
ing in.

What this really constitutes is a fur-
ther contribution of somewhere in the
area of possibly 12 cents to 14 cents for
section 4 lunches. We are already paying,
as has been brought out here, 21.75 cents.
Some States are paying 5 cents. That
makes about 27 cents. So we are talking
about on the average increasing this by
10 cents and that is all. That strong mid-
dle portion is necessary to preserve this
program. There is another reason, Mr.
Chairman,——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. MEEDS was
allowed to proceed for an additional 4
minutes.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, one of the
other reasons for the decline in usership
was stated by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GoobrLing) yesterday, when
he said lifestyles in America are chang-
ing. There is no question about it. The
changes in lifestyle are bringing about
some of the declines in the type A lunch
program.

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Quie) proposed an amendment to the
original bill, which I thought went too
far, to begin to cope with this change in
lifestyles. Working with the gentleman
from Minnesota and other members of
the committee, we finally devised an
amendment which I think will under-
take to combat that change in lifestyle.
There is no question but the administra-
tors of this program, even the local peo-
ple, have not been innovative, have not
been imaginative in portions, in allowing
more selection and in a number of other
areas which should tend to reduce plate
loss. The amendment, which is part of
the substitute worked out by myself and
the gentleman from Minnesota, would
go a long way toward reducing plate loss
and will give students in senior high
schools the ability to make selections and
to refuse food which they do not expect
to eat.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I favor the
elimination of the back-door spending
provisions in this bill. I am one of the
strongest and original supporters of the
WIC program. I think it is an excellent
program. I would like to see more money
for it. I think it has done more for rais-
ing IQ levels and providing nutritional
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levels which are accessible for young peo-
ple and lactating women than any other
program that we have. But I am also for
reform. I fought for the reform of the
rules of this House and last year we
passed what I considered to be the most
important single reform that we have
had in the last 50 years; that is the
Budget Control and Impoundment Act.
If we are going to have rules by which
we operate, and I think we should, then
we have to take those rules seriously.
There is no question but this bill and
that provision, the WIC provision in this
bill, was in open violation of the provi-
sions of the Budget Control and Im-
poundment Act.

Therefore, while I favor that legisla-
tion and while I say that it still will be
treated on a par with all the rest of this
bill, I think we should take it out of the
favored treatment—and I say favored
treatment, it has received under section
32. If we do not follow our rules, we can-
not expect the next committee and the
next committee to follow and then the
Budget Control and Impoundment Act
becomes observed in its breach and it
really becomes of no value.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr, Chairman, I realize
the gentleman’s great interest and work
on the development of this legislation
over the yvears. I also am aware of the fact
that we have had an enormous difficulty
in getting funding of this WIC pro-
gram. We have had frouble with the Sec-
retary of Agriculture with getting ap-
propriations and with our own author-
izations, having to go to the courts in
order to expand sufficient funding au-
thorizations.

What we are dealing with here is a
question of whether or not our Budget
and Impoundment Control Act is an act
which really cares about priorities. What
are we going to say to those millions of
mothers and clinics who are desperately
dependent upon nutrition in order to
create a wholesome progeny? Are we
going to tell them that they have to stop
their lactating—as the gentleman puts
it—and forget their nutritional needs be-
cause there is a new budget process
which we are going to apply to th? ce-
partment for the first time against those
people who are the most helple-s? So are
we going to have to beg and plead with
other committees in this House for ap-
propriations we have been consistently
denied under this program?

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

(By unanimous consent Mr. MEeeps
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, if I may
reply to the gentlewoman in two re-
spects: First of all, this is not the first
application. This is the second applica-
tion. We had a bill on the floor the other
day which was amended after the rule
was granted waiving a point of order to
make it conform to the Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act.

Ms. ABZUG. I stand corrected.
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Mr. MEEDS. Second, the gentlewoman
said we had trouble with the administra-
tion and the Appropriations Committee.
I would amend that to say that we have
had trouble with the administration. The
gentlewoman will recall as well as I do,
because we fought together, that the
administration refused first of all to
spend what we first appropriated.

Ms, ABZUG. That is correct.

Mr. MEEDS. The Appropriations Com-
mittee actually appropriated that money.
The administration refused to spend it.

Second, we had to force them to spend
it by court order.

My recollection is that we have raised
the appropriated amount of the WIC
program from $20 million to $100 million,
and we are, this year, spending $127 mil-
lion because we are spending some of the
money the administration did not spend
the second time. The authorization for
appropriation in this bill is doubling,
more than doubling what is presently
available.

I hope we can get the full amount ap-
propriated.

Ms. ABZUG. I appreciate that, but is
it not so that there is continuing author-
ity, so that this is really not backdoor
spending?

Mr. MEEDS. In respect to that, I would
say the Secretary has certain discretion-
ary power under section 32. He can spend
money to help starving people. That is
authority which he has had under that
section, but any new act which tends to
deal with section 32 funds will have to
be subject to the Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act. There is no way it can
be done as long as we try to legislate. If
it is authority he already has, that is
different.

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

Mr. Chairman, as I say, the Mink
amendment would cost $440 million
plus the escalator. That ought to be
the concern of everybody here, also I
know some people figure, as myself, that
we could have a wiser use of that money
than putting it into the lunches of the
children of parents who could afford it.

But it is the mandated 10-cent match-
ing item I refer to. In the school districts
in Hawaii, for instance, which are al-
ready providing that, it would not make
any difference, in my understanding. But
in the school districts that would have
to raise that local money, that direct
payment to make up that reduction in
the price of 10 cents to the students, this
would then have to come from their local
property taxes.

So that means that many poor people
in the local areas who pay property
taxes would have to help pay for that. In
fact, the most regressive tax we have is
the property tax. Poor would have to
help to pay for the lunches for children of
parents who can afford to pay for their
own lunches; by that I mean the middle
income and higher income children.

Mrs. MINK. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentlewoman
from Hawaii.

Mrs. MINK, Mr. Chairman, I think the
gentleman misunderstands my amend-
ment. It does not require that the school
districts which do not now absorb the
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cost do so. They simply, in order to get
the 10 cents, must retain the very system
they have, but in receiving the additional
10 cents from the Federal Government
they are required to lower the price of the
school lunch. They may not pocket the
money or use it for other purposes.

Mr. QUIE. Then the gentlewoman does
not provide for a matching amount in
her amendment?

Mrs. MINKE. No, I do not.

Mr. QUIE. As I read the gentlewoman's
amendment, it provides for matching
funds.

Mrs. MINK. No. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, it does not
have a matching concept at all.

It simply says that for all school dis-
tricts that now absorb at least 10 cents
automatically of the cost, they do not
have to do anything with their school
lunch price. For those that do not absorb
the cost of serving the school lunch by at
least 10 cents, they can still get the 10
cents, but in order to get this money
from the Federal Government, they must
give the break to the children, pass it on
to the consumer, so to speak.

The House is constantly being admon-
ished that prices should come down and
that Congress should make sure the con-
sumer benefits, but when the final deci-
sion is made and the contribution which
the Congress directs is made, the con-
sumer does not get that direct benefit.
So my amendment makes sure that we
give that benefit to the consumer.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, it provides
for the 10 cents per lunch and the escala-
tor: “provided that the school makes a
direct contribution to the cost of food
and labor in an amount equal to the sup-
plemental payment for each lunch served
and while receiving this supplemental
payment does not increase the price per
lunch.”

That means something different, the
way I see it. It says:

* ® * g direct contribution * * * in an

amount equal to the supplemental pay-
ment * * *,

That then requires an amount of 10
cents by the school district on top of the
10 cents from the Federal Government.

Mrs. MINK., Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, the gentleman
is reading the first portion of the amend-
ment, not the second sentence.

Mr. QUIE. I am reading the first sen-
tence.

Mrs. MINK, Yes.

Mr. QUIE. It says that the supple-
mental payment shall be 10 cents per
Iunch and provided the school makes a
direct contribution to the cost of food
and labor in an amount equal to the
supplemental payment.

Mrs. MINK. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I
used the language, “absorb the cost of
providing that lunch to at least 10 cents.”
But the U.S. Department of Agriculture
said they do not like the word, “absorb.”
They say we should state they make con-
tributions to the preparation and the
serving of the food.

So I agreed to that change. But all
it means is that the school district must
show that at least 10 cents of whatever
it is they serve the children is now paid
for by the school district. If they can
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demonstrate that, then they automati-
cally get the 10 cents. I am sure most
school districts will be able to do this.

However, if they cannot show this,
then they can still get the 10 cents by
simply giving the benefits they got from
the Congress directly to the child and
lowering the price of the lunch by 10
cents.

Mr. QUIE. Yes. Mr. Chairman, if we
then read the amendment the way the
gentlewoman plans to have it inter-
preted, it would then not mandate any
local payments; they would pass on the
decrease of 10 cents if the local school
was not already putting in that amount.

My objection would then be to the
$440 million added on for this purpose
to those who can afford to pay for the
lunches themselves.

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

Mr. Chairman, I certainly wish to
compliment the gentlewomanr from
Hawaii (Mrs. Minx) for a great school
Iunch program, the program that her
State happens to be operating. But if I
understand the Mink amendment cor-
rectly, 10 cents must first be put in by
the local school district, and if they do
not put in the 10 cents, they do not get
the extra money.

If the local school district does not put
in the 10 cents, naturally there is no 10
cents that goes to that particular district.

The problem, as I see it, with the Mink
amendment is that it does not mean any-
thing to the child. All it does is to allow
the school district to replace its own
money with Federal money if it is putting
in more than 10 cents a Iunch.

I want to say to the gentlewoman from
Hawaii (Mrs. Mink) that even though
the gentlewoman has a great program
in Hawaii, we cannot provide a school
Jlunch program based on all the good
factors that exist in the gentlewoman's
own State.

With respect to the Federal money—
and I state Federal money if a school
district it putting in more than 10 cents
a lunch from its own money—in that
situation the price charged the child
would remain unchanged. It means a lot
to the gentlewoman’s State, but as I see
it, I just do not see how it benefits the
child. There is no guarantee that the
school lunch price will be reduced one
penny under the Mink amendment where
the State in Hawaii’s case or the local
school district in the 49 other States is
putting in their dime.

If cost continues to increase in the
lunch program, the Mink amendment
will only mean that the Federal Govern-
ment will pay more without any direct
benefit to children or their families in
the long run.

I think we ought to stress these two
points about the Mink amendment: It
does not mean that any school district
has to do anything more for the feeding
program than it is doing now if it is
putting in 10 ecents. That is number one.
It does not mean that the school district
has to do anything more for the feeding
program than it is presently doing if it
is putting in the 10 cents.

No. 2, it means nothing fo the
child. No school district has to reduce
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any school lunch price where they are
putting in that 10 cents.

This amendment will hurt, my good
friends, the private schools. If they are
not putting in 10 cents of their own
funds now, which most of them do not
do now because they just do not have
adequate resources, they will have to
reduce the price to students by 10 cents
and will be forbidden from raising the
prices charged their children.

The Mink amendment will be disas-
trous for private schools because they
cannot rely on local tax sources and be-
cause they will not be able to raise their
lunch prices under the Mink amend-
ment.

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

Mr. PERKINS. Yes, I yield to the
gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK).

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
ate the gentleman’s yielding.

My amendment does not require any
school system to levy an additional bur-
den on their students and parents to
raise any funds whatsoever to meet the
requirements of my amendment. All it
does is to say that if they do not now
absorb the cost of the school lunch pro-
gram, they may still qualify for the 10
cents; but when they do receive the 10
cents, they must pass on the benefit to
the student by reducing the cost of the
lunch by 10 cents. They may not pocket
it.

It is as simple as that. It is a man-
dated passback of the benefit of the 10
cents to the student.

Mr. PERKINS. It is mandated only in
exchange. The local school district is
not putting in that 10 cents.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify
some matters which I believe may cause
some confusion. We have had a great de-
bate here, yesterday and several days ago,
on two separate occasions about comply-
ing with the spirit and the letter of the
Budget Control Act which prohibits back-
door spending.

I gather from the new substitute which
was prepared as recently as this morning
that the back-door spending provision
which the committee insisted upon so
vigorously as recently as yesterday is no
longer in the bill. Is that correct? Could
someone answer that briefly?

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, let me say that
that is correct; there is no new back-
door spending in the bill now.

Mr. GIAIMO. So that we are not con-
cerned with the guestion of back-door
spending, and all of the funds in this
bill will be subject to annual appropri-
ation?

Mr. O'HARA. That is correct.

Mr. GIAIMO. That is one change that
I gather has been made in the commit-
tee bill.

Mr. O'HARA. All the funds specifically
authorized in this bill will have to be
provided by the appropriation process.

Mr. GIATMO. That is one change that
was made in the substitute.

Let me go to another change, and that
is the sudden change from the 25-cent
charge per lunch to 35 cents per lunch,
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which now is being further amended by
the amendment of the gentlewoman from
Hawaii. Quite frankly, in my opinion,
the gentlewoman’s amendment while
better than the committee amendment,
does not go far enough. To my way of
thinking, there should be no expansion
of the present law, and we should com-
ply with the present law.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIAIMO. Not at this time.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, let me say to the
gentleman——

Mr. GIAIMO. I do not yield to the
gentleman at this time.

Mr. Chairman, there has been a great
deal of concern in this debate about nu-
trition for children—a great deal of emo-
tional appeal that we have to do every-
think we can to help children, and with
this I agree. This Congress has. But, let
us really look at what we are doing.

What the committee amendment pro-
poses is that we now no longer limit
Federal subsidies to feeding needy chil-
dren, or those who need reduced-cost
lunches, but that we feed all children—
my children, your children, the children
of all middle America, suburban chil-
dren, all of the children who can
presently afford to pay for their lunches.
We are going to ask not the Congress
but the taxpayers to feed all children.
I say let us continue to feed the needy
children, let us continue to feed those
who have some needs, but for heaven’s
sake, in view of today’s priorities, and
budget deficits, let us curtail spending
where possible.

Let us also realize that we are doing
great harm to another priority about
which there has not been a word men-
tioned all day, and that is the priority
of concern for that heavily saddled mid-
dle-class American who is paying the
taxes. He is suffering not only through
paying the taxes but also through the
indirect tax of inflation in the increas-
ing costs he says for everything he buys.

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

Mr. GIAIMO. No, I do not yield.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would like to
say——

Mr. GIAIMO. Regular order, Mr.
Chairman. I refuse to yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield at this point?

Mr. GIAIMO. Regular order,
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. Giammo), has refused to yield to
the gentleman from EKentucky (Mr.
PERKINS) .

Mr. GIAIMO. Our citizens are suffer-
ing because of the fact that this Gov-
ernment of ours is operating at a fan-
tastic Federal deficit. For instance, this
morning, in our Budget Committee, the
1976 deficit will be in the neighborhood
of $78 billion, and it is still climbing.

We are going to saddle the taxpayer
and the middle-class citizen with the
heaviest indirect tax of inflation, of in-
flated prices, to pay for that deficit.

will
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So, Mr. Chairman, this amendment
which would have added about $700 mil-
lion to the school lunch program—and
then, as recently as of this morning, was
changed to half that amount should be
defeated. This is what we call in Gov-
ernment “get your nose in under the
tent,” then next year they will be up
here again getting the other half of the
reduced amount they gave up today. It
is a sham and a shame. Do not saddle
the harassed taxpayer with the O'Hara
giveaway. I say, let us meet the neces-
sary needs; let us provide sufficient funds
to take care of the WIC program, to take
care of needy children, to take care of
hungry old people, to do all of these
things that are needed; but let us not
broaden this concept to feed the chil-
dren of middle-class America who can
afford to pay for their own lunches and
who can afford to provide their own chil-
dren with nutrition.

What we will be doing is to add to the
Federal deficit which is going to make
for the greatest inflation period in the
history of this Nation; mark my words.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppositon
to the O’Hara amendment and the
Mink amendment because I think what
we are doing is misspending money.
By the elimination of the so-called
back-door provisions, we are taking
away WIC, a program that is de-
signed for women who are pregnant,
infants and children who have been cer-
tified by health officials to be nutrition-
ally high risks, a population that suffers
birth defects at a rate three times great-
er than the rest of the population, a pop-
ulation where the medical evidence is
overwhelming that the link that ties
them into a greater rate of birth defects
is low income and poverty. The reason
they are in the section 32 provision of
this bill is because they need public pro-
tection because they are a constituency
which has very little representation here.

The $250 million that was provided in
this legislation when it came to the floor
for this program was passed out of the
Committee on Education and Labor
unanimously with the section 32 pro-
visions. The rule was fought yesterday
and carried, and now today we are doing
away with it.

I have not been in Congress long
enough to appreciate all of the ills of
back-door financing, but I want to tell
the Members this, that I do not think
the 611,000 women out there who are
carrying infants in their wombs will
understand when the WIC program
ceases, I do not think the mothers out
there who are getting formula which
they cannot otherwise afford will under-
stand that when the appropriation is
cut, because this program has had many,
many enemies in this Government.

The gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
Aszuc) cited what happened with the
Department of Agriculture and the fact
that a contempt charge had to be
brought against the Secretary of Agri-
culture to get this money released. That
is the kind of trouble we have had with
this program. Yet, it probably is a pro-
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gram which administratively cost less
than any other so-called welfare pro-
gram. It is given to people who have been
medically certified as being nutritional
risks, and obviously prevents many,
many dollars from being spent in the
future in terms of custodial care, in
terms of restorative care for these chil-
dren who might very likely suffer from
birth abnormalities.

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I tend to share his view. I am im-
pressed by this newfound morality on the
part of the Committee on Education and
Labor in the last 24 hours about budget
responsibility. I suppose we should ap-
plaud them on this new change of atti-
tude, but where and how will WIC
survive, I ask my friend, the gentleman
from California? Can anybody, includ-
ing my friend on Appropriations, give us
some assurance as between the swollen
defense budget and the WIC program,
who is going to make it in appropria-
tions? If my colleagues will let me go on
the past experiences that I have had
here, I know what program is going to
make it and which one is not, so I am
not prepared to support this newfound
fiscal morality that the Committee on
Education presents to us in 24 hours, and
I am going to support my friend, the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank the
gentleman from Michigan.

I think the point that he brought into
focus is exactly the right one. This pro-
gram will not survive when it goes up
for appropriations; the school lunch pro-
gram will, because it has the constitu-
ency; it has the educational community;
it has the people who are working in that
program.

That is the constituency that is pre-
pared to defend it, but that is exactly why
this program was put into section 32.
The distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor made this
fight many years ago when the school
lunch program was unpopular, to protect
it and to nurture it and to see it grow,
because it was delivering a definite so-
cial benefit.

That is what we see with the WIC pro-
gram. I ask the Members to visit these
programs in their district because it is
something to behold and it is something
to experience when we talk with many
of the women with children in their arms
who tell you that until the WIC program
they did not see a doctor except at the
time of delivery, and to talk to pregnant
women and who say that but for the
help delivered under the WIC program,
they had not been to a doctor during
their pregnancies. That is what the
Members have to understand.

The $250 million in this proposal sim-
ply allows the WIC program to stay alive
and to meet the current needs. There are
10,000 unmet needs in the State of Mis-
sissippi, 15,000 in the State of Georgia,
and 166,000 in South Carolina. Those are
the kinds of needs that are out there.

If this proposal is removed from sec-
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tion 32, those needs will go unmet be-
cause the President has already said he
wants to do away with the program.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California_has expired.

(On request of Mr. PErkINS, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MiLLEr of Cali-
fornia was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Certainly
I yield to the chairman.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, first let
me compliment the distinguished gentle-
man from California (Mr. MirLEr) for
his excellent statement and the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
Convyers) for his excellent statement. We
had problems with starting this program
a few years ago and it was because of
section 32 funding in my judgment, in
view of the attitude of the administra-
tion, that we were able to get the pro-
gram off the ground.

In the first year the program only re-
ceived about $15 million or $16 million.
This past year it is about $124 million.
I know there are applications on hand
that would demand far more.

I have a feeling from the discussion we
heard yesterday—and I have never heard
S0 many economy speeches made in all
the days of my life from so many of my
friends as were made yesterday—we had
no alternative. I want to pledge my as-
sistance to these gentlemen in seeing that
this program is fully funded.

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, on
Monday we get a great many economy
speeches around here. I would not get
overly wrought about what happens in
Congress on Monday. Today is Tuesday
and I think perhaps more thinking has
occurred which is more along the lines
that the Education and Labor Committee
came out with for the last several weeks
up until yesterday. I would not let this
continuing concern for WIC be inter-
rupted now because of some remarks
that suddenly afflicted the chairman or
affected him so profoundly in yester-
day's session.

Mr. PERKINS. I want fo say to the
distinguished gentleman that he will
have my wholehearted cooperation to
see that this program is fully funded.

Mr. MILLLER of California. I appre-
ciate that.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER of
California was allowed to proceed for 2
additional minutes.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I simply want to stress the med-
ical evidence because we are playing
with the futures of many people here.
Yet so many speeches were made in the
vein of why do we not put money into
WIC instead of charging everybody 25
cents, why not put it into worthwhile
programs where we get a return on our
money? I want to cite a study done by
Roberts and Engel who report as follows:

Children who welghed less than 5 pounds
&t birth had an average I.Q. of 94.6 as com~-
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pared with 998 for children whose birth
welght ranged from 5 to 10 pounds, The
highest average—101.1—was recorded for
children who weighed 7 pounds 12 ounces
to 8 pounds 13 ounces at birth,

That is what we are talking about with
this program—the absclute ability to
help prevent low birth weights.

I think that that is what we have to
consider when we vote.

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

Mr. MILLER of California. If I have
the time.

Mr. GIATMO. If I understand cor-
rectly, and the gentleman from Mich-
igan can correct me if I am wrong, but
the substitute that provides for the WIC
program is on page 16. If I read it cor-
rectly, it says:

* @ * there is authorized to be appro-

priated the sum of $250 million for each such
fiscal year * * *

I gather that $250 million authoriza-
tion was deemed by the committee to be
sufficient, or they would not have put it
into the amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. I agree
with that.

Mr. GIAIMO. Therefore, there was
provision for the WIC program. The only
question is, how do we fund the pro-
gram?

Mr. MILLER of California. That is the
serious question before this Congress.

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Yes.

Mr. GIAIMO. The only question is, do
we fund programs directly, or through
the back door, or do we do it through
congressional appropriation? This Con-
gress took a very firm decision and said
that we want to terminate as best we
can those uncontrolled methods in this
program.

Mr. MILLER of California. I appre-
ciate those remarks. I stated before, as I
said, the people out there on this pro-
gram waiting to get on it will not under-
stand back-door or front-door spending.
They want the program to continue and
the way to continue that is to put it into
section 32.

Mr. GIAIMO. If the gentleman from
California and the rest of the House and
I do the job properly, we will see that
it is provided with necessary appropria-
tions to do the job.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment of the gentlewoman from
Hawadi (Mrs. Mink) and in support of
the amendment of the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. O'HARA).

I think when the gentlewoman from
Hawaii addressed the committee, she
gave us the greatest reason why we
should support the program of 35 cents.
She cited us the example that Hawaii
now has a program that no student pays
over 25 cents for a school lunch in her
great State, because the sovereign State
of Hawaii subsidizes this program to the
tune of $9 million. So I believe we are
just going to extend the wonderful pro-
gram of Hawail and make it a national
program, which I think is extremely
important.
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The distinguished gentleman from
Connecticut and my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio, pointed
out the need for fiscal responsibility and
the problem of the great deficit. I think
we have to set priorities here in this
Committee. I think the priorities are
with schoolchildren and their parents.

I voted against the foreign aid ap-
propriation. I believe we have wasted
$172 billion in this program over the
years. We have military cost overruns.
I think the priority should be, to expand
the school lunch programs, rather than
waste money on military cost overruns
and foreign aid programs.

I believe it is extremely important that
we support the amendment of the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. O’Hara), It
would be a great victory and of great
benefit to middle-income America.

I represent suburbs around the greater
Cleveland area. These people have paid
a great amount of taxes in support of
the programs we have heard about on
this floor for many months. What about
helping to benefit their children? Let us
have a 35-cent maximum Junch program
that would be beneficial to all Ameri-
cans, not just the underprivileged and
disadvantaged. We should continue
those disadvantaged programs, but let
us expand the program. Let us have nu-
tritious meals for all our schoolchildren.

I have talked to many schoolchildren
and teachers in the district and they tell
me as the price of meals goes up for the
breakfast or lunch program, we have
more and more children buying just a
piece of pie or just one or two commodi-
ties, such as ice cream or potato chips,
rather than a nutritious meal, I believe
this is wrong. Let us expand the program
to permit all our schoolchildren to have
a nutritious meal.

Lastly, I believe a vote for the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. O’Hara) would be a great tribute to
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, the gen-
tleman from Eentucky (Mr. PERKINS).
He has done more for the children of
America than any living American. I
think this would be a living monument to
this great chairman, the distinguished
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Hawail (Mrs. Mink) to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr, O’Hara).

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Ms. ABZUG. Mr, Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentlewoman
will state it.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, what are
we voting on at this time?

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Hawail (Mrs. Minx) to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. O'Hagra) .

Ms. ABZUG. I thank the Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Hawail (Mrs. Miwx) to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. O'HArA) .

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mrs. MINK. Mr, Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING TO

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-

STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. O'HARA

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GoODLING to
the amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. O'HarA: The substitute for
H.R. 4222 offered by Mr. O'Hara is amended
by striking out section 4 thereof, and re-
numbering the remaining sections accord-
ingly.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, first
of all, I think that I want to make sure
everyone understands that we have a
very, very good lunch program. It is very
important to all children. We also have
added some very fine amendments this
year.

I do not think we should be confused
by the fact that some people may say,
“Well, you are down here trying to cut
lunches for our children, our poor school
children.”

That is certainly not the intent. First
of all, I think we have to understand that
all I am trying to do at this particular
time is to remove the 35-cent maximum
charge that we are telling a school dis-
trict it must charge. We are telling them
what price to set. That is not our busi-
ness.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard an aw-
ful lot about the lack of participation,
of the declining participation in school
lunch programs. I think there have been
an awful lot of erroneous statements. I
think the Members will find that we are
taking care of those who need free
lunches; we are taking care of those who
need reduced price lunches. We have
improved numerous areas, as I men-
tioned, with new amendments this year.

But, the erroneous statement comes
when we try to say that young people
are not participating in school lunch pro-
grams as much as they were before
simply because the price of lunches has
gone up. In my 23 years of being in the
school business, it has gone from 25 cents
to 50 cents.

The declining participation comes
about in many areas because, first of
all, there has been a decrease in the
population of students attending school.
Second, there is an increased free and
reduced Iunch participation. Simple
mathematics tells us that if we have a
declining student population and in-
creased participation in free and reduced
price Iunches, we just have to have fewer
people participating in the regular class
A lunch program. That is just simple
mathematics.

The advent of a la carte programs in
the school districts has made a big
change. People now can receive many
other things and not participate in class
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A lunches; the sandwich line, many other
things that are very nutritional. That
has changed.

Decreased time for lunch is an im-
portant factor. Young people now have
20 minutes in many schools for lunch.
All they want to do is relax. These are
changing attitudes more rapidly than
the attitudes have changed in the cafe-
teria and dietary concerns. All of these
are reasons why we would have a decline.

As I mentioned before, if the program
we are proposing here in this 35-cent
Iunch program is for children, I again
ask: Then why did we not have children
participate in this decision?

We could have gone out into the Dis-
trict, we could have gone out into Vir-
ginia, we could have gone out into Mary-
land, and we could have checked with
middle- and higher-income youngsters
and asked them why they do not partici-
pate in the program. We did not ask
them. We did not ask the teachers, we
did not ask the guidance counselors, we
did not ask the principals.

Some would have us believe that it is
a terrible thing for a youngster to try
to get a reduced or a free lunch in a
school.

This is totally incorrect. The young-
ster does not participate in that decision.
You send the forms home to parents as
the school year begins, explaining the
whole system.

All they do is complete the forms,
and in most instances no one even checks.
They look at what the parents say and
then they give the free or reduced lunch.

A year ago we would rather give a
reduced lunch than charge them because
we could make more money because of
the subsidy situation. That has been
changed, fortunately—or unfortunately,
depending upon whether you are on the
school board or in the Congress.

And then some would say that it is
a form of tax relief. To me, this is a
terrible statement to make to middle-
income America. They are so sick and
tired of having bread crumbs thrown to
them that they do not want to hear any
more about the kind of “You go away,
I'll give you a little crumb, that will be
all right,” and then we would not have
to get around to the business of total
tax reform. That is a terrible idea in this
particular case,

Someone sald, “How much should we
as a government participate in this whole
lunch program?”

Can anyone tell me what the Govern-
ment’s participation in a lunch program
has to do with the Government setting
a price that the local district must
charge? I do not understand that at all.

Then one of the things that really
bothers people back in the local school
district is the whole credibility bit they
have with the Federal Government. They
are always saying, “Oh, today they are
giving me something, but tomorrow I
will be stuck with higher taxes to pay
for them,” and all of a sudden there
is an increase. So, philosophiecally, it is
totally wrong, because we are again try-
ing to support people who can support
themselves, when we have so many other
people who need our help and need our
support.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. GOODLING
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, let
me say we are talking about & half bil-
lion dollars at a time when there is tre-
mendous need in many other areas to use
this half billion dollars to help other
people in need.

Next year is an election year. What
do we do next year to top this? I will tell
the Members what we do. We give free
lunches to everybody. Then we have a
serious problem. As 1977 comes, and we
are not able to get everybody to partici-
pate in the lunch program by reducing
the price, so now we say, “We better pay
those youngsters to eat; then we will get
them all to participate.”

I would hope that we would not totally
embarrass Members of Congress when
we go home on this recess by having to
face people and say, “We Congressmen
and Congresswomen could not afford to
give our children a reasonable lunch, and
50 we are calling upon you people back
home, who are making much less than
we are, we are calling upon you to come
in and help to feed our children.” And I
have two, so I could benefit from it. I
would certainly hope that we would not
insist that we must have everyone par-
ticipating in the cafeteria, because the
only way we can do that is get them to
receive an outright grant from the school
district. Then they will participate.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. KETCHUM, Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I would
like to associate myself with his remarks.
There is perhaps some inconsistency,
since we have subsidized everybody in
the United States in the last 4 or 5 days
in this Congress, and I suppose we should
subsidize kids, too.

I do essociate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I must reluctantly cp-
pose H.R. 4222, the National School
Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act
amendments. I do so because this bill,
while posing as a humanitarian measure
to help needy children, is actually an-
other raid on the Treasury. It is providing
a subsidy for people who do not need sub-
sidies, and it will contribute to the infla-
tion that is ruining our economy,

In the years since 1946, the school
lunch program has ballooned to the
point where 47.4 percent of all school
children participate. The bill we have
before us will cost the American fax-
payers $6.2 billion. On top of that we
h~ve to add the considerable amount of
money that State and local governments
add to the program. No one in this cham-
ber can assert that we are not providing
a considerable assistance to needy fami-
lies, I would peoint out that in 1974, the
Federal cash payment for these sub-
sidized Iunches was 57.5 cents a meal,
plus donated commodities of 10 cents a
meal.

Now, we are asked by the Committee
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on Education and Labor to extend the
benefits of this program to every child
in America and to place a maximum pay-
ment of $.25 on the costs of a school
lunch. No one seems concerned that this
will cost $1 billion. No one seems con-
cerned that there has been little support
for such a move shown in the hearings.
And, I suppose there are virtues in con-
sistency, since this Congress has moved
in recent weeks to subsidize virtually
everyone else in America—why not our
children.

At the risk of sounding frivolous, I
would remind my colleagues that there
is no such a thing as a free lunch, By
allowing the children of the wealthy to
receive $.60 subsidies per lunch, we will
go deeper into debt and add more of the
“hidden tax” of inflation onto our citi-
Zens.

Mr. Chairman, nearly everyone in Con-
gress has paid lip service to the need for
budgetary restraint. If we intend to stay
within our means, priorities must be set,
I cannot understand how we can place
a high priority of $1 billion in aid to chil-
dren whose parents can well afford to
pay for their lunches. I therefore intend
to vote against the bill, if this provision
remains.

Ms. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will ad-
vise the gentlewoman that her amend-
ment would not be in order at the pres-
ent time. We now have an amendment
pending to the O’Hara amendment in
the nature of a substitute, and that
the pending amendment will have to be
disposed of first.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. QUIE, Mr. Chairman, if the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GoobLING) is
adopted, am I correct that the amend-
ment to be offered by the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. CaisgoLM) would
then be in order?

The CHAIRMAN. Not knowing what
the content of the amendment is and not
having heard the amendment read, the
Chair is unable to answer the gentle-
man’s parliamentary inquiry.

The Chair will respond to the gentle-
man further by saying that the gentle-
woman from New York could phrase an
amendment on this general subject mat-
ter which might be in order, but the
Chair has not seen the language of the
amendment.

Mr. QUIE. I thank the Chair,

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. QuUIE),

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, may I ask
the gentlewoman from New York if she
will explain to us what her amendment
does?

Ms. CHISHOLM. Myr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, my amendment
would delete all of section 4 of H.R. 4222,
and that would result in effecting a com-
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promise between the Mink amendment
and the O'Hara amendment in terms of
setting a ceiling on those persons in the
middle-income categories of this country
who could then participate in the Iunch
program right now.

Mr. QUIE. To that extent, it would be
identical to the Goodling amendment?

Ms. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, it is
not identical to it, but it embraces some
parts of it.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tlewoman give me an explanation of the
rest of the amendment and what it does?
As I understand it, it strikes out sec-
tion 4,

Ms. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, it strikes all of sec-
tion 4, and it brings in the mandate that
persons above the poverty line, that is,
175 percent above the poverty line,
would be included, and they would be
mandated fo provide free lunches for
the children in the school lunch pro-
gram, as contrasted to the optional con-
cept now in the bill.

What I am attempting to do here is to
make sure that the families in the
$6,000 to $10,000 income range be in-
cluded in the lunch program. This in-
cludes children who presently do not
qualify for the free lunches. They have
to pay the full price of the lunch, which
now averages about 45 cents a lunch.

Under the 35-cent ceiling provision in
the O'Hara amendment in the nature
of a substitute, these families in this in-
come category would only get a break of
10 cents a lunch. Under my amendment
these children from these families in this
category would be eligible for reduced-
price meals in all schools, which means
they would only have to pay 20 cents per
lunch in many schools, or perhaps 10
or 15 cents. It reduces the entire cost
of all the lunches.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, can the gen-
tlewoman tell me where the second part
of her amendment comes in the bill?

Ms. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, there
has been so much confusion here with
respect to this bill, all I know is that I
want to delete all of section 4 of the hill
and bring this in as an amendment. It
would strike section 4 and add the lan-
guage of section 9 of the new O'Hara
substitute. I think those are the sections
under discussion in this respect.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I will say
to the gentlewoman that from her brief
explanation of the amendment, T am for
it. I can see that there is no problem with
it in connection with the Goodling
amendment being adopted, and the sec-
ond part of the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment may be offered at a later time.

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

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Quie) still has some time
remaining

Mr. QUIE. Mr, Chairman, I think we
ought to get on to the Goodling amend-
ment, and then we may take up the
gentlewoman’s amendment.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. QUIE. Yes, I yield to the chair-
man of the committee,

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I just
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want to ask exactly what the gentle-
woman contemplates doing here.

We are presently subsidizing free
lunches at a cost of 84.5 cents, Does the
gentlewoman’s proposal increase that
subsidy?

Ms. CHISHOLM. No. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman from Minnesota will yield,
I will say that it does not,

Mr. PERKINS. Does it increase the
subsidy of the reduced-price lunch?

Ms. CHISHOLM. No, it does not in-
crease the subsidy of the reduced-price
lunch.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, my under-
standing was that the gentlewoman's
last proposal was to continue to provide
the free lunch for those who qualify.
However, the gentlewoman will mandate
a reduced-cost lunch for those who qual-
ify for the reduced-cost lunch?

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr,
GOODLING) .

I think there are some misconceptions
on the floor. No. 1 is that there is no sub-
sidy at the present time for those who are
paying for their lunch. Actually, there
has been for some time.

The subsidy started out at 31 percent,
went up to 33 percent, and is now down
to 21 percent.

The point that the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. Giammo) has made
about the need for balancing budgets I
agree with. I happen to be cosponsoring a
constitutional amendment that moves in
that direction.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is extremely
important that this body face up to that
problem. However, I think we also have
to face up to priorities, and one of the
priorities, along with the priority we es-
tablished yesterday in passing the foreign
aid bill—and I voted for it—is to see that
young people who are in our schools get
a chance for a nutritious meal.

The question is asked: “Why do we
need this? Are not the needy provided
a meal now?"

The reality is that more and more
schools—and this has not been pointed
out, in the debate up to this point—are
dropping out of the school lunch program
at the present time because as costs of
school lunches go up, the demand goes
down among those who are paying stu-
dents, and they simply end up dropping
the program.

What this proposal will do, the 35-cent
cap on this, is to open this program to as
many students as possible and to provide
nutritious meals for many young people
who need those nutritious meals.

Mr. Chairman, I will point out one
other statistic that should be of interest
to the Members of this body. There are
now more than 18,000 schools in this Na-
tion that do not provide school lunches
for their young people. I think we ought
to change that. I support the WIC pro-
gram and other programs that have been
mentioned.

I do not believe that the amendment of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will
be of assistance to the education of young
people nor to the nutritional weilfare of
these young people and their future.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chalrman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SIMON. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. QUIiE).

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman made a
statement that I have heard a number
of times, that participation is dropping,
total participation.

The table on page 10 of the report
shows that total participation is increas-
ing each year. It was 22.5 million in 1970,
24.5 million in 1971, 24.3 million in 1972,
24,6 million in 1973, 24.7 million in 1974,
and 25.2 million in 1975.

Where is this reduction that the gentle-
man is talking about?

Mr. SIMON. To answer the gentleman,
my understanding—and I am ready to be
corrected—is that while there is in-
creased participation in schools that are
continuing to offer school lunches, more
and more schools are dropping the pro-
gram when they have to move those
prices up.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture,
which I do not always rely upon, says
that as you move those prices up, the
number participating is reduced.

Mr. QUIE. If the gentleman will yield
further, the figures do not show that the
prices going up have reduced participa-
tion but that the participation has been
going up. USDA's study indicates that
if one were to reduce the prices, they
would get a greater participation, but I
do not see that now, as far as the school
Iunch program is concerned, that stu-
dents are dropping out.

I do not know that anybody who has
read the figures has concluded that they
are dropping out. I found a high school
that dropped out in Philadelphia not be-
cause of the cost of the lunch, but they
dropped out because of the danger to the
students in the lunch program, so they
run school to 1 o'clock and have dropped
the lunch program entirely.

So there are other factors other than
the cost of the lunches for those who
can afford to pay for them.

Mr. SIMON. There are a variety of
reasons, there is no gquestion about that.

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

(On request of Mr. Quig, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. SmMoN was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I might say
to the gentleman from Illinois that I
asked for the additional time for the
gentleman because I had used some of
the gentleman’s time.

Mr. SIMON. I appreciate the gentle-
man doing this, and he is very gracious.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply say that
there are a variety of reasons, as the
gentleman from Minnesota stated, and
there are a variety of reasons for young
people dropping out. But I repeat that
the U.S. Department of Agriculture has
said that if we reduce the prices there
will be a substantial increase in the num-
ber of young people having nutritious
lunches.

The gentlewoman from Hawaii, I be-
lieve, in her remarks yesterday said there
might be—and I stand to be corrected—
there might be as much as a 50-percent
increase in the use of school lunches at
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the 25-cent level. I do not believe there
is any question that there would be more
and more young people taking part in
this program if we put a cap on it. I
happen to believe that this would be a
wise investment.

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me there is a tremendous dichot-
omy in what the gentleman from Illinois
says, For example, I understand in my
city of Bridgeport where we can barely
scrape together a thousand dollars per
child to educate them, that we have a
free lunch program, and I might add it is
a very successful program because of
student need.

But_how can this Congress justify a
limited cost of free lunches in one of
my towns in my district, which has the
wealthiest per-capita income and that
pays some $1,675 per child to educate
them; how do we justify that the tax-
payers of the United States should sub-
sidize a 35-cent or a 25-cent limit on
schocl lunches? When are we going to
make some of these people who can pay,
pay the bill, and stop them from coming
down here? It just seems unfair.

You know, if I thought I would see
some attempt on the part of some school
boards to reduce expenses when in
others they cannot feed their children,
maybe you could take this. But it is
hard to just sit here and consider the
children of Fairfield, with a median in-
come of $12,000, and say that they
cannot pay more than 35 cents; I think
that is a disgrace, and a fraud upon the
taxpayers of this country.

Mr. SIMON. I gather that was a
question?

I would say to the gentleman from
Connecticut that if the gentleman used
that same logic we would not build a
gingle mile of highway, because million-
aires would use that highway. We would
not have a single Government program
if we had to look upon it as to whether
it benefits a few, but rather does it bene-
fit the public at large?

So, in reality, while we will have a
few people in that one community who
will benefit more than others, by and
large, the State of Connecticut and these
United States will be a finer, richer place
because we have moved ahead in this
direction.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the Goodling
amendment, which would strike, if the
Members will pardon my expression, the
guts out of the school lunch program,
and bring the entire program to a
shambles. And to answer this persistent
question about why high-income people,
high- and middle-income people, should
have any benefits in this country, let me
say that the high- and middle-income
people of this country are paying a good
share of the taxes, and if we used the
logic which was being shouted at us
from the other side we never would have
passed the income tax credit bill, and
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we never would have passed many of the
other hills that we have passed. Par-
ticularly revenue sharing.

Or, as the gentleman from Illinois,
(Mr. Smion) just said, we would not
build any highways, and we would not
give any sewer grants to Darien, Conn.,
because they could afford to build those
things with all of their tax base, and
we certainly would not give any other
kind of credit to them because they are
able to support themselves.

This country has been able to sustain
the kind of a program which benefits
high- and middle-income people as well
as poor people. The fact is the middle-
income people of this country who will
finally receive some benefits from this
act are footing the majority of the bills
in this country, and they ought to be
entitled to something which gives them
and their children some benefif. I see no
objection, nor have we had until ap-
parently recently great objection, to
giving and providing programs which
help middle- and high-income people.

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

Mr., MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut,

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

I believe the gentleman's remarks are
addressed to me. I simply want to say
that they have a big choice here. The
city of Bridgeport, for instance, which
is an industrial city, would love to spend
more than it does on education for each
child, but it just simply cannot make it.
‘What I am saying is that suburban com-
munities make a free choice of their tax-
payers to spend these outrageous sums
in educating each child. I do not see any
reason why we should burden the entire
country with this type of limit when
these towns have a free choice in the
very beginning. It is not the taxpayers’
choice nor the Congress choice that
wealthy towns spend $1,675 per individ-
ual child, but certainly if they can afford
to make that choice, they can afford {o
give their children a school lunch pro-

gram.

Mr., MEEDS. By the same token, the
people in Darien, Conn., should not re-
ceive any money under revenue sharing
because they can afford to take care of
those programs. Yet with almost solid
support on that side of the aisle, we are
sending money to Darien, Conn., where
the taxpayers have the money to make
these outrageous expenditures for edu-
cation. I submit to the gentleman that
many of our programs, including and
specifically revenue sharing, are pred-
jcated on things other than aiding low-
income people in America.

As the gentleman from Michigan
pointed out, the school lunch program
did not start as a low-income program;
it started as an aid to school lunches
for all childfen. I am for the low-income
aspects also, but I do not think we ought
to strip those aspects by killing the
whole program and knocking out sec-
tion 4.

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

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New Jersey.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

I would like to join in occupying this
House beyond the center aisle. It is not
so divided. I would like to join with the
chorus of intelligent voices on the other
side of the aisle that say quite simply,
When we have a limited amount of
money to spend, it is our duty to spend
it where it is most needed.

Mr. MEEDS. Then I assume the gentle-
woman will join me in opposing revenue-
sharing.

Mrs. FENWICK. I would like to say,
Here we have several hundred million
dollars. I would rather have the income
limits for subsidized Iunches. Then we
can help those people, working people,
who need help in the subsidized lunch
program. The only thing we have got to
fear is this kind of division on arbitrary
lines. We must use a limited amount of
money for people who need help, and that
ought to be our concentrated effort on the
school Iunch program.

Mr. MEEDS. I appreciate what the
gentlewoman said. Will she, then, join me
in resisting the entreaties to pass reve-
nue sharing?

Mrs. FENWICK. When revenue shar-
ing comes to the floor, I will be glad to
listen to the gentleman and to his argu-
ments.

Mr. MEEDS. I thank the gentlewoman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I have listened with
growing interest this afternoon as this
debate has proceeded because it seems to
me that as the debate has gone on, more
and more this has become not an act to
improve the school lunch program, in
which we are all interested and for
which I have consistently voted over
all the years that I have been a Mem-
ber of this Congress, but this has sud-
denly become an act to aid middle Amer-
ica, to somehow assuage the feelings of
those anguished and angry taxpayers
who feel that they are paying too much,
too great a share of the Federal tax
burden.

When I listened particularly to my
friend, the gentleman from Illinois, the
former Lientenant Governor of our
State, Paul Simon, for whom I have great
respect, suggest that there are literally
thousands of children in many, many
schools that are dropping out of the
school lunch program, then it occurred to
me that maybe this program could be
improved, and if so I certainly want to
support those improvements.

The other day when the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor came before the Com-
mittee on Rules, on which I serve, I was
a little concerned when he said, I think,
that only one morning of hearings had
been devoted to this very important sub-
ject. And then when I came here this
afternoon and learned that he had con-
vened not a meeting of the subcommittee
but only of the Democratic members of
the subcommittee and suddenly elected
to make a very substantial change in
this legislation, it occurred to me that we

March 25, 1975

are certainly legislating in a very cava-
lier and casual manner on a program
that affects the destiny of millions of
schoolchildren in America, and we ought
to be more careful than that.

I happened to be going through a hotel
in Chicago the other day, where I was
making a speech, and I by mistake
wandered into a corridor that was re-
served for hotel personnel. Before I beat
a retreat I saw a sign, and I wish I
had taken that sign back and posted it
out here in the corridor because the sign
read sometbhing like this:

Attention all walters in all bars: Use the
jizger at all times.

And then in capital letters it said:

ABSOLUTELY—ABSOLUTELY NO FREE
POURING.

What wea are doing today in the sloppy
way we are legislating is doing a little
more free pouring. We are not using the
jigger. We are doing a little free pour-
ing out of the Treasury of the United
States.

And when they could not get away
with the backdoor spending, then they
came in with an amendment to try to
correct that. But I am surprised and I
am chagrined that this great committee,
the committee that I have great respect
for, has come in and is asking to legis-
late now changes in this very important
program in a way that is so utterly im-
precise.

I agree with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr, Goopring) and the others
who said:

If you think you are going to go home and
enjoy your Easter recess and earn the thanks
and the plaudits of the middle Americans for
doing something like this, I think you are
greatly mistaken.

It was a great former ambassador from
America to India, Daniel Patrick Moyni-
han, who wrote:

The Federal Government has proved that
it is very, very able when it comes to col-
lecting money, when it comes to siphoning
off the tax funds not just from middle Amer-
ica but from every segment of our soclety
but we have proved that we are less than
good at designing Federal programs.

We have lost the respect of this coun-
try for Congress in large part because of
our failure to design delivery systems for
Federal programs that will target in on
those areas of real need and we are going
to compound that error this afternoon
in the kind of legislation that is proposed
here.

I do not know what kind of stuff we
are drinking, I guess we would call it
“0ld Deficit” and we do not know
whether it is 75 billion proof or 100 bil-
lion proof at this point, but it is pretty
heavy stuff. What we are going to do is
to lock us into a program that is going
to hit us not just in fiscal year 1976 but
also in fiscal year 1977 and fiscal year
1978 when we are on the path to recov-
ery and then I suggest we watch middle
America and see what they have got to
say about this program and what has
been done to reestablish and reignite
double digit inflation.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr., Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, I have been here
quite a while. I thought I was hard
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to surprise. But I am a little sur-
prised to find some of my friends who
just a few weeks ago fought so deter-
minedly for the biggest tax rebates to
the fattest taxpayers; who have fought
doggedly to maintain special privileges;
who sought to oppose the minimum tax
on high-income taxpayers; who fought
to maintain the oil depletion allowance;
are now telling us that they are against
a subsidy in the school lunch program
because some of those same high-income
taxpayers they've been fighting for might
have children who benefit from it.

They strain at the equalized gnat and
swallow the subsidized camel. What then
is the real reason they are opposed?

Mr. Chairman, the children of the rich,
the country club set, are not standing in
a cafeteria line in a public school buying
a class A lunch. If they are there at all,
they are at least buying the ala carte,
not the subsidized class A Iunch. I doubt
that the exclusive prep schools are run-
ning school lunch programs. The plain
fact of the matter is that they are op-
posed to the further subsidy of this lunch
program for the children of ordinary
working class citizens. That is what it
amounts to.

They are perfectly willing to subsidize
the lunch if the family income does not
exceed $8,300, but if a family is making
$9,000 or $10,000, or $11,000, they are
supposed to be flush. They supposedly do
not need the help of our great Govern-
ment,

I do not see anything wrong with the
Congress appropriating money for high-
ways, even if a few Cadillacs drive down
them. I do not see anything wrong with
the Congress appropriating money for
schools, even if a few wealthy children
attend them.

What this Congress should be about is
providing for the common welfare, trying
to build a better country, to extend bene-
fits to all those that need them, to help
those who want and need help. Over 90
percent of the childrer involved come
from families with incomes of less than
$25,000 a year. I do not share the view
that we should economize by literally
taking food out of these children’s
mouths.

This program was conceived to subsi-
dize the lunch of every child, without re-
gard to income. The committee simply
proposes that we increase the amount of
the subsidy. The Federal share has been
slipping. It has gone from 31 percent of
the cost of a Iunch to 21 percent. We are
now paying a smaller share of the cost
of school lunches for the average child
than we were in 1946. All we are propos-
ing to do is build up that Federal con-
tribution to make it somewhat more com-
parable to what it was. I ask that the
amendment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania be defeated.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amandmend.

Myr, Chairman, I feel like Alice in Won-
derland. It just gets curiouser and
curiouser. I am a cosponsor of the bill
which was introduced, which was the
original bill of our hearings, sponsored
by the chairman of our great committee,
and sponsored by my friend, the gentle-
man from Washington.

I am now informed that that bill
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standing alone would gut the school
lunch program, that without the addi-
tion made at the 11th hour after the sub-
committee had marked up the bill, which
did not include the provision of the

gentleman from Michigan (Mr. O'HAgRA), .

that to enact the program that is now
helping schoolchildren all over the
United States, as strengthened by the
original provisions of this bill, would gut
the program. Mr. Chairman, the school
lunch program is at present designed to
help those children who are in need, with
free lunches for those from families of
lowest income and reduced price lunches
for children of families of low income.
Under the provisions of the original Per-
kins bill there would be included in this
latter category children from four-chil-
dren families with incomes as high as
$10,200.

Mr. Chairman, who are the people who
will be benefited by the bill as it will be
amended by the gentlewoman from New
York, whose amendment I will support,
or as it stands without the O'Hara pro-
vision? Those children in greatest need
will receive increased help, and we will
strengthen the school lunch program.
Who will be benefitted by the now $500
million provision of the revised O'Hara
amendment? Those families who are
middle and upper income families.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that
we have done a lot of things with figures
here today. About 90 percent of the taxes
in this country are paid by people with
incomes of $10,000 and above. About 51
percent of the taxes are paid by those
with incomes of $20,000 and above. If
these are the people who pay the bulk
of the taxes, why should we not dole
out largess to their children, to help
them by subsidizing the school lunch
program for these people? I will tell the
Members why.

Most of the people I represent whose
incomes are $10,000 and above under-
stand this simple fact: Government can
only give to the people that which it has
first taken from the people, or borrowed
to be paid back in future taxes.

Let me tell my friends something: We
cannot give the families of my congres-
sional district anything that the taxpay-
ers are not ultimately going to pay for.
Who then shall we seek to help through
tax dollars raised from the people in this
$10,000 and above income, in this cate-
gory which pays 90 percent of the taxes?

I say, let us give the money where it
is needed most, and let us not try to
deceive the people with the tax and tax,
spend and spend philosophy of govern-
ment. Let us not enter upon the folly
of trying to persuade our sophisticated
taxpayers, who see our economic erisis,
that somehow we are going to give them
free lunches that they will not have to
pay for with tax funds, with overcharges
added for Federal bureaucracy, waste,
redtape and confusion.

Let us understand what the people
need from us is responsibility, fiscal re-
sponsibility in government by applying
the Federal money where it will do the
most good and withholding from spend-
ing further in unnecessary ways at a
time when we have contributed to a sit-
uation when already 63 percent of the
available supply of capital in this coun-
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try is consumed by the Federal govern-
ment trying to carry its burden of debt.

This is a problem of our economy be-
cause of our inflationary spending and
deficit spending. It has added greatly to
the economic distress of all Americans.
In fact, by such profligate spending, we
have helped to create an inflation that
is the cruelest tax of all upon all Amer-
ican families.

I say to the Members of the committee
that if they want to do the taxpayers
with incomes of $10,000 and above
a favor, then they should vote for the
Goodling amendment. If they want to
do that which is compassionate and will
help children, they will also vote for the
Chisholm amendment when it is offered,
and let us put the Federal money where
it will do the most good in meeting the
needs of children who have need, and let
us do the taxpayers with incomes of
$10,000 and above the great favor of not
giving them any more of our help.

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

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. .

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to associate myself with the
remarks of the gentleman from Ala-
bama, and compliment him for his state-
ment.

Mr, Chairman, yesterday I asked my
colleague, the gentleman from Minnesota,
whether the amendments to the school
lunch program provided in HR. 4222
would make anyone earning $42,500 a
year, eligible for 25-cent school lunches
for their children. He replied it would,
and agreed that in that respect it could
be considered another fringe benefit for
Congressmen. Now the remark was part-
ly facetious, but it does indicate the na-
ture of the issue before us. No one, my-
self inecluded, is opposed to the school
lunch program. H.R. 4222 authorizes a
permanent school breakfast program,
free lunches to children of unemployed
parents, expansion of the daycare and
preschool megls program, and expansion
of the special supplemental feeding pro-
gram for women, infants, and children.
I support each of these proposals.

However, I think we have to draw the
line at the provision giving 35-cent
lunches to anyone, regardless of family
income. Congressmen do not need to
have their children’s lunches subsidized.
Neither do corporation presidents, South
American diplomats, and others who
would be eligible under this bill. As a
matter of fact, the committee admits
that a typical upper income family would
get more benefit out of the 25-cent lunch
proposal than from the proposed tax re-
bate bill. Given other pressing educa-
tional and nutritional needs in our coun-
try, I question whether the one-half bil-
lion dollar a year this provision will cost
is the wisest or highest priority use of
these funds.

The bill already provides free or re-
duced price lunches to children of fam-
ilies making 2% times above the poverty
level. And rich kids already get their
Iunches subsidized by an average of 44
cents each meal under the existing pro-
gram, So how can this billion dollar give-
away be justified?




8506

Yesterday I had an interesting expe-
rience. I ask a class of schoolchildren
from my district who were visiting in
Washington how I should vote on this
provision. They overwhelmingly agreed

it would be a waste of a billion dollars. .

Perhaps we should have the kids in here
voting, to restore some commonsense.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a yes vote on
Mr. GoopLinGg’s amendment to strike this
provision.

Mr. PFORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the National
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutri-
tion Act Amendments of 1975, which I
have joined with Chairman PerkIns and
other Members in cosponsoring.

In addition to extending the school
lunch program; the day care feeding
program; and the women, infant, and
children, WIC, feeding program, this
legislation will make the breakfast pro-
gram a permanent one and will roll back
prices students must pay for hot lunches
to a maximum of 35 cants.

It also contains two amendments
which I authored—one which will make
children whose parents are unemployed
eligible for free lunches, and the other
which will extend and strengthen the
summer food program. The legislation
will also enhance and expand participa-
tion of children in child care and pre-
school institutions and expand the eligi-
bility for reduced-price lunches.

Since its inception in 1946, the na-
tional school lunch progran: has had the
single purpose of improving the nutri-
tional status of all children in school.
Through all of the vears since 1946, Fed-
eral assistance in the form of cash pay-
ments and federally donated foods has
been provided by Congress in order fo
permit the sale of lunches well below
production costs to any child wishing to
participate.

Over the past 29 years, the school
lunch program has been expanded to in-
clude such programs as the school break-
fast program; the women, infant, and
children feeding program; and the spe-
cial milk and nonschool food service
program.

Millions of children—needy and non-
needy—have participated ir the program.

However, because the cost of produc-
ing lunches has increased by some 70
percent just since 1967, most schools
have been forced to realistically increase
Iunch prices for those who pay. As a re-
sult, more and more parents are unable to
stretch their budgets so their children
can eat lunch at school, and because Fed-
eral payments have not increased in pro-
portion to the increased costs which are
passed along to the children, many stu-
dents are dropping out of the program.

Mr. Chairman, at my request, the
Wayne County, Mich.,, Intermediate
School District has provided me with
statistics which indicate that many of
the schools in my own congressional dis-
trict are not presently participating in
the Federal school lunch program. This
means that students in these schools
either do not have free lunches available
or they are being served lunches which
do not meet the minimum standards re-
quired by the program.

According to this report, none of the
schools in the Woodhaven, Livonia, and
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Flat Rock School Districts are partic-
ipating in the program, nor are any of
the elementary schools in the Inkster,
Wayne-Westland, Crestwood, Dearborn
Heights No. 7, and Garden City Districts.

In addition, I have learned that some
of our bhiggest high schools, such as
Robichaud in the Westwood District,
Wayne Memorial in the Wayne-West-
land District, and Huron High School in
the Huron District are not participating.
With the adoption of this legislation,
hopefully more of these schools will be
able to participate.

Mr. Chairman, two amendments con-
tained in this legislation will be especial-
ly helpful to my congressional district
which is presently experiencing one of
the most severe unemployment, problems
in our history. The first of these, my own
amendment, provides that a child shall
be eligible for a free or reduced-price
meal during a period when his or her
parent is unemployed. This amendment
alone should make lunches available to
thousands of children in my district who
are presently ineligible.

Another important amendment, which
was sponsored by my good friend and
distinguished colleague (Mr. O'Hara),
and included in modified form in the
final version of the bill we are about to
vote on, provides that no child will have
to pay more than 35 cents for a lunch.
This amendment will be especially help-
ful to the middle and lower income fam-
ily with several children attending school.
It could save them as much as 25 cents
per day per child—a savings which is
extremely important during this time of
inflation and unemployment.

Mr. Chairman, it seems that each time
I rise in support of legislation lately I find
myself reciting to this body the frighten-
ing unemployment reports from the De-
troit metropolitan area, and each time I
do so the figures become more alarming.

ut I simply cannot emphasize enough
the urgent need for Federal legislation
which provides relief for the thousands
of families, in our State, suffering from
unemployment. The latest figures tell us
that nearly one out of every five workers
in the Detroit area is without a job.

The financial relief that this legisla-
tion will provide for many of these fam-
ilies will probably be as significant as the
much discussed and heralded tax rebate
we are working on—and they need this
relief immediately.

This bill is supported by a broad spec-
trum of organizations, including the
UAW, the AFL-CIO, the American Fed-
eration of Teachers, the National Edu-
cation Association, the National School
Boards Association, and the American
Parents Committee. It is my hope that
my colleagues from both sides of the
aisle will now join me in voting for its
final passage so it can become law as soon
as possible.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Chair announces that he will va-
cate proceedings under the call when a
quorum of the committee appears.

Members will record their presence by
electronic device.
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The call was taken by electronic device.
QUORUM CALL VACATED

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem-
bers have appeared. A quorum of the
Committee of the Whole is present. Pur-
suant to rule XXIII, clause 2, further
proceedings under the call shall be con-
sidered as vacated.

The committee will resume its busi-
ness.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the Goodling amendment close in 20
minutes.

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

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the Goodling amendment close in 30
minutes, with the last 5 minutes to be
reserved for the committee,

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

There was no objection,

The CHAIRMAN. Members standing
at the time the unanimous consent re-
quest was agreed to will be recognized
for approximately 15 minutes each.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. PEYSER).

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I only
take the floor at this time because when
my friend, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. O'Hara), was speaking before,
he outlined a number of things, and he
pointed toward this side of the aisle,
intimating we were supporting and try-
ing to preserve the income of high-
income taxpayers and preserve oil de-
pletion, and other things of this nature.

I wish to point out that these gener-
alities often do not hold up, and they
certainly do not hold up in my own in-
stance, because not only do I not fight
for any of the things he was speaking
of, but I voted against most of them.

Also, as to my own children, five of
my kids, all of whom have gone to
public school, primarily brown-bagged it
as far as lunch is concerned and alwayvs
have, by their option.

Mr. Chairman, I am a strong sup-
porter of every one of these educational
and school programs and school lunch
programs. I am a cosponsor of this legis-
lation. However, I do think that if we
want to measure our priorities today,
the $500 million that we are talking
about to go into subsidizing the middie-
and upper-middle and high-income
groups is really being poorly spent.
Frankly, I would much rather see $500
million go into summer programs for
senior citizens if you will, summer jobs
for young people, and many other things.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge that
the membership support this amend-
ment of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING).

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
JEFFORDS) .

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, . rise
to support the Goodling amendment and
in opposition to the O’Hara amendment.
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I agree with those that state that if
we are to spend more, there are many
more important areas to increase
spending.

For instance, I am told that over 60
percent of the handicapped children in
America do not receive the special edu-
cational services they need. With this
money we seek to spend here, we could
provide that need.

If we want to talk about nutrition, why
not fully fund the WIC program? It is
more important to intervene in nutri-
tion when a child is very young and an
adequate nutritional base must be set
to avoid brain damage. We could more
than double that program with this
money.

Let us look at the Older Americans
Act. We only spend in all those programs
about one-half of what we will be spend-
ing under the O'Hara amendment. !

There is no way we can justify this
increased spending by the O'Hara
amendment.

I cosponsored the original bill to aid
and expand the school lunch program. 1
support the program. I support extension
of help to low and lower middle-income
people, and the other extensions in this
bill.

But my objections go beyond this dis-
torted approach to priorities.

I also object to the way this additional
spending is distributed. I believe you will
be disturbed when you understand what
this bill does.

We are adopting here a system of sub-
sidies which is attached to the price of
the lunch and not to the cost of the

lunch. This is going to lead to extreme

difficulties, difficult to
explain.

First, we have a problem of a built-in
incentive to give a lousy lunch, and this
is a bill which is supposed to aid nutri-
tion, The incentive for a lousy lunch ex-
ists, because if the school district cuts
the cost of the lunch, they will still get
the subsidy and be able to use it any-
where they want. Therefore, the incen-
tive will be for school districts to cut the
cost in order to get additional money
for some other program, When I dis-
cuss below the problem created wherein
school districts that presently subsidize
school lunches are penalized, the ridicu-
lousness of this approach will be empha-
sized.

Second, if one is from an urban area,
they cannot support this approach.

If one looks around the country, he
will find that we are going to be giving
100 to 150 percent more in subsidies to
the suburban areas where the wealthier
people live than to the urban areas. We
can verify that simply by looking at the
District of Columbia and surrounding
areas,

For example, at one elementary school
in the District, the price of a regular
school lunch is 35 cents and the price
at one high school is 40 cents. In Mont-
zomery County, one elementary school
charges its pupils 55 cents for a regular
lunch and one junior high has a price of
60 cents on its lunch. In Arlirgton, one
elementary school’s regular lunch price
is 50 cents and the price at a junior high
school is 55 cents. Prices in Prince

and ones very
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Georges County and in Alexandria are
similar.

These figures highlight very clearly the
inequities that will arise if the O’Hara
substitute is approved. The respective
schools in the District of Columbia would
receive the minimum subsidy of 10 cents
while some of the schools in the wealthy,
bordering suburban districts would re-
ceive subsidies of 20 cents and 25 cents.
I ask the question: Is this really helping
those who need help the most?

I would like to bring to the attention
of the Members still another substitute
and inequity which the O'Hara substitute
would create. Because this subsidy is
pegged to the price of a school lunch
rather than its cost, towns which have
kept the prices of their school lunches
low by paying a local subsidy would be
penalized for their initiative. They would
receive lower subsidies based on the
lower price of their lunches while school
districts not providing a local subsidy
and having higher priced lunches would
receive more money.

In one city in the State of Vermont,
Montpelier to be exact, the community
has decided to hold down the price of its
Iunch. I understand that it costs 76 cents
t¢ produce the lunch that elementary
students buy for 40 cents. After you cal-
culate the State and Federal subsidies
already provided, you realize that Mont-
pelier is underwriting the cost of one
regular lunch to the tune of 22 cents.
Under the O'Hara substitute, Montpelier
would receive only the minimum sup-
plemental payment of 10 cents based on
its 40-cent price.

There is another school district that I
know of in my State which has no local
subsidy for its regular lunch program
and charges 40 cents for its lunch. It also
would receive 10 cents as well, but this
10 cents would go further than Mont-
pelier’s, because this school district is not
burdened by a local subsidy. The O'Hara
substitute’s payment to Montpelier
would not even equal the local subsidy.
In effect, because Montpelier kept its
price low by providing a local subsidy,
instead of allowing the price to rise, it
loses the opportunity to gain an addi-
tional 17 cents in Federal subsidies. In
other words, it is penalized for its initia-
tive rather than rewarded. We have al-
ready heard from the gentlewoman from
Hawaii (Mr. MInk), that the entire State
of Hawaili would fall into this predica-
ment under the O'Hara substitute.

It seems to me that if any of the
Members’ communities, and most of
them in my district do, have local sub-
sidies, they will be treated very, very
unfairly relative to any community that
does not have subsidies, because the local
subsidies will not be reimbursed under
this program. Therefore, we are going to
have a lot of explaining to do back in
our districts if we do not vote for the
Goodling amendment and if we vote in
favor of the O’Hara amendment.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SArasiN
vielded his time to Mr. QuIE).

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Giaimo
yvielded his time to Mr. Quie.)

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MorTL
yielded his time to Mr. PERKINS.)
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(By unanimous consent, Messrs. Rous-
seLoT and Symms yielded their time to
Mr. GOODLING.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) .

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GRASSLEY
yielded his time to Mr. GOODLING.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa (Mr,
HARKIN) .

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the O’'Hara amendment, and
oppose the Goodling amendment.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HARKIN
yielded his time to Mr. PERKINS).

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. DAvVIS) .

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Davis
yielded his time to Mr. PERKINS) .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quie) for 6 minutes.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, if we adopt
the Goodling amendment I believe the
substitute makes this a good bill.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
MiLLeEr) was talking about the WIC pro-~
gram, which has been an experimental
program, and it has shown that it is a
very beneficial program. It is the only
part of this bill that is authorized where
an appropriation can be refused. The rest
of the bill will have to go through the
appropriations process, but if there is
not enough money to take care of it
then undoubtedly we will have a sup-
plemental.

But at least all the $250 million will
be dependent on appropriation.

This is such a good program that in
Minnesota the State Legislature is work-
ing on a similar proposal to be paid out
of State funds.

I think if we are going to make an in-
crease in expenditures it ought to be to
help the individuals through the WIC
program that it is proposed to help, but
not to go to subsidies for middle-income
and high-income people.

The gentleman from Michigan talked
about this being a program to help the
working people. We have been increasing
the subsidies for the working people
through the years. In 1965 the subsidy
for school lunches from the Federal
Government was 12.9 cents, We raised
the subsidy from the Federal Govern-
ment to 21.75 cents in 1975. That is the
kind of increase that has been brought
about. But the reduced-cost lunch, which
will be mandatory under the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from New
York, is available to anyone who is above
the 125 percent of low income up to the
200 percent of low income.

What that means is a family of four
below $10,020 income can get the lunches
for their two children for 20 cents.

For three children, or a family of five,
earning $11,460, they can get reduced
price lunches. With a family with four
children, they can have an income of
$12,980. A family with five children can
have an income of $14,320. A family with
six children can have an income of
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$15,660, and a family of seven children
can have an income of $16,880. That is
the income below which they can get a
free or reduced-cost lunch. The reduced
price is 20 cents.

The gentleman from Washington said
that the Goodling amendment would
gut the program. We have a program
that increases in participation every
year, according to the table on page 10
that is in the committee report of this
bill.

The 25- or 35-cent limit on a lunch was
not a part of the bill that was introduced.

It was not a part of the bill that came
out of the subcommittee. There was a
guick hearing one morning in which
some individuals came in and made a rec-
ommendations for a 25-cent limit on the
lunch, and that was quickly adopted in
the full committee. There was no deep
consideration, no opportunity for wit-
nesses who were in opposition to the
25-cent amendment to appear before
the committee. That is all the considera-
tion that the committee gave.

This program will function well with-
out that 35-cent maximum on the lunch
that is in the O'Hara substitute for the
25-cent maximum on the lunch in the
bill that came out of the committee. The
remainder of the bill, which substantially
increases the cost of the School Lunch
and the Child Nutrition Acts, which
most of us support, to about $800 mil-
lion, I think, is warranted, and that is
what we ought to be putting across here
today rather than this subsidy that is
made available for those who can afford
to pay for the lunches of their children.
The children are their responsibility.
They are already receiving, as I indi-
cated, 27 cents subsidy, the Federal, plus
the State-mandated amount, and that
is as far as we ought to go.

This program will function well. The
Goodling amendment is important to it,
and I urge my colleagues to support the
Goodling amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. GOODLING) .

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, just
in case there are some people in the audi-
ence now who were not here before, I
want to make very, very sure that we do
not have anyone here who thinks we are
taking away motherhood, ice cream, the
flag, America, or anything of that nature.
I think it is very, very important that we
understand that the only thing my
amendment does is to eliminate some-
thing that was decided upon either last
night or this morning, and I am not
sure because I was not invited to the
party.

We have an excellent bill, an excellent
school lunch program. It has proven it-
self over the years. We have improved
upon it this year. All of those good things
will remain, all of the additional things
that we just heard mentioned on either
side of the aisle that have been added
will remain. The only provision that my
amendment attacks is the provision that
we tell local school districts that they
may not charge more than 35 cents for
a school lunch, and then we in turn sub-
sidize the difference.

I also attack what I feel is an under-
standing that is incorrect, and that is
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the idea that there is a declining partic-
ipation in school Iunch programs. There
has been a change today in some of this
thinking where they are pointing out
that it is not necessarily that there has
been a decline in the school lunch pro-
gram participation but that some schools
are no longer participating.

I know one or two of those, and they
come from very affluent districts where
they have decided that the youngsters
can pay the difference, where they have
put a machine on the wall which serves
their sandwiches and their salads—beau-
tiful lunches, So it is not the people who
need the free and reduced-price lunches
that would suffer in any way, shape, or
form.

I mentioned many times that there are
many other reasons why youngsters are
not participating.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut.

Mr. GIAIMO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

There seems to be some confusion here
because, after all, this substitute has
been seen by many of us as of only sev-
eral hours ago. But is it not true that the
gentleman'’s amendment will only elim-
inate section 4 of the bill, which is the
O'Hara Amendment so-called? It will not
harm in any way existing programs
which are presently in section 4 of the
act?

Mr. GOODLING. That is totally cor-
rect. It only eliminates the addition that
was made, as I said, either during the
night or this morning; it does not touch
the existing program or the many, many
excellent improvements to the program,
some of which came from both sides of
the aisle.

But there is some concern that the
gentleman’s amendmerrt may go beyond
the new portions which are suggested and
affect existing programs under the act.

Mr. GOODLING. My amendment, the
gentleman is correct, affects only the new
section, section 4. And so I again merely
say I think we have a tremendous re-
sponsibility to those people in need, but
we cerfainly should not make sacrifices
at this particular time, which as I men-
tioned before, in the public eye will look
as if we are earning $42,000 a year or
whatever it is, and that is pretity tough
to live on when we have to maintain a
home back home and a home down here,
but the people back home do not under-
stand that, and so they will look on this
as if we will be having another chance
to get a little more out of the till.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, if the gentle-
man will yield I compliment the gentle-
man for his ouistanding statement he
is making now and for the one he made
earlier today and for what he did yester-
day, and also for the outstanding work
he has done on the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. This is a rare oppor-
tunity for us to have a person who has
been in the school system and who has
been a superintendent of schools and who
knows what he is talking about and have
him address us on the school lunch pro-
gram. You are an outstanding Member
of Congress and member of the commit-
tee. I commend the gentleman for the
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work he has done and I hope my col-
leagues will listen to him.

Mr. GOODLING., I thank the gentle-
man very much. I assure the gentleman
when I am in the Small Business Com-
mittee meeting I am extremely quiet,
but I do think because of my 23 years of
experience in the school business I have
something to offer here and this is why
I am making my point so strongly here
today.

The CHAIRMAN. To close the debate
the Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) .

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
135 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HaLL).

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. O'Hara) and in op-
position to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING) ,

I too, like the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, have been in public school edu-
cation. I cannot say that I was ever a
superintendent, but I was a principal
for 2 years and I was also a teacher for
14 years and I was a school Iunchroom
sponsor for 2 years. That does not make
me an expert, I know, by any means.

I would like to throw out the old quip
that after all is said and done, there is
usually more said than done. And after
all when we get right down to the nitty
gritty, what do we have here? We have
men and women in a legislative body
who are imperfect and who are trying
to make perfect legislation. And it will
never come out that way in spite of
what we say and do. But if we have
any reason here we can surely make
perfections along the way or make im-
provements along the way.

I have been very silent both in the
committee and on the floor for the last
week or so when we have been talking
about the school lunch program. I have
heard it said that a great many children
throw their food away. That is true.
I have stood in a lot of lines and I have
watched children throw good food away,
but I have also stood in line and watched
the children go back for seconds and
thirds, and I was convinced by any
rhyme or reason I could possess that it
was the best meal those kids would have
all that schoolday.

I suppose Members have heard that
old horse chestnut argument that Lin-
coln referred to which goes like this:
The horse chestnut argument is a fan-
tastic arrangement of words by which
you make a horse chestnut come out
the same as a chestnut horse.

As I have understood the school lunch
program from the beginning, it is to
give a well balanced lunch to schoolchil-
dren of this countrry, and let us not
discriminate against the schoolchildren
of America because their dads may make
more than $10,000 a year.

Mr. PEREKINS. Mr. Chairman, first let
me state that the vast bulk of Federal
spending—almost three-fourths of the
funds of the Federal repeating pro-
grams—go to needy children and their
families.

I certainly want to pay my respects to
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the distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. Quie) for his untiring efforts
throughout the years in making free
lunches available, reduced price lunches,
and supportng various other feeding
programs for the needy.

I want to further state that it will
be my intention some time later on this
year to visit the district of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goop-
L1NG) , where we can have an opportunity
to talk to some of these children and
observe the type of school lunch pro-
grams being conducted in the home dis-
trict of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GooprLiNg). I would expect
that we would not witness any of the
waste that has been described here, but,
nevertheless, the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goobp-
11Nc) will not benefit—rather it will de-
stroy the effectiveness of everything that
we have built up here in the past 30
years in the way of an effective school
lunch program. I do not say that with
any disrespect to anyone.

The school lunch program was con-
ceived for all children. We are talking
about a lunch program for children of
the parents who work in the shoe fac-
tories, and parents who work in the steel
mills. There would be 35-cent lunches
for children of parents who work in the
automobile factories, 35-cent lunches for
children of parents who work in the
garment plants. That is where 95 per-
cent of these meals in these categories
go, to working people’s children. To try
to say that we are subsidizing children
not in need is not so. What we are do-
ing is giving nutritious meals for chil-
dren to attract them to the school lunch
program where they can be healthy and
stop some of these remedial medical
payments that we are spending here in
this Congress by the hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, by giving a nutritious
meal to these children, What is wrong
with that?

We send hundreds and hundreds of
millions of dollars—even billions of dol-
lars—abroad for feeding and here we
say at home we cannot have a healthy
school lunch program. The reason I use
the word healthy is that this program
has commenced to become unhealthy,
because the regular program kids—the
children’s parents who work in the shoe
mill factories—cannot afford to pay for
these lunches, and they are being priced
out of the school lunchroom. As a result,
the school lunch program, the regular
school lunch program, goes under. Then
what happens to the needy and to the re-
duced price lunches? These programs
likewise go under when the regular pro-
gram fails. So we are trying to balance
out a program for the health and the
welfare of the children in America and
get away from class distinctions.

Yes, these needy—the ones who are the
most needy—the most disadvantaged,
deserve first consideration; and we must
glve them first consideration. We have
guaranteed them almost an 85-cent sub-
sidy, where we have only guarantieed a
21- or 22-cent subsidy for the lunches
served in the regular school lunch pro-
ETam.

That is what we are trying to do here
today, to strengthen the whole school
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Moorhead,
Callf,

lunch program by the O’Hara amend-
ment. Throughout the years, we have
spent section 32 funds for the strength-
ening of the needy in the school Iunch
programs. We brought those earlier bills
on this floor under suspension of the
rules. Numerous members on this com-
mittee today were cosponsors of that
legislation.

But, it was never conceived that we
should not subsidize, and at a reasonable
price, the children of the millworker in
the regular lunch program.,

Mr. Chairman, the Goodling amend-
ment should be defeated overwhelmingly.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GoobLiNGg) to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. O'HARA).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the committee
divided and there were—ayes 52, noes 24.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. O'HARA, Mr, Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 269, noes 144,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 93]
AYES—269

de la Garza
Delaney

Abdnor
Adams
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Bafalis
Baldus
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Blouin
Boland

Hughes
Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde

Jacobs
Jarman
Jeffords
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, Ala,
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Easten
Eelly

Eemp
Eetchum
Keys
Kindness
Erebs
Bolling Krueger
Bowen LaFalce
Brodhead Lagomarsino
Broomfield Landrum
Brown, Mich. Latta
Brown, Ohio Lent
Broyhill Levitas
Buchanan Lloyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Lott

Duncan, Tenn,
du Pont

Early

Edgar
Edwards, Ala.

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
MecCormack
McDade
McDonald
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEinney

Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Byron

Carter

Casey
Cederberg
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,

Goldwater

Goodling
Gradison
Grassley
Gude
Guyer

» Michel
Mikva
Milford
Miller, Ohio
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitcheill, N.Y.
Montgomery

Hubbard Moore
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Studds
Sullivan
8 8
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thone
Treen
TSONEAs
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Waggonner
sh

Roush
Rousselot
Roybal
Ruppe
Russo
Ryan

St Germain
Sarasin
Satterfield
Schneebell
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Sharp
Shriver
Bhuster
Sikes

8isk

SEmith, Towa
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Spellman
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton

NOES—144

Fulton
Gaydos
Ginn
Gonzalez
Green

Hall
Hanley
Hannaford
Harrington
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Hefner
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Holtzman
Howard
Jenrette
Jones, N.C.
Earth
Kastenmeier
Eazen
Eoch
Leggett

Moss
Myers, Ind.
Mpyers, Pa.
Nichols
Nowak
Obey
O'Brien
Patman
Pattison, N.Y.
Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Poage
Pressler
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Rhodes
Richmond
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson
Rogers
Rostenkowski

Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wirth
Wright
Wydler
Wylie

Yates
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zeferettl

Nolan

Abzug
Oberstar
O’'Hara

Addabbo
Alexander
Ambro
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
AuCoin
Badillo
Barrett
Baucus
Beard, R.I.
Biaggl
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Bonker
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Calif,
Burke, Mass. Lehman
Burton, John Litton
Burton, Phillip Long, La.
Carney Long, Md.
Carr McHugh
Corman Macdonald
Cornell Madden
D'Amours Matsunaga
Daniels, Meeds
Dominick V. Melcher
Davis Metcalfe
Dellums Miller, Calif.
Dingell Mineta
Downey Minish
Drinan Moakley
Eckhardt Moffett
Edwards, Calif. Mollohan ‘Whalen
Eilberg Moorhead, Pa., Wilson,
Evans, Ind. Charles H.,
Fascell Callf.
Fisher ‘Wilson,
Flood Charl
Florio Natcher Wolfl
Foley Neal Yatron
Ford, Mich. Nedzi Young, Alaska
Fraser Nix Young, Ga.

NOT VOTING—19

Ashbrook Hightower Runnels

Collins, Til. Ichord Seiberling

Dent Mills Shipley

Erlenborn Mosher Skubits

Evans, Colo. Murphy, Il Stelger, Ariz,

Evins, Tenn, O'Neill

Hawkins Passman
So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. CHISHOLM TO
THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-
STITUTE OFFERED BY MRE. O'HARA
Ms. CHISHOLM., Mr. Chairman, I of-

fer an amendment to the amendment in

the nature of a substitute.
The Clerk read as follows:

Ottinger
Patten
Patterson, Calif.
Pepper

Perkina

Preyer

Risenhoover
Rodino
Roe
Roncalio
Rooney
Rose
Rosenthal
Santini
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Simon
Slack
Solarz
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Stuckey
Symington
Thompson
Thornton
Traxler
Udall
Ullman
Vanik
Vigorito
Waxman
Weaver

es, Tex,
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Amendment offered by Mrs., CHIsHOLM to
the amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute offered by Mr. O'Hara: On page 7, be-
ginning on line 5, strike out everything down
through line 8, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

(b) Sectlion 9(b) of the National School
Lunch Act 1s amended by—

(1) striking out “, if a school elects to
serve reduced-price lunches” in the fifth
sentence,

(2) inserting immediately after such fifth
sentence the following new sentence:. “Any
child in any school in a State who 1s eligible
for a reduced price lunch under Income
guidelines prescribed for schools in that State
under the preceding sentence shall be served
a reduced price lunch.”, and

(8) striking out “75 per centum"” in the
last sentence and inserting In lieu thereof
“100 per eentum.

Ms. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
know that there has been a great deal of
confusion in the past few days with re-
gard to the National School Lunch Act in
terms of many of the amendments that
have been offered, and in terms of the
advice that people have been asking of
each other, that you are damned if you
do, and you are damned if you do not.
So I want the Members to listen very
carefully to my explanation with respect
to this particular amendment.

We want to be very sure that those
youngsters who are in the most need in
terms of the benefits from the national
school lunch program will be taken care
of. The schools that have had the school
lunch program must offer free lunches to
children who qualify by having an in-
come below the level set by each State.
States must set an income level for free
lunches no lower than the poverty line
and are allowed to set that limit no
higher 120 percent of that poverty line.

Schools may also offer lunches at a
reduced price to children of families with
incomes up to 175 percent of the poverty
line, However, these schools are not re-
quired to do so.

H.R. 4222 deals with the reduced-price
program in another excellent provision.
This provision allows States to set the
income limit for reduced-price-lunch-
program eligibility at up to 200 percent of
the poverty line.

The poverty line is currently $4,500 for
a family of four, but it is expected to be
raised to $5,000 by the next school year.
Therefore, the bill would currently allow
as eligible for reduced-price lunches chil-
dren from families of four with incomes
up to $10,000 per year.

My amendment would eliminate the
O’Hara amendment and require schools
to offer reduced-price lunches to eligible
children just as schools are required to
offer free lunches to children who are
beneath the poverty line.

This provision costs one-half as much
as the O’'Hara 35-cent ceiling and offers
twice the benefits.

This provision is crucially important
fer working families in the area of $6,000
to $10,000 per year income range. At
present these families do not qualify for
free lunches, but in addition the schools
that these children attend often do not
offer a reduced-lunch option. Therefore,
these children have to pay the full price
of the lunch, which now averages about
45 cents a lunch, and under the 35-cent
ceiling provision of the O'Hara amend-
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ment, these families would only get a
break of 10 cents a lunch.

Under my amendment these children
from these families would be eligible for
reduced-price meals in all schools, which
means they would have to pay only 20
cents for lunch, or in many schools only
10 or i5 cents a lunch. My amendment
would be two or three times more bene-
ficial to these families who are living on
fixed income, small farmers, and others
who have been among the hardest-hit
segment of our population.

Presently 500,000 children a day re-
ceive reduced-price lunches. Under my
amendment we estimate that 2.5 to 3.5
million additional children from low-
income working families would enter the
reduced-price program, and this would
cost from $200 to $250 million, a saving
of approximately $300 million from the
35-cent ceiling under the O'Hara amend-
ment.

Basically what the amendment at-
tempts to do is to make sure that the
schools in all of the school districts of
this country now engage under this
amendment in a mandated responsibility
of actually offering reduced-price lunches
to the parente of the ¢hildren in this par-
Licular income category.

Right now they only have the option,
and we have found that in many school
districts of this Nation the children in
this particular income category may or
may not be a part of a reduced-price
Iunch program, so there is nothing that
is changed except mandating instead of
offering an option. That is exactly what
this amendment does.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tlewoman has expired.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. CHISHOLM)
to the amendment in the nature of a
substitute offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. O'HARA) .

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was agreed to.

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

Myr. Chairman, legislation by intimi-
dation is becoming a way of life in this
Congress. Put an emotionally attractive
fitle on a bill, and most Members will
vote for it for fear they will be accused
of being heartless and lacking compas-
sion, notwithstanding the devastating
cost.

The Nation's school lunch program
has been a very well-organized program
striving to meet the needs of students.
The Federal Government assistance pro-
vides free and reduced price lunches for
needy students and enables schools ta
serve all other lunches at a reasonable
cost.

Here are two flaws in the existing pro-
gram: Since Federal assistance is pro-
vided, the Government requires that all
students must be served all items. How-
ever, some students will not eat every
item served, thus causing considerable
waste.

Even though a student does not want
bread or butter, or whatever the item
may be, the school’s cook must put it
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on the plate where it will later be
dumped into the trash can. Because of
this provision, and a school is subject to
a loss of Federal reimbursement if it
does not comply, thousands of pounds of
food throughout the United States are
wasted each day. An amendment now
directs all items must be available but
if a student does not want an item it is
not to be placed on his lunch tray.

Another problem with the existing
program is the shipping of surplus food
commodities from one end of the country
to the other when they could be obtained
loecally, It is ridiculous to purchase prod-
ucts in California to be served in schools
of Ohio when equal or better quality food
products are available in our State. An
amendment now directs thesse items to
be purchased locally whenever possible
and allows local businesses to compete in
bidding for school lunch program pur-
chases even though they may be much
smaller than the giant food companies
which are currently getting the lion's
share of the school lunch business.

Despite the correcting of these two de-
ficiencies in the existing program, the
Education and Labor Committee went off
the deep end in its efforts to decide ex-
actly how much money the Federal Gov-
ernment should provide for the school
progranm.

Some proposed free lunches for every-
body without any consideration as to the
family's income, and directed that school
districts charge no more than 25 cents
for a school Iunch.

We already have free lunches and
reduced-price lunches for those in need.
Now the Federal Government wants to
say that no matter what the income of
the parents, the most the school can
charge for a lunch is 35 cents. Where
does the rest of the money come from?
It is another Government subsidy. The
“Government” will pay the difference
between 35 cents and your school's lunch
price as of January 1, 1975.

This will benefit those who did not
try to be economical when serving
lunches, since 50-cent lunches would re-
ceive another subsidy of 35 cents but 70-
ecent lunches would receive an additional
subsidy of 35 cents. This adds a billion
dollars to the Federal budget each year,
in addition to the $2 billion already being
spent and the $800 million for further
expansion of existing programs.

The food service people lobbied this
legislation through the commitiee; not
the educators or school administrators.
Obviously, this is another raid on the
Federal treasury under the false premise
that it is the responsibility of the Fed-
eral Government to feed the populace
regardless of need.

The Clerk read as follows:

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, EOCH TO THE
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTI-
TUTE OFFERED BY MRE. O"HARA
Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an

amendment to the amendment in the na-

ture of a substitute.

Amendment offered by Mr. KEoca to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. O'HarA: Page 25, after line 25,
insert the following:

WAIVER OF LOCAL CONTRIBUTION FOR COST OF

EQUIPMENT

Sec. 18. The last sentence of section 5(b)

of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 Is amend-
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ed by inserting before the period at the end
thereof the following: “, except that such
conditions shall not apply with respect to
funds used under this section to assist schools
if such schoocls are especlally needy, as deter-
mined by the State”.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 4222 will correct an
anomaly in the Child Nutrition Act of
1866. As the law now stands, schools
seeking the equipment with which to
prepare hot meals must make a 25-per-
cent contribution toward the cost of
the equipment, while the Federal Gov-
ernment contributes the other 75 per-
cent. However, there are some schools,
financially poor public, private and paro-
chial institutions. that cannot raise the
25 percent needed to purchase the equip-
ment. Schools which are classified as
“especially needy”—those where 50 per-
cent of the students are from families
with incomes which fall below the pov-
erty line—are exempted from this provi-
sion, and in their cases the Federal Gov-
ernment provides 100 percent of the cost
of the equipment. The anomaly in the law
is that if an “especially needy’” school
has no lunch program, hot or cold, it is
eligible for a waiver of the matching
funds. But, if it has a cold lunch program,
it is ineligible for a waiver so as to permit
it to install a hot lunch program. My
amendment would include “especially
needy” schools which already have cold
lunch programs into the “especially
needy” waiver policy.

By doing this, we will be making the
equipment available to those very insti-
tutions which need it the most—those
whose students need a hot lunch most.
By providing children with nutritionally
adequate meals during their early years,
we are saving society a substantial
amount of money in the long run, by
rearing healthier children.

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

Mr. KOCH. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, we think
this is a good amendment and we support
it.

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

Mr. KOCH. I yield to the distinguished
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, we
agree and will accept the amendment of
the gentleman from New York.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. KocH) to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. O'Hara).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to commend the committee for re-
porting out this bill so promptly. The
early passage of this legislation will per-
mit our Nation's schools and child feed-
ing centers to plan adequately for this
fall’s programs.

I would also like fo thank the com-
mittee for their fine work on the special
food service program—the old section 13
of the School Lunch Act. This is the pro-
gram which provides, first, summer feed-
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ings opportunities for low-income chil-
dren, and second, year-round lunches for
children in preschool day care and Head
Start Centers.

As we originally passed section 13 in
1968, the two programs were combined.
Over the years, however, it became ohvi-
ous that there are distinet, special ad-
administrative problems in the summer
feeding program and in the year-round
preschool program. The bill we are con-
sidering today provides for the separa-
tion of the two programs, an action
which I am certain will improve the ad-
ministration of both.

The bill creates a new section 16 en-
titled, “Child Care Food Program.” The
section makes a number of important im-
provements over the present year-round
program.

First, the definition of eligible partici-
pants clearly spells out that the Congress
intends the full range of preschool and
special organizations to be eligible to
participate. In the past, the Department
of Agriculture has excluded -certain
groups—such as Head Start Centers—
even though Congress had clearly in-
tended that these institutions should
participate.

In the new section, the definition of
“institution” reads:

Any public or private nonprofit organiza-
tion where children are not maintained in
permanent residence including but not lim-
ited to, day care centers, settlement houses,
recreation centers, family day care pro-
grams, Head Start centers, Homestart pro-
grams, and institutions providing day care
services for handicapped children.

Second, the archaic distribution for-
mula provided in the 1968 act has been
eliminated. Instead of dividing the pro-
gram's funds among the States—leaving
some States with too much money and
many others with too little—the new leg-
islation provides that—

Any institution shall receive the child
care food programs upon its request.

Third, the legislation attempts to put
into law the standards for eligible or
“acceptable” institutions. In the past, the
Department of Agriculture has provided
so many regulations—and changed them
so frequently—that many centers were
prohibited from participating. Under this
gill, an institution shall be eligible if it

as—

Either local, State, or Federal licensing or
approval as a child care institution, or can
satlsfy the Secretary that It Is in compliance
with the applicable Federal Interagency Day
Care Requirements of 1968.

This provision attempts to obtain the
widest possible participation while in-
suring that the Federal child feeding
programs do not subsidize unsafe and
unsupervised child care centers. The
reference to Federal interagency day
care requirements provides a standard in
those cases where the States have no
existing or enforceable standards of their
own. It is also important to note that
the new language provides that an in-
stitution must be “moving toward” ob-
taining certification of tax exempt status
from the Internal Revenue Service. In
the past, certification had to be obtained
before an institution was eligible to par-
ticipate. Because the IRS forms can he
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confusing to fill out properly and because
there were often long delays in IRS ap-
proval, many groups were forced to drop
out of or seriously delay joining the pro-
gram.

Paragraph (b) of section 16 provides
for a semiannual adjustment of reim-
bursement rates. In the past, the reim-
bursement rates for the special food
service program went unchanged for
years on end. The new provision will in-
sure that the reimbursement rate is ad-
justed to keep pace with the volatile
changes in the cost of food away from
home, In addition, paragraph (b) pro-
vides that State educational agencies will
be reimbursed on a monthly basis. In the
past, the Department cften delayed
reimbursements for months, and on cc-
casion, for more than a year. The result
was terrible hardship for the program
sponsors. In many cases, SpONsSOrs were
forced into bankruptcy; many were dis-
couraged from participating in the pro-
gram because of reimbursement delays.

Today’s bill also provides for a specific
authorization for nonfood assistance for
the child care food and the summer food
program. In the past, many of these cen-
ters, especially those serving the very
poor, were severely limited in the number
of children they could help, because of
inadequate kifchen and food storage
facilities. I am hopeful that this provi-
sion will enable many of these especially
low income centers to expand their child
feeding programs.

From this brief description, it is ob-
vious that the committee has made some
substantial improvements in the opera-
tion of the year-round program. This
program has always been a success. The
commitiee's amendments will help make
it substantially better—both in its serv-
ice to children and in the ease of its
administration.

Under the committee’s bill, the sum-
mer program is continued under section
13 of the National School Lunch Act for
1 year. The reason for the short exten-
sion is that the administration has pro-
posed some fundamental bloc-grant-type
changes to the child feeding programs.
Yet the administration's proposals were
not available at the time the committee
considered this bill. Second, because of
its nature, the program has always been
a difficult one to administer. It involves
sefting up a group of sponsors to feed a
large influx of children during the sum-
mer months. In many cases, suitable
facilities are not available. There is un-
certainty as to the number of children
who will show up on any particular day,
and so forth. As a result of these adminis-
trative problems, 2 years ago, I requested
a GAO report on how the program could
be improved. That report was received
February 14, 1975. While the report
found that in the cities studied the—

Program generally accomplished its ob-
jective of providing nutritious meals to many
eligible children.

There were ways in which it could be
improved and expanded. The GAO rec-
ommendatior.s were received too late to
be fully incorporated into this year's bill.
In particular if the many constructive
changes proposed by the GAO were
adopted, it would be months before the
Department of Agriculture would be
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able to issue new regulations and imple-
ment the program. As a result, this sum-
mer’s feeding program would be de-
stroyed. Therefore, it was considered
best to pass a fairly straightforward 1-
vear extension, This extension will en-
able this summer’s program to proceed
on schedule—but will insure that the
Congress is required to review the pro-
gram before next summer.

A few changes were made in the sum-
mer program, however, in an effort to im-
prove this summer’'s operations withont
causing any significant administrative
changes at this late date. For example,
the out-of-date State disbursement for-
mula is deleted. Any eligible institution
that wants to apply “shall receive the
summer food program upon its request.”
Again, this means that those States
which did not receive enough under the
formula—such as Ohio—will no longer
have to turn down eligible applicants. In
another area, residential summer camps
for low-income children will be eligible
to participate, When this legislation was
first introduced in 1967, it was our hope
that residential camps which were ahle
to place children outside of the inner-
city for a few weeks of “fresh air ex-
perience” would be eligible to partici-
pate. Under the new bill, these programs
will be eligible to participate. In addi-
tion, the 1-year extension provides for
an increase in the reimbursement rates
and the timely publication of next sum-
mer’s regulations implementing the new
summer feeding program. Finally, the ex-
tension provides that—

Institutions eligible to participate . ..
shall be limited to those which conduct a

regularly scheduled program for children
from areas in which poor economic con-

ditions exist . . . at site locations where or-
ganized recreation activitie: or food services
are provided for children in attendance.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that this regu-
lation will be flexibly interpreted. By its
nature, it is often hard to run a tightly
organized summer program, For exam-
ple, in many areas, schools are not open
because of custodial costs, security, et
cetera. As a result, there may be no place
for the children to meet except for an
open playground. The lunches may be
delivered in the midmorning and passed
out to the children at noon. The chil-
dren then eat their lunches sitting
around the playground. I know that this
is not the ideal situation. But at least
low-income children are being fed. How-
ever, under these kinds of conditions,
some children may wander home once
they get their lunch, A thunderstorm
may develop and end the day's activities.
It is important that the Department of
Agriculture remember that our prime
goal is getting nutritious meals to chil-
dren—not the quality of the “organized
recreation activities.”

Again, I would like to commend the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS)
for his fine work on this legislation. His
committee has insured a substantial im-
provement in the summer and year-
round preschool feeding programs.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, the Ed-
ucation and Labor Committee has given
us a chance today to vote for taxing the
poor to feed the rich. Instead of concen-
trating our Federal effort on needy chil-
dren, the committee wants us, in a time
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of catastrophic deficits, to pay for school
lunches of all children, rich and poor.

The working and taxpaying poor will
see at least some of their tax dollars sup-
porting school Iunches for sons and
daughters of $42,500 per year Congress-
men, and for children of other simi-
larly affluent people. In addition to in-
come taxes, the less affluent are taxed
more severely by inflation which is the
inevitable result of these something-
for-everyone spending programs.

Every Member wants to support a pro-
gram of reasonable nutrition for people
who need it. However, squandering our
national resources on people who can
afford their own nutrition is simply a
case of disorderly priorities.

A further fault of this bill is that it
provides a windfall for the less efficient
schools, or to those who have made lit-
tle or no local effort in these programs.
The old adage is proved again in this
bill: “Them’s whats spends, gets.”

I want to vote for a school lunch and
child nutrition bill, but I cannot vote for
this one unless it is amended. I can see
little reason to vote for $650 million
worth of misplaced priorities plus $80
million worth of spending for mandated
purchase of specified commodities.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, It gives
me great pleasure to rise in support of
HR. 4222, the National School Lunch
and Child Nutrition Act Amendments of
1975. The bill before us contains some
extremely significant provisions. It per-
manently authorizes and expands the
school breakfast program; reduces to
25 cents the price any child must con-~
tribute toward the cost of a lunch; estab-
lishes automatic eligibility for children
of unemployed parents; enables orphan-
ages and children’s residential institu-
tions to participate in the nutrition pro-
grams; and permits children of parents
with an income 100 percent above the
poverty level to receive reduced-price
lunches. In addition, it authorizes the
Secretary to continue for 3 additional
years the purchase of commodities at
nonsurplus or market prices for this pro-
gram,; mandates that cereal, shoriening,
and oil contributions to participating in-
stitutions be maintained at the 1974
levels; and last, but not least, extends
and expands the very succesful and
much-needed supplemental feeding pro-
gram for women, infants, and children.

Mr. Chairman, enactment of these pro-
visions is extremely important for the
Nation, and desperately important for
New York. Rising unemployment, in-
creased food prices, and the general eco-
nomic malaise gripping our country are
taking a frightful toll of our communi-
ties. Last year, in New York City, a total
of 590,070 youngsters participated daily
in the school lunch program. Of these
68,735 paid an average price of 45 to
50 cents in grade and 55 to 60 cents in
junior high and high school for the
lunches; 8,805 received reduced-priced
meals, while 512,530 were eligible for free
school lunches. These figures represent
a 90,070 increase in daily participation—
they also show an increase of 42,530 in
the number of those eligible for free
meals. Yet, a family of four could earn
no more than $5,640 to retain eligibility
for free participation.

A total of 70,445 youngsters benefited
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from the breakfast program. While 5,767
paid for their meals, 4,879 received
reduced-price breakfasts, A total of 59,-
799 were eligible for free participation.

I am very pleased to say that at pres-
ent three special supplemental food pro-
grams for women, infants, and children
are serving the needs of some of my con-
stituents. Over 6,000 individuals partici-
pate in them in the Bronx, but project
officers tell me that they are swamped
with applications and cannot begin to
take care of the need. The Department
of Agriculture estimates that at least
66,000 individuals are eligible in New
York. Presently less than 60 percent of
these people are being reached.

Mr. Chairman, our nutrition programs
are of enormous significance. They make
tremendous confributions to the national
welfare. We now have proof that with-
out adequate and proper nutrition young-
sters are unable to reach their mental
and physical potential. Yet, despite this
evidence, in the richest country of the
world thousands go to bed hungry every
day and thousands more suffer from
malnutrition.

The legislation before us makes an
attempt to meet some of these urgent
needs. I hope that it will receive over-
whelming support.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, on
the occasion of the passage of the school
food program, I wish to bring to the at-
tention of the Speaker our need to con-
serve in this area, as in others. In this
connection, I received a letter from the
principal of a prominent elementary
school in my district concerning the
enormous amount of school lunch food—
and milk—that is being wasted daily. It
is estimated that up to 30 percent of the
food served was not consumed. Certainly,
this shocking figure is not representative
of the St. Louis area alone. I, therefore,
directed an inquiry to the Missouri State
Department of Education to learn what
efforts are being taken in Missouri, and
elsewhere, to eliminate this high rate of
food waste. I would like to share the de-
partment’s letter with you for your
consideration:

Hon. James W. SYMINGTON,
Congress of the United States,
Clayton, Mo.

Dear Mr. Symincron: This will acknowl-
edge receipt of your letter of January 17,
along with a complaint registered by Mr. John
Hillwick, Prineipal of the Reed Elementary
School in the Ladue School District, concern-
ing food waste in the school lunch program.

Certainly, we are all deeply concerned about
the many reports of food shortages through-
out the world and the amount of waste
occurring in our homes, commercial restau-
rants, and in our school food service pro-
grams, We are aware of the fact that the
President and members of Congress have re-
celved hundreds of letters commenting on
food waste in National School Lunch Pro-
gram schools. Usually, the reports attribute
this waste to buleaucratic regulations or
federal menus.

Under the National School Lunch Program,
only the pattern for nutritionally adequate
lunches is prescribed. This pattem. called
Type A, was developed by the Food and Nu-
trition Board, National Academy of Sciences-
National Research Council, and has been de-
signed to furnish at least one-third of the
recommended daily dietary allowances for 10
to 12 year old boys and girls. . . . Participat-
ing schools are authorized to reduce the size
of these servings for the lower grade level
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children who may not require as much food,
with the understanding that the overall meal
pattern requirements will be met by adding
these amounts to the plates of the older
children who require more food. This is one
method recommended for avolding plate
waste.

The Type A pattern is merely a guldeline
through which local food service directors
and managers may develop hundreds of
menus to include many different items with-
in the varlous food groups that will be ac-
ceptable to the children in different locall-
ties. We have always urged local food serv-
ice personnel to watch the return line for
those foods that are not being accepted by
children and to substitute other items with-
in the food group or to change the method
of preparation in order to avold waste. The
schools are supplled with numerous publica-
tions to assist them in becoming acquainted
with the many foods in the varlous food
groupings that can be worked into their local
menu planning. . . .

I would think that in an educational food
service program we would normally expect
some food waste where we are trying to
acquaint students with their nutritional re-
gquirements and the need for trying and ac-
cepting the different types of foods available
in our country. With the tons upon tons of
foods used in the schools each day that
are participating in the National School
Lunch program, we would seriously question
whether or not the waste is as great in our
schools as it is in the homes throughout
Amerlca and in our commerelal food service
establishments.

You may be assured that we are deeply
concerned about the food waste being re-
ported in our schools and that we are doing
everything within our power through our
contacts with the schools to encourage them
to do a better job of local menu pianning
80 as to reduce food waste to a minimum,
Certainly, this will require the full coopera-
tion of local administrators, teachers, and
the parents involved. We do feel, however,
that the Type A pattern established for use
in the National School Lunch Program Iis
sufiiciently flexible to permit adjustments In
the menu planning that will be acceptable to
the students. Through our many communi-
cations to the schools, we have urged more
student involvement in the menu planning
process and the offering of a choice of Type
A lunches In order to avold food waste and
to encourage greater participation.

If we can be of further assistance In any
way, please do not hesitate to call upon us.

Sincerely,
Earr M. LANGKOP,
Director, School Food Services.

Mr. Chairman, I am reminded of an
old familiar adage to “waste not, want
not,” and it seems to me there never was
such a time in history as now to follow
this sound advice. In light of the world
food shortage, special emphasis must be
placed on the need to conserve. We need
the cooperation of the Congress, boards
of education, teachers, and most impor-
tant, the students themselves.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I op-
posed the rule under which this bill has
been brought to the floor. In 1974, we
rassed a Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act which was designed to enable
the Congress to get a better handle on
the Federal budget. One of the key pro-
visions to strengthen our control of fiscal
policy was a ban on circumventing the
regular appropriations process by back-
door funding mechanisms.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the Bud-
g2t Act embodies the most profound and
far-reaching attempt to reform our pro-
cedures and our effectiveness since the
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founding of our Republic. We are now in
the earliest stage of implementing con-
gressional budget review, and I believe
that it would be a serious mistake to be-
gin waiving the rules, as provided for in
the rule accompanying H.R. 4222, tO_hy_
pass the budgetary process we so pains-
takingly established in 1974. By allow-
ing the funds authorized by this legisla-
tion to be spent directly from the Secre-
tary of Agriculture’s revolving fund with-
out being subject to the appropriations
process, we will violate both the spirit
and the letter of the Budget Act and
thereby undermine our hopes for
strengthening the role of Congress in es-
tablishing the fiscal policies of the coun-
try.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I must vote
against the rule. If it is voted, then I
urge adoption in committee of the whole
of an amendment that will be offered to
subject the programs in this legislation
to the appropriations process. The ques-
tion is really over the depth of our com-
mitment to the new budgetary process
we approved with so much fanfare last
vear. I ask my colleagues whether they
want to remain true to the intent of
budgetary reform or whether they in-
tend here today to begin the step-by-step
scrapping of the potential advances we
envisioned when we passed the budget
bill a year ago.

I have also one major objection to the
provisions of H.R. 4222. I believe that
my record clearly demonstrates my sup-
port for school lunch and nutrition pro-
grams in the past. But the legislation be-
fore us today goes far beyond our orig-
inal intent by its expansion of federally
subsidized lunches to all schoolchildren
in America regardless of financial need.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to none in advo-
cacy of programs to help the disadvan-
taged. But the sponsors of this bill in-
tend to turn this program into general
aid, and thereby add $655 million to the
deficit next year, by expanding school
lunch support to the children of the rich
as well as the children of the poor.

I simply feel that it is not right to
legislate such an unwarranted expansion
of a program that has proved its value
for children from needy families. If the
final version of the bill retains such a
universal eligibility, I will have to vote
against it, but I want to make it clear
that I will do so only in the hope of hav-
ing the opportunity later to cast an
“aye"” vote for continuation and expan-
sion of child nutrition programs within
the reasonable bounds of making them
available to only those youngsters with
a definite financial need. I urge the
enactment of a sensible school lunch bill
this year that will address itself to the
well-being of individuals who will not
eat adequate meals without it.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we will
blunt the thrust of a special purpose
program such as this one by establish-
ing eligibility for its benefits for children
who can afford adequate nutrition with-
out. I urge rejection of the committee ap-
proach on that basis and call for support
of amendments to confine the benefits
of school lunch and nutrition programs
to the many truly needy children for
whom they were conceived and enacted
in the first place.
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Mr, SIKES. Mr, Chairman, H.R. 4222,
the bill before the House should be
adopted. It expands and extends the na-
tional school lunch program. This meas-
ure would establish a maximum price of
35 cents which any schoolchild would
have to pay for a hot lunch. In these
difficult economic times, when many
needy families may not be able to meet
the minimum nutritional needs of their
children, it is vitally important that this
basic program be extended.

Escalating costs are driving the price
to students up and up to the point where
the entire school lunch program is
threatened. More than 2.7 million chil-
dren have dropped out of the program
since 1970. One million children disap-
peared from the school lunch line last
year. It is a certainty that continued in-
creases in food and production costs will
destroy the effectiveness of the program
in thousands more schools. And when the
regular school lunch program goes, the
program of free and reduced price
Iunches to poor children goes with it.

Some think the price of guaranteeing
a 35-cent lunch to schoolchildren is too
expensive. I do not agree. Moreover, the
increased participation in the school
Iunch program that this bill makes pos-
sible will create an estimated 50,000 new
jobs. In addition, unless H.R. 4222 is en-
acted by the Congress in the immediate
future, mass confusion will result regard-
ing the federally subsidized summer
feeding program. Summer program spon-
sors such as public school lunchrooms,
recreation centers, and summer camps
must have assurances at this time that
the program will be continued. Most of
the children who receive meals in this
programs are nesdy and many of them
will be in summer programs within 60
days.

The breakfast program which also ex-
pires on June 30 will be renewed by H.R.
4222 so that those who cre in summer
school programs will have that needed
meal available also. It is the breakfast
program that allows children to start the
day with adequate nutrition and food, a
condition that helps them come to the
classroom more attentive and aware.
Teachers attest to the fact that there is
a positive change in the children’s learn-
inz habits and attitudes a3 a result of
this breakfast program. Certainly we
want to provide proper nourishment for
our schoolchildren in order that they
may develop both physically and men-
tally into healthy adults. Providing a
balanced diet through these programs
will help insure their growth and well-
being.

Mr. Chairman, I am very hopeful that
this bill will be adopted and I urge my
colleagues to join in support of this legis-
lation,

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, since
its inception in 1946, the national school
lunch program has provided school
lunches to many poor and needy chil-
dren who would otherwise have gone
hungry through a whole schoolday. This
program has been a significant factor in
furthering the education of those chil-
dren who participated in the program.

I strongly support the school lunch
program. I am, therefore, casting my vote
in favor of H.R. 4222,
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At the same time, I feel compelled to
voice my opposition to two provisions of
this bill which involve wasteful spending
on a massive scale.

H.R. 4222 would mandate a 25-cent
maximum price for school lunches served
under the program. The average price
per lunch served today is 45 cents. The
25-cent maximum provision would cost
$£655 million for next year. This provision
would affect only those families with in-
comes over the $9,000 level. Families with
incomes below the $9,000 level are cov-
ered by programs providing free or re-
duced price Iunches and would not be
affected by the 25-cent maximum pro-
vision.

I know that many families with in-
comes over $9,000 have been hard hit by
the recession and deserve help also. The
Federal Government already subsidizes
every lunch served under the school
lunch program at nearly 22 cents and
State and local governments contribute
another 20 cents. We simply cannot af-
ford another $655 million at this time
to further subsidize school lunches for
families with incomes over $£9,000.

Another provision in HR. 4222 to
which I object is that mandating the
Department of Agriculture to purchase
$79 million worth of oils, shortening, and
cereals for use in the school lunch pro-
gram. This unprecedented provision is
not designed to help the school lunch
program but to assist the producers of
the specified commodities. Programs to
assist agriculture should be considered
on their own merits and not included in
legislation on the school lunch program.

The level of funding provided by H.R.
4222 is clearly excessive, The bill provides
$3.68 billion in fiscal yer 1976, an increase
of more than 80 percent over the $2.04
billion provided in fiscal year 1974, As 1
said before, I consider the school lunch
program to be very worthwhile. However,
there are many worthwhile programs
which the Congress is called upon fto
fund and we cannot continue to provide
increases of the order of 80 percent to all
these programs.

If Congress continues to spend in this
excessive manner, the hard-pressed
American taxpayer will be called on to
make further sacrifices. This will be
hurting the very people whom programs
like the school lunch program are de-
signed to help.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New York.

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

Mr. QUIE, I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, so far
as we are concerned we see no objection
to the Chisholm amendment and feel
that it should be adopted.

Mr. QUIE. I am glad the chairman of
the committee agrees with this amend-
ment and I do not know how I happen
to be a beneficiary of it because I happen
to make more money than 200 percent
more than the low-income level.

Let me tell the Members what this
means. I think it is important that we
adopt this amendment after we have
fought so hard not to increase the allow-

ance for those who are making more
than 200 percent above the low income.

Under the amendments of this bill, a
reduced-cost lunch is available to any-
one who receives an income of 200 per-
cent of the low income figure. It was 175
percent in the present law. It will be 200
percent. For a family of four, this
amounts to $10,020, and children of
those families will be able to buy lunch
for 20 cents. A free lunch is allowed for
those who receive, with a family of four,
$6,262 or less. There is an increase in
the escalation. For a family of five with
three children, they can receive a free
lunch if they have an income of $7,162
and a reduced-cost lunch if they receive
between that and $11.460.

The next step is for a family of six,
meaning four children, and a free lunch
will be available for anyone up to an in-
come of $8,112, while the reduced-cost
lunch will be available for anyone up to
$12,980.

It is mandated, as I said, presently that
any one school which participates in the
school lunch program must provide a
free lunch. However, under the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
New York, any family whose children
qualify for the reduced-cost lunch will
not be able to be charged more than 20
cents, so I support that amendment,

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, the only
difference as I read the Chisholm amend-
ment from the present language is the
fact that the reduced lunch is mandated
in the schools where they do not now
have a reduced-lunch program. Am I cor-
rect?

Mr. QUIE, That is correct.

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the amendment and
I associate myself with the remarks of
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. The last thing I will say be-
fore we vote is I hope we will stay here
and finish this bill.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Committee
divided, and there were—ayes 91, noes
58.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 231, noes 179,
answered “present” 1, not voting 21, as
follows:

[Roll No, 94]
AYES—231

Badillo
Baldus
Barrett

Abzug

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Aspin

AuCoin

Bevill
Biagegi
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Bolling
Bonker

Bergland Bowen
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Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brodhead
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo,
Burton, Phillip
Carney
Carr
Chappell
Clay
Conyers
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis
Delaney
Dellums
Derrick
Dingell
Dodd
Downey
Downing
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
English
Evans, Ind.
Fascell
Fisher
Fithian
Flood
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Fraser
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez
Green
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hanley
Hannaford
Harkin
Harrington
Harris
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Hefner
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Holland
Howard

Abdnor
Ambro
Anderson,

Calif,
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Bafalis
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Bell
Biester
Blouin
Boland
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Butler
Byron
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.

Mareh 25,

Howe
Hubbard
Hughes
Hungate
Jacobs
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Kastenmeier
Keys

Koch

Krebs
Erueger
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Levitas
Lioyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McCormack
McFall
McHugh
McEay
Macdonald
Madden
Maguire
Mahon
Mathis
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meyner
Mezvinsky
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mineta
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss

Maotitl
Murphy, 111,
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Natcher
Neal

Nedzi
Nichols
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O’Hara
Ottinger
Patten

Pickle
Pike
Poage
Preyer
Price
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reuss
Richmond
Riegle
Risenhoover
foberts
Rodino
itoe
Rogers
Roncalio
Hose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Russo
Ryan
8t Germain
Santini
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schroeder
Sharp
Sikes
Simon
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Spellman
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Symington
Teague
Thompson
Thornton
Traxler
Tsongas
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waxman
Whalen
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wirth
Wright
Yates
Yatron

Patterson, Calif.Young, Tex.

Pattison, N.Y.
Pepper
Perkins

NOES—179

Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Coughlin
Crane
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
Ww.,Jr.
de la Garza
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Duncan, Tenn.
du Pont
Early
Edwards, Ala.
Emery
Esch
Eshleman
Fenwick
Findley
Fish
Flowers
Flynt
Forsythe
Fountain

Zablocki
Zeferetti

Frenzel
Frey
Giaimo
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling
Gradison
Grassley
Gude
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen
Harsha
Hastings
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hutchinson
Hyde
Jarman
Jeffords
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Karth
Kasten
Kazen
Kelly
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Eemp Myers, Ind.
Ketchum Mpyers, Pa.
Kindness Nix
LaFalce O'Brien
Lagomarsino Patman
Latta Peyser
Lent Pressler
Litton Pritchard
Lott Quie
Lujan Quillen
McClory Rallsback
McCloskey Regula
McCollister Rhodes
McDade Rinaldo
McDonald Robinson
McEwen Rooney
McKinney Rousselot
Madigan Royhal
Mann Ruppe
Martin
Mazzoll
Michel
Milford
Miller, Ohio
Minish
Mitchell, N.Y.
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif.

Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thone
Treen
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
White
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wolil
Wydler
Wylie
Young, Alaska
Young, Fia.

Sarasin
Satterfield
Schneebell
Schulze
Sebelius
Shriver
Shuster
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Solarz
Spence

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Burton, John

NOT VOTING—21

Evins, Tenn. Runnels
Hawkins Seiberling
Hightower Shipley
Ichord Skubitz
Mills Steiger, Ariz.
O'Neill Weaver
Passman Young, Ga.

Ashbrook
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Collins, 111
Dent
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.

So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Accordingly the Committee rose:; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Pk, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,

having had under consideration the bill

(HR. 4222) to amend the National
School Lunch and Child Nutrition Acts
in order to extend and revise the special
food service program for children and
the school breakfast program, and for
other purposes related to strengthening
the school lunch and child nutrition
programs, pursuant to House Resolution
352, had come to no resolution thereon.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may revise and extend their remarks on
this bill under consideration today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr, Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I would ask
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PER-
xins) if this means that the considera-
tion of this bill will be suspended for
some time or are we going to get it back
tomorrow?

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman that it would be
my hope that the bill could be brought
up soon after the Easter recess, just as
soon as the entire membership is back
here,

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.
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PERMISSION FOR MANAGERS TO
FILE CONFERENCE REPORT ON
H.R. 2166, THE TAX REDUCTION
ACT

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
on the part of the House may have until
midnight tonight to file a conference
report on H.R. 2166, the Tax Reduction
Act.

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

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
THE JAMES MADISON MEMORIAL
COMMISSION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of Section 1, Public Law 86-417,
the Chair appoints as members of the
James Madison Memorial Commission
the following Members on the part of
the House:

The gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. SLAcK), the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. YaTroN), the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WaMpPLER), and the
gentleman from Virginia (RoOBerT W.
DANIEL, JR).

ADJOURNMENT TUNTIL 10 AM.
ON TOMORROW, WEDNESDAY,
MARCH 26, 1975

Mr, McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 10
a.m. tomorrow, Wednesday, March 26,
1975.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO
DECLARE RECESSES AT ANY TIME
TOMORROW, SUBJECT TO THE
CALL OF THE CHAIR

Mr. McFALL., Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Speaker may be
authorized to call recesses tomorrow at
any time, subject to the call of the Chair.

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

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, could the gentleman
from California tell us the purpose of
this request?

I was just informed by one of the
conferees on the tax bill that it is un-
likely that the conference report on the
bill would be before us until Thursday.

What would be the purpose of calling
recesses? Will there be any legislation
before the House tomorrow?

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, to answer
the gentleman, the only legislation that
we would have tomorrow would be the
tax conference report.

The information that we have from
the committee is substantially this, and
perhaps it coincides with what the gen-
tleman has heard: that they can finish
by 8 or 9 o'clock tonight, but that they
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are unable to tell how long a time will be
required to make the report.

If the minority leader has checked
with the ranking Republican on that
committee, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ScHNEEBELI), the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WypLER) in-
formed me a few moments ago that that
was the problem, the problem of con-
structing the report. Hopefully, we might
have something at 10 o’clock. The recess
provision, though, would permit us to
wait until such time as they get the re-
pork ready.

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

Mr. BAUMAN. Certainly, I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. RHODES).

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that what the acting ma-
jority leader says is precisely correct. If
there is a delay, it will be because of
the clerical work involved in construct-
ing the conference report, the physical
work to be done.

It would be my hope that the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means would use what-
ever facilities are necessary to get this
report written as rapidly as possible.

With that in mind, I do not object to
the House coming in at 10 o'clock.

It is my understanding that the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California,
in response to the inquiry of the gentle-
man from Maryland, has stated that
there will be no legislative program to-
morrow other than the conference report
on the tax bill.

Mr. McFALL. If the gentleman wiil
yield still further, that is correct. That
is the only business before the House on
tomorrow.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, with that
assurance, it would be my hope that the
gentleman from Maryland would with-
draw his reservation.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

LET US END THE USE OF LIE DE-
TECTORS IN EMPLOYMENT

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, each year,
roughly 200,000 persons are subjected to
polygraph testing in preemployment and
employment situations. Increasingly,
businesses are utilizing lie detectors in
an attempt to find a quick, inexpensive
way to counter employee theft. While
their use seems not to have decreased
such theft, the subjection of employees
to lie detectors has caused a whole host
of problems, I fear that widespread use
of lie detectors by employers could lead
to wholesale infringement of the em-
ployee’s right to privacy. As a part of my
legislative efforts in the area of privacy,
I am today introducing, along with 30
cosponsors in the House, my bill fo pro-
hibit the use of polygraphs for employ-
ment bpurposes.
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There is no convincing evidence as to
the reliability of the polygraph machine.
Are we really sure of what the polygraph
measures? In testimony before a House
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations and
Government Information, experts stated
that a physiological impulse recorded in
response to a question could mean one of
three things: Either the subject was
lying; or he was telling the truth, but
some other emotional factor, such as
anger or embarrassment, caused the re-
action; or that the response was gener-
ated by a neurotic precondition of the
subject. Shall a person be sentenced to
loss of job and security because a
“guilty” verdict registered on this ma-
chine? Often a subject will blurt out
embarrassing personal information irrel-
evant to the specific question, feeling
that, if she or he does not offer this
information, a “guilty” verdict will
register.

There are more variables than just the
machine itself. First, there are no pro-
fessional requirements or regulations
with regard to the polygraph examiner.
Furthermore, there are no limits to the
type of questions that can be asked,
which often include sensitive areas, such
as the employee’s family background, sex
life, political views, and personal rela-
tionships.

I have recently amended this legisla-
tion to place an absolute prohibition on
the use of lie detectors for employment
purposes, rather than allowing voluntary
submission. A report by the Committee
on Federal Legislation of the New York
State Bar Association—which I included
in the CoNGrEssIONAL RECORD of March 5,
1975, page 5410—convinced me that the
subtle pressures of employer coercion
should be removed through a complete
ban. Especially with the recession, people
would fear that if they did not submit to
the test, they would find themselves out
of work or passed over for the job they
seek.

I believe that such a ban would force
business to develop fairer and more effi-
cient methods of prevention and detec-
tion of employee theft. I readily acknowl-
edge that employee theft is a serious
problem. Together with shoplifting, it
accounts for an annual loss to business
of $20.8 billion. The Commerce Depart-
ment, through its Division of Consumer
Goods and Services, is willing and able
to help business in this area. It will
shortly conduct a series of seminars
throughout the country to help business
combat employee theft. More thorough-
checking of reference can help a great
deal to weed out potential thieves. More
importantly, rigorous inventor control
can take the temptation to steal away
from the employee. I think it fair to say
that that is part of management's re-
sponsibility. In any event, the use of lie-
detectors is not the best answer to em-
ployee theft. It may be the quickest and
cheapest but it lacks accuracy. Let us not
cast aside the right to privacy for the ex-
pediency of employers. :

I would like to close by saying that
as Senator Sam Ervin was the author of
the original legislation of this type, I
believe it would be another fitting tribute
to him to have this bill passed. A more
extensive discussion of the issues of this
bill can be found in a report of the Sub-
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committee on Constitutional Rights of
the Senate Judiciary Committee, “Pri-
vacy, Polygraphs, and Employment.” A
list of the House cosponsors follows: Ms,
Apzuc, Mr, BapiLrLo, Mr, Brown of Cali-
fornia, Mr. Baucus, Mr. JouN L. Bur-
TON, Mr. PHILLIP BURTON, Mr. CARNEY,
Mr. CrAaY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. HANNAFORD,
Mr. HARRINGTON, Ms. HoLTzMAN, Mrs,
MEYNER, Mr. Mixva, Mr. MiTcHELL of
Maryland, Mr. MorTL, Mr. PAaTTISON oOf
New York, Mr. RaNGEL, Mr. RICHMOND,
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr, RovBaL, Mr. RyYan,
Mr. ScHEUER, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr,
Sorarz, Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr.
S1oKES, Mr. Waxman, and Mr. CHArLES H.
Wirson of California.

REINTRODUCING LEGISLATION TO
MINIMIZE DESTRUCTION FROM
SEVERE STORMS

(Mr. WINN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
26 tornadoes were reported in this coun-
try. Three people lost their lives.

Tornadoes cause an average of 85
deaths annually, but who can forget the
terrible series of storms that swept
through Ohio, Kentucky, and many
other Midwestern and Southern States
last April leaving 213 dead in its wake.

To most people, spring means beauti-
ful, sun-filled days. But this season, more
than any other also brings destruction—
the destruction of severe storms. Each
spring we again see just how little power
man has over his environment.

Once we could count on severe storms
to strike only certain sections of the
country, and the time of year was usually
Just as predictable. That is not the case
now. In the past few years, these violent
storms have struck in virtually every sec-
tion of this country, so that no area to-
day can claim to be 100 percent “tornado
safe.”

In my opinion, the death and destruc-
tion from severe storms can be mini-
mized, and today, I am reintroducing
legislation which I feel is a step toward
doing just that. Basically, this bill seeks
to combine the tremendous expertise of
two of our Federal agencies—the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration and the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration—in pro-
grams of meteorological research and de-
velopment. Specifically, the bill directs
$10 million to NASA to use its vast scien-
tific talents in coordination with NOAA
to study short-term severe storms, in-
cluding tornadoes, hurricanes, thunder-
storms, and floods.

Mr. Speaker, since I came to Congress
in 1967, I have served as a member of the
Committee on Science and Astronautics,
now the Committee on Science and
Technology. During that peried, I have
been fortunate to witness, firsthand,
many of the important scientific devel-
opments to come out of our space pro-
gram.

My purpose in directing $10 million to
NASA for use in a weather program is
simple. I want to encourage the applica-
tion of advanced techniques and tech-
nology to a problem, which for too many
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yvears has defied the more conventional
approaches.

NASA has demonstrated expertise in
the development of sensors and in taking
measurements with aircraft. In fact, it
has been 15 years since NASA placed the
first weather satellite in orbit. Since
that time, weather satellites have be-
come a major source of information for
meteorologists.

By introducing this bill, I do not in-
tend to question the key role that NOAA
plays in weather forecasting, nor do I
intend to take anything away from
NOAA., In fact, my bill assures NOAA’s
preeminence. Nevertheless, NOAA is
severely limited by the small number of
aircraft available, and I thing NASA can
help.

As many of my colleagues will remem-
ber, I infroduced this same legislation
in the 83d Congress, and I might add that
I was pleased by the response I received.
In hearings here in Washington and in
Kansas City, Kans., in November 1973,
the Subcommittee on Space Science and
Applications took testimony from nu-
merous experts in the field of meteorol-
ogy.

We found that although a great deal
of progress has been made in forecast-
ing, monitoring and warning against
severe storms, there are still a lot of bugs
to be worked out.

I was pleased when the House, in re-
sponse to those hearings, authorized $2
million for the NASA Space Applications
program specifically for violent weather
research. This year's NASA authorization
bill contains a request for an additional
$1 million for this research. It is my
earnest hope that these funds will serve
as a catalyst in prompting a more effec-
tive and more solidly funded national
weather research effort.

Mr. Speaker, severe short-term weath-
er phenomena present a very real and
violent threat to our citizens. My sym-
pathies go out to the numerous victims
and their families. It hurts me to see that
despite the demonstrated skills of our
severe storm forecasters, the damage
from these storms continues to increase
each year,

I believe we can and must make prog-
ress in this field, but improvement of our
record will be in direect proportion to our
willingness to commit the resources nec-
essary to develop the tools and tech-
niques suitable to the task before us.

I urge prompt consideration of this
measure,

MARYLAND DAY

(Mr. BAUMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, on this
day in 1634 a small band of settlers from
England discovered a small island at the
broad mouth of the Potomac and there
they disembarked. They were uncertain
about what they would find on the island
or what lay beyond. But they pressed on,
determined not to turn back or shrink
from challenges after having come so
far. They were the first citizens of the
great State of Maryland, the Free State,
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and their spirit is part of the heritage of
Maryland to this day.

That rand of settlers, led by Leonard
Calvert and Father White, S.J., after
their landing on St. Clements Island,
established nearby St. Mary's City, the
first colony in the State and the first
capital of Maryland. Today citizens in
St. Mary’s, the “Mother County,” and
throughout Maryland are celebrating
“Maryland Day,” and I would like to ex-
press my personal pride in representing
the area which includes communities
which are so rich in historical signifi-
cance.

Maryland has played a proud and im-
portant role in the history of America.
Whereas some of the early colonies im-
posed severe restrictions on religious
freedom, Maryland was an early bastion
of religious liberty, providing an example
of leadership which played an important
role in establishing the freedoms which
we all take for granted today.

With a history of diversity and achieve-
ment, Maryland has grown into a modern
and progressive State where the achieve-
ments of the present live side by side with
the heritage of the past in a unique blend
of charm and energy. Here you will find
the history of America and its future as
well. Here live hard-working citizens who
confribute greatly to the entire Nation.
Maryland’s farmers produce large guan-
tities of feed grain, corn, soybeans, and
other crops, Maryland's industry pro-
duces billions of dollars of goods each
year and its vacation areas, such as
Ocean City, are famous. Maryland leads
the Nation in the production of those
famous delicacies of the Chesapeake Bay,
its oysters, crabs, clams, and rock fish.
Broiler producers on the Eastern Shore
raise 350 million birds a year, more than
10 percent of the Nation's output.

Mr. Speaker, I join today with more
than 4 million citizens of Maryland in
celebrating Maryland Day. I would also
like to invite each of you to come visit
us sometime soon. We will make you feel
welcome, and a visit to nearby Maryland
is a trip you will enjoy and remember.

TO PROVIDE CRIMINAL PENALTY
FOR EMPLOYER ENOWINGLY HIR-
ING ILLEGAL ALIEN

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

Mr, WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I have today
introduced legislation which would make
it a eriminal penalty for an employer to
knowingly employ or hire an illegal alien.

All of us are aware of the tremendously
high unemployment rate in the United
States today. Millions of Americans are
desperately seeking employment but are
unable to find it. In my own State of Ohio,
the unemployment rate for January was
8 percent. At the same time, hundreds of
thousands of illegal aliens who have al-
ready entered our labor market continue
to deprive Americans and legal residents
of needed job opportunities. The impact
of these illegal aliens upon our Nation
and the economy is severe, particularly
in this recessionary period.

A Department of Labor witness in
1974 testified that illegal aliens, indeed,
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take jobs that would normally be filled
by American workers. They depress
wages and impair working conditions
and compete with unskilled and less edu-
cated Americans—the disadvantaged to
whom our manpower programs are di-
rected. Illegal aliens also adversely af-
fect the economy by failing to pay taxes,
claiming nonexistent dependents for tax
purposes, and by sending vast sums of
money to their families abroad.

Since the illegal aliens are usually un-
skilled or low skilled workers, they com-
pete most directly with members of mi-
nority groups who have been traditionally
denied opportunities to improve their
skills and always make up the largest
portion of unemployed persons. In many
instances, these are aliens lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States.

Immigration is basically good for the
United States. Immigrants have builf
this Nation and will continue to benefit
our country by offering their skills and
talents. But immigration must be order-
ly. Aliens coming to the United States,
whether as immigrants or nonimmi-
grants, must come within the provisions
of the law.

Our Government cannot condone fraud
in connection with its immigration laws.
Nor can we look the other way when
aliens admifted as nonimmigrants vio-
late their status by taking unauthorized
employment, which means one more job
opportunity is lost for a citizen or legal
alien. More particularly, firm action
must be taken against those unsecrupu-
lous employers who cruelly and selfishly
exploit this source of cheap labor for their
economic advantage.

The adverse impact of millions of il-
legal aliens on the labor market, public
service programs, and our balance of
payments deficit is overwhelming and a
comprehensive legislative solution is ur-
gently needed.

THE FEDERAL BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Colorado (Mr. ARMSTRONG), is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to have this opportunity to join
a number of distinguished Members of
the House in discussing Federal spend-
ing priorities and to express my growing
concern about the overall size of the
Federal budget and its impact on the Na-
tion’s economy. The need for such dis~
cussion is underscored by the apparent
determination of Congress to inflict as-
tronomical deficits on the Nation.

When President Ford estimated a def-
icit of $35 billion in the current fiscal
year—ending June 30, 1975—and pro-
posed spending which would result in a
deficit of approximately $52 billion next
year, Congress and the Nation were
shocked by the magnitude of the pro-
jected gap between income and spending.
Only a few months earlier, we recalled,
the President advocated a surtax, spend-
ing restraint and a balanced budget in
the near future. For him to completely
reverse his earlier stand signaled an his-
toric change. President Ford acknowl-
edged the risks of his new policy and
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warned of dire consequences if his budget
were to be exceeded.

Now, a few weeks later, it is plain there
is no hope of holding the deficit to any
level close to those recommended by the
President. In the current year, spending
will outrun income by at least $41 billion
or more, not $35 billion the President esti-
mated. Next year’s budget deficit will
certainly exceed $80 billion and, in the
opinion of many experts, is likely to reach
$100 billion.

The awful consequences have been
made abundantly clear by many Mem-
bers of this House as well as by such
authorities as Treasury Secretary Simon,
Reserve Board Chairman Burns and
others. And I think most Members of
Congress are genuinely concerned by the
prospect of inflation, and deepening re-
cession, which will be fostered by these
gigantic deficits. But somehow most of us
seem to act as if there is no hope to curb
Federal spending, that year after year
increasing deficits are inevitable and can-
not be stopped.

This need not be true. It is up to us,
to the Members of Congress, whether we
will permit Federal spending to con-
tinue running out of control or whether
we will begin to more wisely exercise our
power to control Federal spending,

HERITAGE FOUNDATION BUDGET

With this concern in mind I was
pleased to learn recently of work be-
ing done by the Heritage Foundation of
Washington, D.C. This foundation—

which has previously published useful
studies on medical insurance, light rail
transport, wage and price controls, so-

cial security, and other topics—has now
produced a report on Federal spending
called “An Other Budget: Toward a Re-
ordering of National Priorities.” This
study was compiled by Charles A. Moser
of George Washington University, who
is on leave this year to work with the
Heritage Foundation.

The main part of the Heritage
budget study is an essay on the tradi-
tional conception of government and gov-
ernmental priorities as applied to to-
day’'s problems. The study points out the
percentage of national income taken by
government at all levels has been stead-
ily rising, and that we should make some
conscious decision as to what percentage
ought to constitute the upper limit for
taxation. By now the take of government
at all levels has risen to more than 40
percent of GNP. Should we look forward
to a 50-percent take, 60 percent, or even
higher? Or should we seek to reduce the
existing percentage? The Heritage study
strongly recommends the latter.

The study goes on to define the
proper functions of government as the
Founders of our Nation might see them
now. The chief duty of government, the
study argues, is to see to “the defense of
the country, the conduct of foreign af-
fairs, the promulgation and enforcement
of laws for the protection of the public
health and safety.” Once that is taken
care of, the government may turn to the
support of large-scale research of a
scientfic and scholarly nature—for ex-
ample, space exploration—which is too
costly for private enterprise or for gov-
ernment at a lower level. Then, finally,
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there is the area of economic Interven-
tion and regulation, and income redistri-
bution in all forms. In the traditional
view, economic intervention and income
redistribution are highly suspect func-
tions of government, to be indulged in, in
very gingerly fashion if at all.

And yet when we look at the sum-
maries of the 1976 budget, we discover
that the allocations for “income mainte-
nance” of all sorts form by far the largest
single item, with defense in a very in-
ferior slot. Thus, the Other Budget
argues, we have our priorities almost
exactly reversed. We seem to think that
the Government's chief task is to be-
come paymaster and income redistribu-
tor to all, while its functions as guardian
of the national sovereignty and main-
tainer of internal order are more and
more ignored. It is this order of priori-
ties, the study holds, which we must be-
gin to reverse. Certainly the Other
Budget helps us in adopting an overall
view of the budget and its purposes.

In its “afterword” the Heritage budget
study points out that if the budget is not
to be truly “uncontrollable”—and if it is
“uncontrollable,” then the Congress
might as well pack up and go home—
it must be cut either across the board or
program by program. An across-the-
board cut is probably not feasible “be-
cause, for example, interest payments
on the national debt—the third largest
single item i{a the budget—cannot
arbitrarily be reduced by 5 percent, and
once an exception has been made for
one budget item, others will follow in
rapid succession.” This will mean that
we are back to program cuts or dele-
tions—and that is the only way truly to
operate. The Heritage budget, ix. an ap-
pendix, offers some sample cuts of pro-
grams in line with its general principles
enunciated in the body of the study, and
which would effect a reduction of more
than $19 billion over the President’s
1976 budget. This would, of course, still
be insufficient to eliminate the deficit
altogether, but it would be a very good
start.

The Heritage Other Budget also in-
cludes as an appendix a critique by Dr.
Arthur Carol, economic adviser to Sen-
ator WiLLiam BroCK, of Tennessee, of the
Budget Committee’s Macroeconomic
Overview. The Overview attempts to
argue that the Federal deficit cannot be
met by increasing taxation or by borrow-
in~ in the money market, and so must
be covered by the creation of new money.
Dr. Carol shows that this proposal is
potentially disastrous, and would almost
certainly lead to renewed inflation at a
level which would cause the great in-
flation of 1974 to pale by comparison,

Mr. Speaker, I do not necessarily share
all of the views expressed in the Heritage
Foundation's Other Budget study nor do
I agree with all of its conclusions. But I
enthusiastically endorse the concept of
somehow finding ways to limit the growth
of Federal spending and I commend this
worthwhile study to the attention of
every Member of the House.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
yield to a number of my colleagues who
also wish to discuss this important issue.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I am
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pleased to take part in today's economic
discussions under the special order.

So many times in debates of this na-
ture we only look at the short-term solu-
tions to long-range problems. According
to Morris J. Markovitz, a well-known
New York commodity research analyst, a
35-year-old man now earning $20,000 a
year may need $200,000 a year or more by
the time he retires, This is almost beyond
comprehension.

Mr, Speaker, I would like to share with
my colleagues Mr. Markovitz's article
from the April issue of the Freeman. The
article reduces today's economic prob-
lems to their basics. I urge that the Mem-
bers give careful consideration to the
article.

The article follows:

I8 InrraTioN Hesg To STAY?
(By Morris J. Markovitz)

Someday, you will have to retire, How
much money will you need to support a
decent standard of living when that time
comes? $7,000 for a single year? £10,000? $25,-
0007 $100,000? There i3 no way to know, be-
cause there is no way to know exactly how
much inflation there will be. But even with-
out exact figures, we can know that it will
take many more dollars to support oneself
in the future if inflation continues.

A 35-year-old man now earning $20,000 a
year may need $200,000 a year or more by the
time he retires. How can he possibly save
that much? Whatever he does save will be
continually eroded by inflation, with the
value of his dollars being stolen away gradu-
al'y over the years. And the word “‘stolen" is
used here In a very literal sensa.

Inflation has a tendency to accelerate—to
get worse and worse, and at an ever-rising
rate. During the past year or so, inflation
has finally reached proportions significantly
enough for everyone to notice its effects,
though few understand its cause.

Inflation usually is “explained” in one of
the following ways:

(1) Greedy businessmen, unsatisfied with
“reasonable” profits, raise prices to line their
own pockets at the expense of consumers.
Then laborers have to ask for higher pay in
order to maintain their standard of llving.
Businessmen, in turn, use this increased
labor cost as a pretext for raising prices once
more, and a vicious cycle ensues that results
in spiraling inflation.

(2) Greedy labor unions, unsatisfied with
“reasonable” pay scales, raise their demands
in order to line their own pockets at the
employer's expense, He then raises prices,
passing the expense along to the consumer.
The consumer, noting that his cost of living
is increasing, asks for more of a wage in-
crease. Again, the vicious cycle ensues.

These two explanations are similar from
an economic point of view, but different from
a political point of view, “Liberal” politicians
tend to use the first explanation, laying the
blame conveniently at the door of business,
whereas “eonservatives,” Just as conven-
fently, would lay the blame at the door of
labor unions. Both explanations rely upon
the same economic argument, and each is as
false as the other.

MONETARY MANIPULATION

Inflation is caused by nelther business nor
labor. The real cause is the government's
manipulation of the monetary system. If
getting a raise were simply a matter of de-
manding it and going out on strike, then why
doesn’t labor ask for 1000 per cent instead of
a mere 10 per cent? And if raising prices
were simply a matter of the businessman’s
whim, then why doesn't he ralse prices by
1000 per cent instead of a mere 10 per cent?
Obviously, these are extremes. But economie
principles apply at the extremes as well as
in the middle. It should he obvious that, in
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these extreme cases, it 1s definitely not the
threat of government action that prevents
the increases. Even if the government tried
to encourage such huge Increases, they still
could not be adopted. No one would buy the
exorbitantly priced goods, so business would
fail. No one would hire the exorbitantly
priced labor, so workers would be unem-
ployed. Yet, even though this principle of
supply and demand is obvious in the ex-
treme case, most people tend to lose sight
of it when only small amounts are involved.

In order not to lose sight of it, let us ask:
Why wouldn't people buy goods priced 1000
per cent higher? Why wouldn't businessmen
hire labor costing 1000 per cent more? The
answer is simply that they can’t afford ii.
They haven't got the money.

Now, let's carry this one step further. The
same principle that applied to the extreme
case of 1000 per cent above, also applies to
the case of 10 per cent, or even the case of
1 per cent: Consumers can't pay even 1 per
cent more for all their purchases unless they
have 1 per cent more money. Businessmen
can't pay even 1 per cent more wages unless
they have 1 per cent more money.

Where does this money come from? The
governinent prints it on pleces of green
paper, calls it “legal tender,” and hands it
out by various means until it gradually per-
meates the economy. Thus, it can now be
deduced that even the “ridiculous’” 1000 per
cent increases are not so Impossible after all.
If the government were to inject 1000 per
cent more money into the economy, all prices
would rise about 1000 per cent. Wage earn-
ers would be getting $50 per hour, and a loaf
of bread would cost $5. The only thing that
prevents this is the government's decision
not to print that much money. Instead, the
government prints only 5, 8, or 10 per cent
more money each year, so prices rise only
sbout 65, 8, or 10 per cent. {Note, however,
that a “mere” 8 per cent annual increase
amounts to over 1000 per cent in 30 years,
when compounded.)

What does all this mean for the “Lypical”
consumer? In general, it means bad things.
Infiation hurts wage earners, those with
savings, and those on fixed incomes such as
the elderly and the handicapped. Inflation
helps the sophisticated borrowers and the
politicians. Inflation literally takes money
out of the pockets of some and puts it into
the pockets of others.

Here's how the whole scheme works: By
a roundabout and complicated procedure,
the Federal Reserve Bank is allowed, In es-
esence, to print money which it “lends” to
the government at interest. (This, by the
way, 1s where most of the natlonal debt is
owed: to the banks) This money consists
of those green “Federal Reserve Notes" that
everyone carries in his wallet. These pieces
of paper used to be redeemable in silver.
Now, all they are is a “promise”— a promise
to pay the bearer one dollar, Not one dollar
in silver or gold. Just one dollar. And what
is “one dollar" today? Why, it's another one
of those same pieces of paper! In other
words, the money people carry in their
pockets is really nothing more than a prom-
ise to give a promize to glve a promise . ., .
without ever really promising anything at
all.

LEGAL TENDER LAWS—A UNIQUE PRIVILEGE

However, the government has passed a law
which gives a unique privilege to the Federal
Reserve Bank (a nominally private bank).
The “legal tender” laws says that this bank's
notes must be accepted at face value for the
payment of any debts. Creditors are thus
forced by law to accept payment in such pa-
per dollars irrespsctive of any loss in value
on the market. This is very important be-
cause it is the key element that makes in-
flation profitable for the banks and the gov-
ernment, at almost everyone else’s expense.

A large part of the newly printed “legal
tender” goes to the government, which then
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spends it to buy some of the goods in the
economy, leaving fewer goods for the rest of
us, Since the general public still has essen-
tially the same amount of money it started
with, this money is left to chase fewer goods,
the result being higher prices.

1t all boils down to the law of supply and
demand, which applies to money as well as
anything else: if there is more money around,
its value per unit decreases. Inflation is this
increase in the quantity of money, which
“depreciates” the value of each dollar. In
this way, inflation amounts, literally, to the
theft of the earned values of people who
save. It is a disguised tax—It enables the
government to take real goods out of the
market apparently without anyone having
to pay. Everyone does pay, but in the form
of higher prices instead of an outright tax.
This is particularly convenient because it en-
ables the government to carry out its policies
without being subject to the scrutiny of the
citizens. For example, during the Viet Nam
war, the government had the Federal Reserve
print huge sums of money to pay for men
and material to fight the war. The current
inflation owes much to ‘the printing spree
of those years. If, instead, the government
had taxed us directly, we would have known
then how much it was costing us and might
have reacted much sooner, Financing the
war by Inflatlon deprived us of this choice.

PATTERSON'S SCHEME

As a matter of interest, central bank in-
flation was invented under circumstances of
war by Willlam Patterson, a canny Scot who
founded the first Bank of England in the
1690's. Both the wank and the King bene-
fitted. The bank made fortunes in interest
collected on money created out of thin air,
by permission of the King. The King was al-
lowed to continue fighting the war. The war
had been very popular, but people began to
lose thelr enthusiasm as their pocketbooks
were pinched more and more by taxes. Pat-
terson’s scheme allowed reduced taxes, so
citizens didn't realize that their money re-
sources were being depleted through infla-
tion instead. The King was relieved of the
distasteful prospect of having to terminate
the war, Patterson reaped immense profits
from his clever scheme, the public was hood-
winked into paying for the whole thing both
in money and blood, and the institution of
central banking was invented that would
continue to hoodwink people for hundreds of
years.

Inflatlon has always been a problem for
countries whose governments were allowed
to print money without limit. For various
reasons, inflation has a strong tendency to
accelerate unless it Is stopped altogether.
Unfortunately, the usual remedy offered by
governments is price controls, which cannot
work in theory, have never worked in prac-
tice, and are not working today, because they
do not attack the real cause of inflation: the
wanton printing of paper money. Price con-
trols slmply create shortages, as is attested
to by our current economic problems.

One index some economists use to predict
forthcoming infiation is the Federal Re-
serve's holdings of government bonds, When
these increase, it means that the decision
was made to print more money to “pay" for
them, and that inflation is on the way. The
very government officials who pose as “infia-
tion fighters" are in fact the people In so-
clety who are most responsible for the infia-
tion in the first place.

The only way to end inflation is to end the
unlimited power to print paper money. Un-
less the legal tender laws are abolished, there
is slight prospect of a return to the kind of
& hard currency traders would choose as a
medium of exchange.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, it is a great
privilege for me to participate today in
this discussion of budget matters. I have
read the Heritage Foundation publica-
tion to which our colleague, the gentle-
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man from Colorado, refers, and I am par-
ticularly pleased that it makes reference
to a legislative proposal which I have
introduced.

In my view, the Spence-Curtis bal-
anced Federal budget constitutional
amendment, which would mandate a
balanced budget and establish a mecha-
nism to achieve it, is an absolutely im-
perative tool in the battle against the
budget bulge.

In the Heritage publication, “An Other
Budget: Toward a Reordering of Na-
tional Priorities,” its author, Dr. Charles
Moser, says on page 6:

The first objective of an “other budget,”
then, must be the reordering of national
priorities along more reasonable lines. The
second is the balancing of income and outgo
and the restoration of fiscal responsibility
to the budgetary process.

I wholeheartedly agree that these are
our top priorities and I agree with the
direction in which Dr. Moser suggests
those priorities should be reordered. I
think, however, that I would reverse the
emphasis. That is to say, I would put
balancing the budget first and reorder-
ing our priorities second. I suspect that
until Congress is forced to keep appro-
priations within the bounds of revenue,
there will be no reordering of priorities.

I have said before and I repeat today
that recent history provides no basis for
assuming that Congress ever can or will
bring Federal spending under control
until it is forced by some mechanism to
keep expenditures in line with revenues.

And so today, I want to take just a few
moments to outline once again the major
features of my bill, House Joint Resolu-
tion 318.

The resolution proposes an amendment
to the Constitution requiring that the
Federal budget always be balanced, ex-
cept in times of a national emergency
declared as such by the Congress by a
three-fourths vote. The proposed amend-
ment contains a self-implementing
mechanism which automatically insures
a balanced budget by the end of the fiscal
year. If Congress appropriates more
money than can be covered by expected
revenues, then my amendment requires
that we either cut back on some unneces-
sary spending or produce more revenue.
If that is not done, the revenue is sup-
plied by an automatically friggered sur-
tax sufficient to cover any deficit.

Some have contended that this amend-
ment will not resolve the overspending
problem but will merely increase taxes.
I am absolutely convinced that my
amendment will work in the opposite
direction and will ultimately achieve
both a balanced budget and tax reduc-
tions.

Some people contend that if Congress
wanted to cut spending it could do so
now, and since it does not, it never will.
That is perverse reasoning. Presently,
Congress has no incentive to cut spend-
ing. While many people favor reduced
Federal spending as a general principle,
few are willing to take cuts where their
own immediate interests are affected. As
long as the pinch of paying for the bill
can be put off by a deficit budget, there
will continue to be severe pressure upon
Congress to appropriate beyond our
means.

But when and if that loophole is
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closed—when and if the only choice is to
cut back or immediately raise taxes—I
believe Congress will find cutting back to
be the line of least resistance. Congress
has the desire to cut spending now, but it
does not have the will. Until the escape
hatch of budget deficits is closed, it is not
going to develop the will. But the pros-
pect of paying for all the tantalizing pro-
grams it now so easily enacts will put
steel in its spine very quickly,

If my amendment were enacted by
Congress and ratified by three-fourths of
the States, it would be a clear message to
Congress that the people want spending
cuts, and Congress usually responds to
the express will of the people when it is
made explicit. And once such an amend-
ment were in place, any Member of Con-
gress who, by his vote, made it neces-
sary to impose the mandatory surtax
would surely be exposing himself as a
target for a wrathful electorate.

If, however, I am wrong and Congress
were to go on spending beyond our rea-
sonable means and imposing surtax upon
surtax to pay for its spending schemes,
the effect of my amendment would he
merely to change the look of the prob-
lem—it would not worsen it. The only
real change would be to impose overt
taxes, in the form of a surtax, rather
than the hidden tax of inflation which
is currently eating away at everyone's
real income. Even under these circum-
stances there would be some benefit from
my amendment because it would elimi-
nate double taxation. In the current
situation the public pays for deficit
spending today in the form of infiation
and someday our children or grandchil-
dren will pay that debt again. Under my
amendment those who incur the debt
would be paying for it and sparing future
generations the burden of paying it a
second time. Anyone who rejects this so-
lution because it might result in higher
taxes is showing much greater concern
for himself than for his posterity. I per-
sonally do not find that to be a very noble
stance.

So then, if my amendment works, as I
am convinced it will, the American tax-
payer will reap substantial benefits in
the form of reduced Federal spending
and an end to inflationary spirals. If it
does not, it will do no harm and will cer-
tainly be a more honorable way of com-
ing to grips with our refusal to exercise
budgetary discipline.

Mr. Speaker, let me close by mention-
ing that this specific legislation was en-
dorsed last year by the Oklahoma State
Legislature, and the concept has been en-
dorsed by other State legislatures includ-
ing Virginia and my own State of South
Carolina. Endorsement resolutions are
presently pending or will be infroduced
in a number of other State legislatures.

The people want fiscal responsibility.
It is time we gave it to them. If we do not
we should not be surprised if they want
to throw us all out.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express
my appreciation to the more than 30
of my colleagues who have already joined
me as cosponsors. Others have expressed
a desire to do so, and I plan to reintro-
duce the amendment in the near future.
I want also to express my appreciation
to my colleague from Colorado for ar-
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ranging this time and to Dr. Moser and
the Heritage Foundation for the work
which has given impetus to this effort in
behalf of new budget priorities and
budget responsibility.

Mr, YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I want to commend my friend and col-
league for setting this special order, so
that we can discuss a subject foremost
in the minds of Americans and, of course,
of our Nation’'s leaders.

Since most of us agree that budget
cuts are necessary and that Federal
spending must decrease, I think a per-
tinent aspect of this special order is,
“Where do we cut?” I have watched
with concern an apparent eagerness to
rush straightaway to the Department
of Defense for the first whack, It is easy
to point to the defense budget and find
it “bloated.” Seeking cuts in defense
spending costs our liberal friends very
little in political terms.

As a result, the antidefense trend has
accelerated in recent years. In 1975, the
smallest part of the Federal budget since
1940, pre-Pearl Harbor, will go for na-
tional defense. In fiscal 1975, the De-
fense Department’s money—like every-
one else’'s—has been cheapened by in-
flation; it will buy the lowest amount it
has been able to purchase since 1951.
Further, national defense spending rep-
resented 9.7 percent of the GNP in 1956;
6 percent of our GNP was consumed by
military spending in fiscal 1974, in fiscal
vear 1976, it will be an estimated 5.9
percent. The facts speak for themselves.,
To put it another way, the portion of
Federal budget outlays consumed by the
Defense Establishment has dropped by
almost 30 percent since 1956.

It should be noted here that the DOD
has been subject to the same inflationary
squeeze as other facets of our Govern-
ment operation. Personnel costs alone
have risen, although the strength of
our Armed Forces has been reduced by
40 percent since 1968. Military procure-
ment is more costly, too. Some will recall
the B-29 bomber of World War II; it
cost $680,000. Today, to buy a B-1
bomber takes $48 million, over 70 times
as much. The basic jeep cost over $4,000
in 1964, but by American’s bicentennial
year, it will go for $7,000. In a little more
than 10 years, the cost of a certain
nuclear submarine has jumped over $100
million, This is little wonder since the
Bureau of Labor Statistics has reported
that the price of shipbuilding materials
rose over 22 percent in 1974, These are
just examples of what has happened to
the cost of other types of military hard-
ware as well.

All of this is not to argue, however,
that the Department of Defense just
like every Federal spending agent, in-
cluding the Congress, does not have some
areas where the fat can be trimmed. I
am all for the elimination of super-
fluous activities and equipment; and I
heartily call for tightening up and co-
ordinating operations in all the forces,
so that costly overlap will be avoided.

But I am determined that we must
have a quality force, sufficiently capable
of “providing for the common defense.”
For the Congress to allow this defense to
become vulnerable would be to desecrate
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our constitutional mandate. I, for one,
would not want that blame placed upon
my shoulders for succeeding generations
to acknowledge.

The argument is prevalent today that
the United States is No. 1 and always
will be No. 1, and that warnings to the
contrary are merely the words of fanati-
cal militarists. An organization entitled
the Cenfer for Defense Information is
doing its part to further that hypothesis.

The center has concerned itself espe-
cially with United States military might
as opposed to Soviet military posture. It
blatantly misleads the public and paints
an incorrect picture of the relative
strengths of these two nation’s forces.
But other experts tell it differently. For
example, Jane’s Fighting Ships—1974—
75 edition—acclaimed worldwide author-
ity on the subject, put it this way:

The Soviet navy leads the world in sea-
borne missile armament, both strategic and
tactical, both ship and submarine-launched.
Their short-based air force is second to none,
and they have mine-warfare forces and a
considerable amphibious capability.

In a Heritage Foundation publication,
author Dr. Charles Moser cited another
individual knowledgeable on American
defenses, Edward Luttwak:

Luttwak points out that over the last
decade the defense expenditures of our chief
political and military antagonist, the Soviet
Union, by the most conservative estimates,
have risen by some 409%, and its military
manpower has Increased; while at the same
time U.S. defense outlays have declined al-
most 20% from 1964 in real terms, and mili-
tary manpower has declined by roughly the
same percentage. The United States has
managed to maintain a qualitative edge de-
spite thes sharp reductions in military ex-
penditure, Luttwak argues, but such a situa-
tion cannot safely continue Indefinitely.

There is another angle to this which
warrants attention and which possibly
has not occurred to some people. While
human resource programs are often
funded from three treasuries—Federal,
State, and local—it must be remembered
that funding for national defense occurs
almost solely at the Federal level. Most
grant seekers know that if a project is
discontinued on one level they can ap-
peal to someone else and stand a good
chance of getting what they want. How-
ever, if money for a defense program is
cut off at the Federal level, that program
is dead.

To illustrate this point, I quote again
from Dr. Moser’s “Another Budget: To-
ward a Re-ordering of National Priori-
ties,” published by the Heritage Foun-
dation:

According to the Tax Foundation of New
York, total federal outlays for social welfare
programs in fiscal 1973 amounted to some
$122 billion, with state and local expendi-
tures coming to nearly £03 billion, for a
total of some $215 billion. This contrasts

with defense expenditures for fiscal 1974 of
$81 billion.

Since 1968, total Federal budget out-
lays have risen by 70 percent. In that
same timeframe, defense costs increased
by 9 percent; human resources, by 173
percent. Additionally, State and local
government spending climbed by 131 per-
cent from 1968 to 1975.

Here are more pertinent facts; Over
the past decade, social security and other
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retirement and disability programs have
increased by 283 percent. Health services,
which take in medicare and medicaid,
over the same period have risen by 4,418
percent; and public assistance leapt by
365 percent. In the face of these facts,
it is folly to argue that defense has
claimed a disproportionate share of our
Nation’s resources.

Finally, it must be added that the mili-
tary forces do employ many people and
stimulate the economy with requests of
industry. In light of our current economic
situation, this is no mean contribution
to America's well-being.

Mr. Speaker, the first order of Gov-
ernment is the defense of the Nation. In
today’'s volatile world so precariously
balanced between freedom and commu-
nism, the need for military preparedness
should require no explaining or defend-
ing.

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to be participating in this special
order dedicated to the pressing problems
of our economy. The Federal budget—
and most particularly its deficit—ob-
viously plays a major role in our econ-
omy. Those who wish the Government
to intervene in the economy must first
have a clear understanding of how that
economy works. If we intervene without
knowing what we are doing, we may re-
semble a man who decides to repair his
own watch without understanding its
works: it is almost certain that after he
finishes with it, it will not run at all.
Sometimes I am tempted to conclude that
our economy currently is running down
precisely because we in the Congress per-
sist in meddling with the economy with
too little knowledge. Too many of us, I
fear, think we can repeal the laws of
economics by passing laws in the legis-
lature. That never has worked, and never
will work. Take the wage and price con-
trols which the Congress so blithely au-
thorized the President to impose a few
vears ago. Robert Schuettinger has pub-
lished for the Heritage Foundation of
Washington, D.C., a brief study of wage
and price controls from 2800 B.C. to the
present. That study shows that such
controls have never worked in nearly
5.000 years of human history. The con-
clusion from that ought to be that they
never will work. Schuettinger concludes
his studvy with a wonderful auotation
from Pelatiah Webster, America's first
economist, who said:

It is not more absurd to attempt to impel
faith into the heart of an unbeliever by fire
and fagot, or to whip love Into your mistress
with a cowskin, than to force value or credit
into your money by penal laws.

However, Mr. Speaker, I do not want
to dwell on wage and price controls as
an example of the damage which can be
done to our economy by ill-conceived po-
litical intervention. Instead I should like
briefly to discuss the emphasis upon con-
sumption in the legislation which this
Congress is currently considering.

Let us stop to think for a moment how
an industrial soclety is established. The
first priority is capital accumulation or
its equivalent. This is more or less some
form of saving: Consumption is held to
a minimum so that the resources to in-
vest in plants and factories may be ac-
cumulated. Once the funds are gathered
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together, they are invested in bringing
buildings and machines into being. The
industrial plant then produces consumer
goods, and finally the individual citizen
purchases and uses those goods.

Mr. Speaker, this is an oversimplified
scheme, of course, and economists are
constantly discussing wvariations and
ramifications of it. My point, however,
is that there cannot be consumption
without production, and there can be no
production without capital accumulation
and investment. A healthy economy re-
quires a balance of all these elements.
We do not want money saved in holes in
the ground, or production of things no-
body needs, or citizens with money in
their pockets but nothing to spend it on.
Yet, I submit, the distinct bias of na-
tional legislation is toward consumption,
with insufficient attention given the
other elements of the economy.

Let us take the tax rebate as an ex-
ample. The stated reason usually given
for the rebate is that this will put money
into the hands of the consumer, who then
is supposed to consume ferociously: If he
does not, we are sometimes told, he will
be betraying his duty in effect. Present
tax law also encourages the consumer,
for interest payments of all sorts are de-
ductible from income, whereas interest
income from saving—which is necessary
for capital accumulation—receives no
such preferential treatment at all. Thus,
I believe, if we made a study of Federal
legislation we would find a consistent bias
in favor of the consumer—especially the
consumer who borrows in order to
spend—and against the saver. Yet there
cannot really be consumers without
savers in the long run. This proconsumer
bias of our society is reflected both in the
national debt and the vast quantity of
private debt upon which our economy is
built. The idea of the Congress seems to
be that we can spend ourselves into pros-
perity, that we can bring ourselves out of
our economic muddle by consuming at an
everincreasing pace. Profits and capital
accumulation by the corporations are
frowned upon and taxed away—but how
then are they to produce anything for
the consumer to consume?

This entire situation reminds me a little
of the historical parallel with the so-
called Townsend Movement of the 1930's,
which contributed a great deal to the
passage of the original Social Security
Act of 1835. The movement’s founder, Dr.
Francis Townsend, also believed we could
spend ourselves out of the Depression.
He said that since older people were the
most “experienced consumers,” they
should be granted flat-rate pensions of
substantial size on two conditions: that
they retire from the work force immedi-
ately, and that they promise to spend the
entire monthly pension within the month
of its receipt, without saving any of it.
This frenzied consumption would create
demand for the factories, Dr. Townsend
argued, and that in turn would make it
possible for younger workers to return
to work.

Mr. Speaker, I would not care to argue
that our present frame of mind is en-
tirely similar to Dr. Townsend’s, but I
do think that the emphasis upon con-
sumption is common to both. Perhaps Dr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Townsend was a little more sensible in
that he did not encourage personal in-
debtedness quite as much as present pol-
icy does. Some may object to that state-
ment, but actually even our current effort
to revive the housing market by making
mortgage money cheaper or allocating
it in some way, even that is precisely
urging individuals to take on an even
greater load of individual debt in order
to support consumption.

It is time for us to pay more attention
to the other elements of the economic
equation than consumption. One of the
bhest ways to do this is to pare down Gov-
ernment spending, which seems to be for
the most part consumption-oriented, and
also to take positive action to encourage
saving and the orderly liquidation of our
tremendous public and private debt. We
have made some steps along these lines
already—for example allowing a tax de-
duction for up to $1,500 per year de-
posited in a private retirement account—
but many more need to be taken. We
must allow a balanced economic policy
to emerge. The best way to accomplish
this in the long run, in my estimation, is
through the systematic reduction of Gov-
ernment inferference in the economy, so
that the market may function more effi-
ciently and more freely.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, the
Federal Government'’s budget and its ef-
fect on the lives of all Americans is a
most important issue which deserves the
full attention of this House. I commend
my colleague, Bt ArmsTrRONG, for tak-
ing this special order today which gives
us an opportunity to further discuss the
Federal budgetary process.

In President Lincoln’s Address at
Gettysburg in 1863, he recognized that
a free nation must have a government
‘“of the people, by the people, for the
people.” I am gravely concerned that the
growth of Government, the growth of
Federal spending, and the growth of
Federal powers are eroding the control
of the people over their Government,
and if we in Congress allow this trend to
continue, we will end up with a nation
regulated in all aspects by Government.

Recently the Heritage Foundation of
Washington, D.C. released a budget study
entitled “An Other Budget” which gives
an overview of the appropriate consti-
tutional responsibilities of Congress, and
emphasizes the importance of reducing
or eliminating Federal spending in those
areas which are not properly the Federal
responsibility. The study effectively
makes the point that only Congress can
grasp control of the budgetary process,
“(B)ut from the congressional perspec-
tive, in theory at least, no budget item
is ‘uncontrollable’: what the Congress
has done, it may also undo.”

Reducing Federal spending is not only
important because it would reduce the
regulatory control of Government over
its citizens, but also because the Federal
Government is spending far more than
it receives in revenues, which is addi-
tionally burdening our Nation with in-
flation and the resultant recession.

In this regard, I would like to bring
the attention of my colleagues a message
which appeared in the March 1975 edi-
tion of Reader’'s Digest entitled, “The
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‘Secret Tax’ America Can't Afford.” This
message was prepared by the editors of
Reader’s Digest and presented by The
Business Roundtable. It explains in con-
cise terms how Federal deficit spending
causes inflation which “is a major force
driving up the price of everything from
hamburger to houses.” It also empha-
sizes that Americans must do their part
to limit the growth of government by de-
manding less in Federal assistance. The
full text of the article follows:

Tae “SecrRer Tax” AMERICA CAN'T AFFORD

Ever wonder why you feel poorer even
though you're probably making more money
than your father ever dreamed of? You fi-
nally bought that house. You drive a nice
car. Maybe you're making payments on that
boat you always wanted. But why did that
new tile in the kitchen cost so much more
than you expected? Why did the bill for that
washing-machine service call take your
breath away? Why do expenses now seem to
exceed income?

There is an easy one-word answer to all
these questions—inflation. But do we really
understand what inflation is, and why this
“secret tax" keeps chipping away at our pay-
checks?

Many factors have exacerbated this dollar-
dissolving inflation—the energy crisls, crop
prices, excessive and ill-advised government
regulation, wages outrunning productivity.
But the baslc cause of inflation is one that
most Americans seem largely unaware of:
spending money that hasn't been earned yet.

In short, inflation is the creature of debt,
and the most inflationary kind of debt is the
one we—under our democratic system—are
the most responsible for: the public debt.
The officials we elect run up this debt to
provide the loans, goods, services and pro-
grams that we have come to believe should
be “paid for by government."

We forget, of course, that "“pald for by
government” means paid for by us. Govern-
ment may print money, but this is only the
symbol of wealth. Real wealth is the value
of the goods and services produced by work-
ing men and women. It is their pay for mak-
ing cars, houses, clothes, books, furniture
and all the other myriad things we are ac-
customed to. Government depends upon this
wealth that we create, and takes from each
of us a portion of it through taxes and other
revenues.

Last year we pald out $255.4 billion in fed-
eral taxes. Unfortunately, the government
not only spent all this money; it kept right
on spending, doling out $3.5 billion more
than we gave it. And it has generally done
the same for years—spending $66.8 billion
more than income In the five years 1870
through 1974 alone.

That is where the trouble starts—when we,
as electors, allow government, often for in-
dividually persuasive reasons, to spend dol-
lars it doesn't have. It goes into debt.

But government and the average citizen
go into debt under different rules. Govern-
ment is the dominant borrower in the mar-
ket, both from individuals (mainly through
selling savings bonds) and by depositing
I0Us with banks, then writing checks against
them. Resuit: We taxpayers have to pay
various banks and other lenders some $29
billion in yearly Interest on the public debt.

And that's why we are in trouble. We
pay all the government's bills, and we bear
the burden of those bills government incurs
after our tax money has run out. We pay by
shelling out that secret tax that adds ten
cents to a pound of bacon, $5 to a palr of
shoes, $20 to an electric stove.

Now this is the part of inflation that most
of us don't fully understand: How the gov-
ernment’s indebtedness pushes up the prices
of the things we buy.
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It works this way: We can't print money
to cover our own debts. The federal govern-
ment, however, can; through a complex pro-
cedure called “monetary policy,” the Federal
Reserve creates dollars and transfers them
to banks. The banks make loans from these
new “assets.” Thus, money is “pumped into
the economy"—money that was originally
nothing more than the figures on a Federal
Reserve check; soon more currency has to
be printed to cover the new dollars, Many
of these dollars originate through bank loans
of various kinds, They find their way into
the economy through wvarious commercial
transactions. But who has established the
need for these new dollars in the first place?
We have—through the many things we ask
government to "do" for us; through loans
and grants to businesses, schools, research
groups; through “aid” programs of all kinds,
Remember, most of these deficit dollars have
not been earned by producing anything. They
merely compete with our paycheck dollars
for whatever goods and services we and others
have produced. Result: The oldest of eco-
nomic laws takes effect. With more money
around than available goods, prices rise—
and inflation is upon us.

Okay. Everybody talks about it. Almost
everybody feels it. But what can we do
about 1t?

Certainly, increased productivity—each of
us producing more for the dollars we earn—
is one of the most effective counters to in-
flation, Many businesses and dedicated
workers have performed amazing feats of
productlivity, enabling them to increase
their wages and profits while cutting the
price of their products to remain competi-
tive.*

But productivity increases cannot indefi-
nitely make up for the steady cheapening
of the dollar brought on by the government
indulging legislative whims with more “thin
air" money. It's time for some tough de-
cisions in Washington. Decisions that will
not be made unless citizens—businessmen,
farmers, workers, housewives, pensioners—
demand them and are willing to accept the
sacrifices that must be made.

Particularly in times such as these, no one
would deny the use of federal resources to
take care of the truly needy. And to alleviate
the rigors of recession, job programs and
other relief may well be essential. But with
additional costs, it is even more imperative
that the rest of the budget be kept under
control so we do not wind up compounding
the inflation which brought about the re-
cession in the first place.

If we expect government to cut spending,
however, we must all cut our expectations of
government. Businessmen seeking special
treatment to pull them out of a hole dug
by their own inefficiency must make do with
their own resourcefulness. Special-interest
groups must stop and consider the overall
effects of their requests upon government,
and thus upon inflation. Citizens must real-
ize that government installations may close
in their area. Because the money is not avail-
able, certaln nonessential programs may
have to be delayed or even discarded.

We, all of us, are trying to hold the line
on spending at home, and we should expect
government to do the same. We only fool
ourselves if we think real progress can be
made without getting the government’s fiscal
engine back In tune.

And remember, we are the government,
That's why we can do something about in-
flatlon—if we have the sense to discipline
ourselves and the ingenuity to get more out
of the considerable human and material re-
sources we already have.

*See “Whatever Happened to the Nickel
Candy Bar?" The Reader's Digest, February
1975, page 42.-
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Mr. Speaker, it is my firm conviction
that the greatest service we could pos-
sibly render our -constituents would
be to free them from overregulation by
government, an excessive tax burden,
and the inflation caused by Federal
spending policies. This can be accom-
plished—and must be accomplished—by
reducing the size and scope of the Fed-
eral Government, and operating on a
sound fiseal policy that would balance
expenditures with anticipated revenues.
I have sponsored and supported such
legislation to require that Congress aring
the budget into balance, and I will con-
tinue to be an advocate for the return
of a government that truly serves the
best interests of the people.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to participate today in a discus-
sion of one of the more vital questions—
indeed, perhaps the most vital guestion
of our day and this Congress—and that
is the problem of the looming budget
deficit which confronts us.

It is important that we try to do a
little projection of the possible long-
range results of fiscal profligacy with the
1976 budget, and perhaps envision a
scenario—to use a fashionable word—
of future developments within the next
few years.

Let us assume first of all that the
budget deficit does, indeed, approach or
even exceed $100 billion for fiscal 1976.
It was only some 13 short years ago, in
1962, when the entire Federal budget
passed $100 billion for the first time. We
were probably more upset about that
then than we are now about a deficit of
that amount. It is difficult to determine
what size deficit would spell doom, but it
appears that a $100 billion deficit is mov-
ing in that direction.

Mr. Speaker, the deficit is plainly not
going to be financed by a tax increase,
and there is considerable guestion wheth-
er it should be, Nor will it be financed
through borrowing in the capital
markets, since the total of the deficit is
in the neighborhood of the size of all
capital which is available for public and
private borrowing. That leaves monetiza-
tion of the debt—printing of paper-
money to cover the debt—as the only
means of financing the debt, and it is
just this path which is recommended by
the staflf of the Senate Budget Commit-
tee in its report entitled “Macroeconomic
Overview,” distributed last January.

The authors of that report, however,
maintain that monetizing the debt will
not result in any significant inflation,
but Arthur Carol, economic adviser to
Senator Wirrtam Brock of Tennessee,
shows very convinecingly in a critique
published in the recent Heritage Foun-
dation study of the Federal budget en-
titled “An Other Budget: Toward a Re-
ordering of National Priorities,” the fal-
laciousness of that entire argument.
That argument cannot be summarized
in the little time I have at my disposal.
Suffice it to say that in my judgment a
deficit of these mammoth proportions
will indeed rekindle a vicious inflation,
which would very probably reach an an-
nual rate of 25 or 30 percent. If we think
that could not happen here, we have only
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to look at Great Britain over this last
year.

What will happen if we do encounter
such an inflation rate? Let us recall that
inflation was running at only some 6 per-
cent when political and public pressure
forced President Nixon to impose wage
and price controls on the country in Au-
gust of 1971, The cries for the reimposi-
tion of such controls were heard loudly
and often from the Democratic leader-
ship not so very long ago, but the experi-
ence of the inevitable failure of those
controls was too fresh in the mind of the
administration to allow it to follow this
advice. But if inflation explodes as a
consequence of this budget in the man-
ner I anticipate, the pressure for wage
and price controls will again become al-
most irresistible.

No wage and price controls can possi-
bly work to hold wages and prices stable
under such inflationary pressures. Those
pressures will lead to drastic shortages,
of the sort we have already experienced
in considerable measure, and the devel-
opment of a black market in which will
operate people willing to pay and receive
higher prices than those “legally” al-
lowed. This in turn will require the hir-
ing of even more bureaucrats whose job
it will be to enforce the legal prices, as
well as still others to see to the task of
planning industrial production. These
Government officials will have to be paid
for through additional taxation, and as
they will decrease production through
their regulation and interference, the
Federal budget will increase even
further.

The upshot of all this will be the demise
of the free enterprise system. Free mar-
ket is not just the best mechanism man
has stumbled on for the production and
distribution of goods and services: it is
also the indispensable prerequisite of the
personal freedoms which we in this
Nation so cherish. A people willing to ac-
cept regulation, restriction, and ration-
ing in the economy are hardly likely to
balk at regulation, restriction, and ra-
tioning in the sphere of freedom of the
press, political freedom, and so forth.
Why should people object? You cannot
eat freedom of the press, after all

Mr. Speaker, I realize that the picture
I paint is a gloomy one, but I truly be-
lieve that our situation is an exceedingly
dangerous one, I hope that the scenario
I have sketched may be proven wrong if
our views do not prevail in the 94th Con-
gress. It is vital, however, that they be
stated in coherent form, as we are at-
tempting to do in this special order.
For the central issue involved in all these
sometimes esoteric debates on capital
markets, alloeation of eredit, and so on,
is really one about what sort of society
we want ours to be: a regimented society
or a free society. Regimentation has
many advocates in times of economic
hardship and social upheaval, but we
must stand for the supremacy of the free
market in economics and the free citi-
zen in politics and society. That, I sug-
gest, is what the American experiment
was all about when it began some 200
years ago.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
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to have the opportunity to participate in
this exchange of opinion on the Federal
budget, an exchange of opinion which
I think is very much needed in view of
our current fiscal situation.

In the President’s budget for fiscal
vear 1976, submitted to this Congress
recently, there is a summary table in the
back listing the Federal deficits for each
vear since the founding of our Nation.
Perhaps a few thoughts on that one-
page table might be in order.

Balancing the budget of such a mam-
moth organization as the Federal Gov-
ernment is, of course, no easy task but
it does turn out that in some years we
came respectably close to doing so in re-
cent memory. In 1960, for instance, we
had a small surplus of $269 million, and
even in 1965, when the great society pro-
grams first began to be enacted, we were
in deficit by a mere $1.596 billion. ‘I‘hq.t
is a lot of money, of course, but there is
no doubt that we would be deliriously
happy if we could even approach that
figure in fiscal 1976.

In 1969, for example, for the last
time—and for the only time in the last
15 years—we ran a budget surplus of $3.2
billion. The effort must have exhausted
us, however, for we immediately began
moving into the red. In 1971, for ex-
ample, with our involvement in the Viet-
nam war winding down, we ran what was
at that time the second largest deficit
we had displayed since the end of the
Second World War: slightly more than
$23 billion, a figure that was almost ex-
actly duplicated in the following year,
1972.

I think most of us remember very viv-
idly the feeling of alarm which the Na-
tion experienced thanks tc unenlightened
national newscasters in the summer of
1971, when inflation was running at an
alarming annual rate of 5 or 6 percent
and public clamor impelled President
.Nixon to impose an ill-fated system of
wage and price controls. Somehow or
other the deficit then began to decline,
and in 1973 the deficit amounted to $14.3
billion, in 1974 sinking to a mere $3.4
billion. From 1969 to 1974 our total defi-
cits had come to a total of better than
$65 billion, and I submit that this ac-
cumulated debt had a great deal fo do
with the roaring inflation which has
struck our Nation during the calendar
year of 1974.

Still in 1973 and 1974, the deficit was
dropping rather rapidly, and I suspect
that in terms of inflation at least we are
reaping the benefits of that greater fisecal
responsibility right now. The year 1975
just may be a fairly good year for the
Government’s task of maintaining the
integrity of our money, and if the econ-
omy is left alone sufficiently to deal with
the dislocations imposed upon it by past
deficit spending and wage and price con-
trols, it might adjust itself to the new
conditions.

At least this adjustment would prob-
ably take place if it were not for the un-
believable deficit which the proposed fis-
cal 1976 budget presents for our edifica-
tion: an outrageous $52 billion in the
President’s own budget. Moreover, with
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the additions which even the President
is asking for, many others which the
Congress is giving him without his wish-
ing them, and the dispute currently rag-
ing over whether the income tax cut this
vear should be $21 billion or $31 billion,
the budget deficit is entirely likely to
reach almost unimaginable proportions.
In fact, by the time one adds together the
decrease in revenue wtih the increase in
expenditure, it is not at all impossible
that the deficit may rise to a sum over
$100 billion.

A deficit of that magnitude would be
something we have really had no experi-
ence in handling. In any case, that deficit
combined with the projected deficit for
fiscal year 1975, which is estimated by
the President at $35 billion and which
could easily reach $50 billion—all this
may very well mean that after a period
of relative price stability during calen-
dar year 1975, by calendar year 1976 we
may be heading into another inflationary
era when the inflation rate could top 25
percent. This is hardly an impossible
figure: Great Britain even this year has
experienced something close to that. But
those who will suffer the most from such
an inflation will again be the poor and
the old, and we will again be called upon
to raise social security benefits dras-
tically and provide increased assistance
for the poor, until the spiral of expendi-
ture and lowered income brings us to a
depression which will make the current
economic situation look rather Ilike
prosperity.

The time to halt the cycle is now. The
Heritage Foundation study of the Fed-
eral budget helps to point the way by
providing a general theoretical justifi-
cation for budget restraint and reorder-
ing as well as concrete suggestions for
reducing the budget. Thosé of us who
hold elected office are very wary of of-
fending any constituents whose benefits
may be reduced by our actions. But we
must start somewhere, and I surmise that
if we act responsibly it will turn out not
to be so difficult to say “no” as we may
think. If we do not act now, we may over-
step that guantitative boundary beyond
which it is impossible to return to fiscal
sanity without major social upheaval.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to join with my distinguished
colleague from Colorado, Congressman
ARMSTRONG, in this special order on the
Federal budget. There is no more im-
portant issue facing the American people
today and my colleague is to be con-
gratulated for taking the lead on a
matter that is desperately in need of
some commonsense solutions,

Not since the days of the Great Depres-
sion has America faced an economic
situation as serious as the one we face
today. Regrettably, there are no easy
answers; -no solutions that do not in-
volve some degree of discomfiture for
some people.

For the first time in our history, Amer-
ica is faced with inflation and recession
oceuring simultaneously. For years, econ-
omists have told us that because of
increased Federal controls over the
economy it would be difficult, if not im-
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possible, to have another collapse like
the one that began in 1929. What they
did not tell the American people was
that these increased controls could so
interfere with the workings of the
marketplace that prices could rise and
productivity could fall simultaneously.
That is exactly what has happened.

Any time the supply of money in-
creases faster than the rate of produc-
tivity, prices will escalate. The reason
for that is simple. There is more money
available to buy fewer goods—relatively
speaking—which means that increased
demand for these goods pushes up the
price of them. Or as the classic defini-
tion runs, inflation is simply a case of
“too much money chasing too few
goods.”

A number of things can produce rising
prices but all deal, one way or another,
with this ratio of money to productivity,
For instance, when the Federal Govern-
ment spends more money than it takes
in, the deficit can be made up by in-
creasing taxes, selling bonds in the
private market, selling bonds to the Fed-
eral Reserve, or printing new money. The
first two have minimal impact on prices
since they do not increase the quantity
of money in circulation. The latter two
have a considerable impact however
since they do increase the amount of
money available to spend while failing
to provide for a corresponding increase
in productivity.

Likewise, if Government controls cut
down on the incentive to produce, or
make it more difficult to produce, the
same think will happen. There will be
more money chasing fewer goods. This is
why wage and price controls have been
notoriously ineffective in holding down
prices.

In the present situation, we have both
excessive Federal spending and mone-
tization of the debt as well as too much
Government regulation. This has pushed
prices up, interest rates up, has pre-
vented necessary capital formation to
create new jobs and increased produc-
tion, has made it almost impossible for
banks and businesses to plan for the fu-
ture, and has resulted in massive redis-
tribution of wealth by cheating creditors
out of their just due. As a result we have
a combination of inflation and recession.

Perhaps this problem could have been
avoided if we had dwelled a little less on
economic theory and a little more on
some of the older lessons of history.
America has become the most prosperous
and powerful Nation on Earth, not by
government doing things for people but
by people doing things for themselves.
Americans built this country, its business
and its industry, by the sweat of their
brow. The marketplace, uncluttered by
excessive governmental regulation, de-
termined success or failure through con-
sumer democracy. The law of supply and
demand ruled and ruled well; efficient
producers were rewarded and inefficient
ones fell by the wayside. Without undue
restrictions the lure of new markets at
home and abroad, gave the efficient pro-
ducer the incentive to expand and be-
come still more efficient. Then, with the
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emergence of interchangeable parts, the
assembly line, and new technology, we
became the world’s foremost agricultural
and industrial power. Of course, we were
lucky to have an abundance of resources,
but the key ingredient was freedom—
economic and political.

The Great Depression and the experi-
ence of World War II changed things.
America survived both to become the
preeminent world power economically
and militarily. But, at the same time,
many Americans who lived through those
traumatic years were determined that
their children would not have to face
the same experiences. The result was that
economic security became a goal coequal
to economic prosperity.

Since the free market, by definition,
involves a certain amount of risk, post-
war Americans in their search for eco-
nomic security sought to minimize those
risks by turning to the Federal Govern-
ment for protection. Gradually, regula-
tions and subsidies that were begun in
the 1930s as a response to the depression
were expanded to provide financial secu-
rity under very different circumstances
than existed during the depression.
Sooner or later, the internal inconsist-
ency of seeking economic security, which
necessitates a growth of Federal controls,
and economic prosperity, which involves
just the cpposite, was bound to catch up
with us. Unfortunately, in the drive for
security, many Americans forgot that
America was built by people taking risks
and doing things for themselves, not by
Government trying to protect them and
do an ever increasing number of things
for them.

The first signs of difficulty came about
as a result of the rapid increase in Fed-
eral spending. From a level of $9 billion
in fiscal year 1940, Federal spending in-
creased to $106 billion in fiscal year 1962,
to $211 billion in fiscal year 1971 and
then to $313 billion in fiscal year 1975.
Now, for fiscal year 1976, the administra-
tion is projecting a budget of at least
$350 billion, and I would not be at all
surprised if the final figure reaches $375
or $380 billion.

Unfortunately, Federal revenues have
not been able to keep pace with such
spending. Since the end of World War
II, there have been only seven budget
surpluses, totaling $23.4 billion, ¢ m-
pared to 22 budget deficits that add up to
an astronomical $200 billion. As a con-

sequence, the national debt has soared .

from $268.7 billion in 1946 to a level of
$501.6 billion today. Also, as a conse-
quence, the 124-percent rise in the na-
tional debt has been more than matched
by a 186-percent rise in the cost of liv-
ing over the same period.

Alarming as those figures are, the pic-
ture for 1976 and beyond is even more
grim. The anticipated deficit for fiscal
year 1976 started in January at $45 bil-
lion, jumped by February to $51.9 billion,
by March to $56.5 billion, and is still
rising, Such a figure is surpassed—at
least for the moment—only by the World
War II produced deficit of $57.4 billion
in 1943, and is greater than any peace-
time budget prior to 1952. Worse yet, it
is anticipated that, for the next few
veara. at least, we will see budgets with
similar deficits.
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Not only do these huge deficits pro-
duce large jumps in both the national
debt and the cost of living, but they also
have a negative impact on the avail-
ability of capital for investment. There
is only so much capital to go around and
according to Secretary of the Treasury,
William Simon, governments—Federal,
State, and local—will require 80 percent
of what is available in fiscal year 1976
Jjust to cover the deficits projected at the
time of the President’s state of the Union
message. That leaves only 20 percent for
business and industry which will mean
higher interest rates, disintermediation,
and insufficient funds to finance the ex-
pansion and modernization programs so
essential to increased productivity, high-
er employment, and economic recovery.
And if the Federal deficit reaches $75 to
$80 billion, which many experts are now
predicting, there will be virtually no
capital for the private sector.

Of course, as I mentioned earlier, the
lack of capital is not the only barrier to
increased productivity. The proliferation
of Federal rules and regulations is an-
other major obstacle which, like Federal
spending, has grown alarmingly in re-
cent years. In more prosperous times, the
free enterprise system itself was con-
sidered the consumers best protection
against shoddy goods; nowadays, Gov-
ernment has taken upon itself to protect
people not only from others but from
themselves. One can not even start a car
these days without some buzzer remind-
ing him, in some cases forcing him, to
buckle his seatbelt.

Of course, all these things cost
money—which means higher prices. In
addition, all the redtape and paperwork
businesses must put up with in order fo
get a permit or a license costs mil-
lions of dollars that could have otherwise
been spent for plant expansion or equip-
ment acquisition. For instance, a recent
study revealed that Federal paper push-
ing requirements today—exclusive of
bank and IRS forms—account for 130
million man-hours annually. Moreover,
many of the rules and regulations pro-
mulgated by various Federal regulatory
agencies put a damper on competition
rather than stimulate it as was originally
intended.

Perhaps the best examples of this are
the Interstate Commerce Commission,
ICC, the Federal Communications Com-
mission, FCC, and the Civil Aeronautics
Board, CAB. In their respective areas,
each has preempted the free market sys-
tem by helping determine who gets what
piece of the business and how they shall
run it. Moreover, both the ICC and the
CAB engage in rate regulation that
amounts to price-fixing just as surely as
if a single company had developed a
monopoly over the truck, railroad, or air-
line industry. i

For example, if one buys an airline tick-
et in California to fiy from Los Angeles
to San Francisco, it costs $16.50. Yet if
the same ticket is purchased in New
York, where it becomes subject to CAB
confrol, the cost is $23. Moreover, it is
estimated that, without the CARB, airline
fares from New York to Los Angeles and
from Washington to Chicago could be re-
duced $73 and $19, respectively. I know
that if I could save $38 on a roundtrip
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ticket every time I went back to my dis-
trict, I would certainly be encouraged to
buy more consumer goods and thus do
my bit to stimulate productivity.

Instead of a truly competitive system,
what has emerged is a systemn that in-
creasingly shuts new entrepreneurs out
and jeopardizes the survival of estab-
lished businessmen by denying them the
right to do things as efficiently as they
might and by adding arbitrarily to their
costs and thus the costs of the consumer.
To cite an example, one of the repre-
sentatives from the auto industry re-
cently testified in Washington that the
cost of mandated safety features plus
emission controls will add $1,200 to the
cost of “economy” model cars by 1978.
All of this, of course, simply fuels the
fires of inflation and leads successively to
reduced purchasing power lower demand
for goods, cutbacks in production, un-
employment and finally recession.

Trying to beat inflation by increasing

the benefits paid to people under various
income support programs, or by provid-
ing makework jobs is ineffective because
it aggravates the basic problem. Ex-
penditures of this sort contribute to
greater deficits, increased deficits mean
more inflation, more inflation means
more business failures and unemploy-
ment, all of which creates a vicious circle
that can only end in depression. To put
the prime emphasis on fighting recession
instead of inflation is to fight symptoms
instead of causes or be like the dog chas-
ing its tail. The effort is doomed to failure
and all Americans, including the recip-
ients of increased benefits are likely to
come out losers in the long run. A more
appropriate remedy would be to increase
productivity while reducing the spend-
ing deficits that cause inflation.
_ As long as increased Federal spending
is combined with expanded governmen-
tal regulation of the economy, the in-
gredients are present for not just a reces-
sion but for a major economic disaster.
Yet, instead of an allout effort to cut the
budget, Congress, which has been con-
trolled by the Democratic Party 40 of
the last 44 years, has been leading the
charge in favor of rolling up bigger budg-
et deficits. When the previous adminis-
tration tried to hold down spending, Con-
gress did everything it could to thwart
those efforts. Now, when the present ad-
ministration requests rescissions and de-
ferral Congress rejects all but a small
percentage of them. Other examples of
recent congressional unwillingness to
exercise fiscal responsibility include the
tax reduction hills passed by the House
and Senate, the support expressed for
an even larger public service employment
program, the calls for an expanded pub-
lic works program and the refusal to go
along with a reasonable cut in the run-
away food stamp program.

As far as cutting back on Federal
regulation is concerned, the picture is
scarcely brighter. Today we have 12 de-
partments and 75 agencies strangling
business. We have created 20 new agen-
cies just since 1967 and if that were
not enough, Congress is again con-
templating the passage of a Consumer
Protection Act which, if it takes
the form of the bill that was
killed last year, would create a consumer
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superagency with the power to drag other
Federal regulatory agencies into court.
For the businessman who is already at
a loss when dealing with Federal regu-
latory agencies, the prospect of one
agency’s rulings being challenged by yet
another agency is almost too much to
contemplate. There is no way they can
plan for the future if they are left in
constant doubt as to what they can or
cannot do and when they can or cannot
do it. Of course, the ultimate loser will
be the very consumer whom the Con-
sumer Protection Agency is supposed to
protect.

I intend, in the not-too-distant future,
to present specific proposals to cut the
budget and to reduce, or eliminate alto-
gether, those Federal regulatory agen-
cies that help contribute to both infla-
tion and recession. These are top priority
items and I hope Congress will act af-
firmatively on them as soon as possible.

In addition to these measures, I would
agree with those who argue that the
economy needs a boost in the form of a
tax cut. On the surface, it would seem
that a tax cut at this time would run
counter to a policy of reducing the Fed-
eral deficit, but the proper type of tax cut
will more than pay for itself in increased
tax revenues generated by the economic
recovery thus stimulated. This is what
happened when taxes were cut in 1964
and, if properly done, I think the same
thing could happen today. Certainly, it
is better to give private enterprise a
boost and let it create productive new
jobs than it is to spend the same amount
of money on unproductive make-work
jobs, unemployment benefits, or welfare.

Another reason a tax cut is such a
good idea is that taxes are too high al-
ready. The average American pays out
approximately one-third of his income
in the form of direct taxes to all levels of
government and the percentage is rising
all the time. This past year, while food
costs were rising by 12 percent, housing
costs 13 percent, and fuel costs 14 per-
cent, taxes rose a whopping 25 percent.
If people are to have the money to spend
on goods and if companies are to have
the capital to produce those goods, then
we need to turn the tax trend around so
that more money is available to the pri-
vate sector. As it is now, there is little
incentive to produce when so large a por-
tion of one’s earnings are going to the
government in the form of taxes.

The question is, therefore—what con-
stitutes a beneficial tax cut?

After examining the tax cut bills that
have passed the House and Senate it
seems to me we are missing the mark.
The bill passed by the House, for in-
stance, is not really a tax bill that will
help stimulate the economy; rather it is
more of an income redistribution bill that
will give the primary benefits to those
who are the least likely to make the pur-
chases that will get the country’s econ-
omy moving again.

Objectively, it is the person in the
$10,000 to $20,000 a year earnings bracket
who carries the heaviest tax burden. Yet,
according to AFL-CIO estimates, HR.
2166 will be of no benefit to those in that
income bracket despite the fact they
constitute over 46 percent of all taxpay-
ers. No one is denying that low-income

families have been hurt by inflation. But,
from an economic recovery standpoint,
giving them the bulk of the tax rebates
is not going to help any more than giving
rebates to the very wealthy.

For this, and a number of other rea-
sons, I voted against H.R. 2166 when it
came before the House of Representa-
tives. The bill not only dealt ineguitably
with middle-income Americans on whom
economic recovery depends, but it failed
to include revenue-producing features
that would offset the tax losses resulting
from the rebates. Furthermore, the bill
included language to end the oil deple-
tion allowance, language that should
have been considered as a separate meas-
ure rather than as part of this tax bill.

A far more effective method of tax re-
form, and one that would be fair to
neople in all income brackets, would be
what is known as tax indexing. Tying
such things as tax rates, standard de-
ductions, personal exemptions, deprecia-
tion allowances, and interest rates paid
by the U.S. Government to the cost of
living would give the American taxpayer
protection against higher taxes due solely
to inflation. As it stands now, wage in-
creases in response to inflation simply
push people into higher tax brackets
without adding to their purchasing
power. As a consequence, an ever-in-
creasing share of their income is paid
out in taxes.

According to Dr. William J. Fellner, a
former member of the President’s Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, personal in-
come tax payments in 1974 increased $8
billion and corpeorate tax payments went
up to almost $20 billion, simply on the
basis of inflation. However, if Congress
were to pass the tax indexing bill spon-
sored to date by 35 Members, myself in-
cluded, the savings to the American tax-
payer would come to some $17.6 billion.
Such a cut would be in the same ball
park as the tax cut recommended by the
President.

Tax indexing has one other advantage.
It takes away from the Government
any incentive it might have to promote
inflation. With almost $28 billion com-
ing in last year as a result of inflation,
it is easy to see how such an incentive
could develop within the Federal bu-
reaucracy. Whether it has or not is an-
other question, but by enacting a tax
indexing bill we would make the answer
academic.

Obviously, there are other measures
that could, or should, be considered
within the context of unraveling the
mess into which we have enmeshed our-
selves. Certainly energy is one of these.
But, rather than get bogged down in an
effort to solve all our problems at once, I
think we need to attack the most im-
mediate problem first. And that problem
is the cruel one of inflation and its hand-
maiden, recession.

The cure will not be easy but if we
work on the premises that Federal spend-
ing must be cut, Federal regulation must
be reduced, and tax cuts must be used
to stimulate economic recovery, rather
than to redistribute income, we will
make the greatest progress in the short-
est time in dealing with our immediate

dilemma. More importantly, we will re-
establish the economic vigor and

iy
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strength that made the United States
the envy of the world.

Mr. BAFALIS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to have the opportunity today
of participating in this special order on
the budget problems of the Nation. Since
coming to the Congress over 2 years ago,
this subject has been my major concern.
Unfortunately, it does not seem that too
many other Members of Congress, or at
least not a majority, share my coneern in
this matter. And, in my mind, that is in-
deed tragic because those elected to posi-
tions in the House and Senate are those
charged with the responsibility of chart-
ing the economie path this Nation will
take. At the present time, we are travel-
ing a very rocky road—and a very dan-
gerous one. It is my sincere hope that,
through special orders such as this, and
through constituent mail, and the actual
course of economic events, we will be
able to convert those who now advo-
cate Government spending—huge deficit
spending-—as the cure-all for our Nation.

Mr, Speaker, I would argue that the
ever-increasing national debts from the
past 20 to 30 years are, indeed, a sad
commentary on our political structure
and our political leadership. And while
some might argue that budgets are made
by the executive branch, and not the leg-
islative branch, I would say to them that
the Congress and the Congress alone has
the power to appropriate moneys. There-
fore, the end responsibility lies here in
this Chamber and the one which this
adjoins, the Senate.

It has recently come to light that sev-
eral Presidentizl campaign committees
from the 1972 campaigns left their credi-
tors with very substantial losses—the
telephone companies being the chief fall
guys in this matter. While these former
candidates go about their daily business
here in the Congress, consumers every-
where are having to pick up the tab for
their hundreds of thousands of dollars
of bad debts. This coupled with the sad
track record of the Congress in matters
of fiscal responsibility, could lead the
Nation to conclude that politicians sim-
ply are not responsible at all. What a
tragedy. For the people in the Halls of
Congress should be the most responsible
men and women in the country since
they are charged with the sole responsi-
bility of the fiscal stability of this Nation.

The problem of fiscal irresponsihility
is compounded at the national level, of
course, by the fact that the Federal Gov-
ernment can “‘create” money to monetize
Federal deficits, and that the Congress
is beseiged by professional economists
skillful at confusing economic matters to
such an extent as to make many legis-
lators believe that deficits are really a
good thing—or at least they are if you
control the printing presses that print
the money. As a member of the House
Ways and Means Committee, I have
seen this first hand, and it is indeed
frightening.

In this connection, Mr. Speaker, it is
interesting to compare the records of
certain of the Nation’s Governors in re-
cent months. Several of them who were

elected on liberal platforms have sud-
denly discovered that their States are

facing considerable deficits. What are
they to do with them? A major differ-
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ence between a State government and
the Federal Government is, of course,
that the State government cannot create
money as the Federal Government can.
This forces Governors to confront the
choice of either raising taxes outright—
and in this economic situation this is
hardly a tenable choice—of or cutting
back governmental spending. And, in
this case, almost all of them are con-
centrating on cutting back the expendi-
tures of State government because they
realize this is the only way they can be
fiscally responsible.

Perhaps in this difference of approach
between political leaders at the State
and national level, we can read out one
or two valuable lessons. One is that State
political leaders will respond to fiscal
discipline if they must—but since na-
tional political leaders are not subjected
to the same fiscal discipline they often
make bad decisions leading to horren-
dous budget deficits which are at the
heart of the vicious inflation which has
plagued our economy for the past 3
years. Another lesson is that, given the
stark choice between increasing taxes
and diminishing governmental services,
the latter is still the politically more
palatable choice—if, that is, those are
the only two choices available. It is the
availability of the third was—that of
starting up the printing presses to

finance deficit spending—which makes
national leaders so weak in dealing with
fiscal matters.

It is my sincere hope that the national
political leaders, here in this House will
finally realize the necessity of making

these tough decisions. For many, it has
been a long time since they voted against
a single appropriations bill. While this
is one way to make everybody happy, it
is a total abandonment of the responsi-
bility we were charged with when sworn
in as Members of this body. This Nation
is in desperate need of political leaders
who are willing to say no when it is not
in the best interest of the Nation. And
deficit spending is not in the best in-
terest of this Nation.

Mr. HAGEDORN., Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank my able colleague for call-
ing this special order today, so that we
can discuss a subject foremost in the
minds of Americans and, of course, of
our Nation’s leaders. Evidence of this
country’s economic distress meets us
daily in our personal lives. “Uncle Sam”
meets these problems each day, too. But
while the average citizen has adjusted
and handled his fiscal problems fairly
well, “Uncle Sam" has bungled his.

In calls for reversal of today’s economic
trends, we have heard it said repeatedly
that “something must be done,” or “the
time to act is now,” and so on. Those
phrases sound fine, but all too often they
have been nothing more than empty
rhetoric. Hopefully, today’s colloquy on
budgetary matters will inspire corrective
action by the Congress, for we must bear
much of the blame for the current crisis,
and only we have the power to initiate
effective remedies.

Now what has happened to cause this
fianancial chaos? Primarily, excessive
Government spending. The first $100 bil-
lion budget was reached after 186 years
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as a nation. It took only 9 more years for
the country to require a $200 billion
budget for its operation. A $300 billion
budget was needed almost overnighi—
after 3 more years.

The United States is in the throes of
what I call the credit card crunch. A gen-
eration of Americans has been weaned on
the use of the credit card; and it appears
as if Uncle Sam has fallen into the habit
of carrying a pocketiul of these. This may
be a convenient plan for private citizens
if handled properly. But the bills must be
paid, and paid promptly. “Uncle Sam”
has charged on his accounts, and he has
often failed to pay his bills. And the
interest he owes as a result is staggering.
In fiscal year 1976, $34.4 billion will be
needed just to pay the interest on the
public debt. This amount is up by more
than $3 billion from the past year, fiscal
year 1975,

Furthermore, a balance sheet today
would show considerably more red ink
than is healthy. In recent years, a deficit
has been written into the Federal budget
as an accepted fact. Yet, by no means
should its existence be deemed accept-
able. A budget deficit of $30 billion plus
is simply not responsible, and one hardly
knows what to call a deficit which ap-
proaches $80 billion, as does the one for
fiscal year 1976. With that kind of yearly
increase, the mind staggers over what
the deficit may be by the year 2000.

We have no right to saddle our chil-
dren with this burden of debt. It is our
duty to preserve that system for which
we have asked them time and time again
to give their lives. We call on them to
fight our wars, and they have fought
valiantly throughout our Nation's his-
tory. We owe it to them to hand over this
country in the best shape possible; we
ghould not ask them to pay our bills.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank our colleague Mr. Arm-
sTroNG for taking this time to discuss a
very important issue—the Federal budg-
et—and a landmark study on the sub-
ject, the Heritage Foundation’s “An Other
Budget—Toward a Reordering of Na-
tional Priorities” by Charles Moser and
Arthur Carol.

Mr. Speaker there is one aspect of our
current economic situation which I be-
lieve deserves particular attention. Con-
siderable discussion has been given to the
fact that inflation is a result of Govern-
ment action because inflation results from
an increase in the money supply and
only the Government can create money.
Aside from issuing fiat money—that is
money which has nothing of value back-
ing it—there is one very simple way in
which a government such as ours which
is not on a gold standard can increase the
money supply. That is by deficit spending.

It is a matter of elementary economics,
but let me outline the process as a back-
ground against which to frame the point
I want to make. First, the Federal Gov-
ernment spends more money than it takes
in. This deficit is then financed with bor-
rowed money, obtained primarily from
the sale of Government bonds. These
bonds, in turn, are purchased by private
investors, primarily private banks which
then resell them to the Federal Reserve.
The Federal Reserve can issue new paper
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money or credit to pay for the bonds and
to the extent this option is exercised
there is an increase in the money sup-
ply. The additional new money in circula-
tion makes each dollar worth less, caus-
ing pressure for higher prices and lead-
ing in turn to a demand for higher wages.
All the economic theorizing to the con-
trary notwithstanding, there simply are
no other significant factors which cause
inflation.

And most of us are aware by now that
the Government causes inflation. But the
point I want to emphasize today is that,
as a result of mistaken Government ef-
forts to eurb inflation we now have not
only inflation but recession. Why? Again,
it is quite simple. Responding to nearly
s decade of worsening inflation, in
1971-72 the Government imposed wage
and price controls, but went merrily on
piling vp new deficits. Thus, the money
supply continued to increase but prices
and wages could not increase to com-
pensate for the decreasing value of the
dollar. The result—predictable to any
precocious 10-year-old—was economic
stagnation, growing unemployment and
recession, accompanied by continued
though somewhat less severe inflation.

My point, then, is that Government
efforts to resolve a problem of its own
creation resulted in exacerbation of the
problem.

When is Congress going to learn that
we cannot manipulate our way ocut of
this situation by some sort of legislative
magic or economic miracle working?
Through a failure of discipline and re-
sponsibility we—and the people—will
have to face up to the hard choices.
Those choices are two in number: Fiscal
belt tightening now or economic collapse
at some point in the not-so-distant fu-
ture. Balanced Federal budgets are a
remedy that will indeed be painful before
the disease is cured. But they are the
remedy. It is, as Milton Friedman has
so colorfully put it, like going on the
wagon. Let me quote him:

Technically, inflation isn't terribly difficult
to stop. (But) ... when you start to take
some actlon against inflation ... the bad
effects are felt right away. People are out
of work. Interest rates go up. Money gets
tight. It's unpleasant. Only later do the
good effects of an end to rising prices show
up. The problem is getting through the pain-
ful cure without wanting another drink. The
greatest difficulty in curtailing inflation is
that aifter a while, people begin to think
they'd rather have the sickness than the
cure. What they don't realize is that once
the cure has taken effect, it’s possible to have
both economic growth and price stability.

The irony is that as a resulf of a year
and a half of wage and price controls,
we are experiencing the withdrawal ef-
fects Friedman describes but we are no
farther along the road to a cure. In fact,
we are worse off than we were prior to
1971-72.

‘Wage and price controls do not con-
stitute viable action against inflation.
They freat symptoms, not causes. They
have about the same effect as a band-aid
Oon a cancer.

The Heritage Foundation, which pub-
lished the “Other Budget” we are dis-
cussing today, has also published a mon-
ograph by Robert Schuettinger entitled
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“A Brief Survey of Wage and Price Con-
trols from 2800 B.C. to A.D. 1952,” which
demonstirates that throughout history,
wage and price controls have never
worked and, in fact, invariably cause
worse problems than they resolve. Yet we
keep using them.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress has a his-
toric chance to prove that democratic
government can deal with economic
crises in a fashion that leads out of the
morass rather than deeper into it. We
have been provided with a searching
analysis of what is wrong with our pres-
ent priorities end how we can make the
budget cuts necessary to begin bringing
expenditures in line with reasonable rev-
enues. It is up to us to heed the warning
signs and act in a responsible fashion.
If we do not, we will bear a heavy re-
sponsibility for the hardships that will
ultimately befall this Nation.

I for one have had enough of the per-
missiveness of economic advisors who
tell us we can solve the problems created
by deficits by increasing the size of those
deficits. I have had enough of the Polly
Anna's who keep telling us economic re-
covery is right around the corner. The
longer we delay in taking responsible ac-
tion, the more prolonged will be the with-
drawal.

Let us get on with it.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, the guestion
of economic regulation has become a sore
point in recent months, especially during
the inflationary period of the last 2 years.
Persuasive evidence exists that the sort
of economic regulation indulged in by
the Civil Aeronautics Board and the In-
terstate Commerce Commission imposes
vast costs upon the economy in addition
to the direct costs of actually administer-
ing the regulating agencies.

Periodically over the past 25 years,
Presidents have requested studies of the
regulatory agencies with an eye to re-
form, but none of these studies has led
to very much. President Ford is the latest
in that line of Chief Executives to request
such a reevaluation, and let us hope that
this time more reform will ensue.

The regulators seem to have been stung
a little by the outery this time, and some
of the commissioners of the I€C have
been giving speeches full of dire predic-
tions of chaos and dark night if regula-
tion is even eased, much less eliminated.
Removing regulation, they say, would be
like abolishing traffic lights—carnage and
economic destruction would ensue. That
is the standard argument of the regu-
lators.

However, no amount of bureaucratic
rhetoric can conceal the fact that the
ICC is in the business of restricting com-
petition, preventing the free market
from providing consumers the most for
their hard-earned dollars. By fixing
transportation rates at artificial levels,
the ICC is fixing the price of the goods
being transported.

The ICC came into being in 1887 to
regulate the railroads in the “public in-
terest,” as there was no air or motor
transportation at that time. Historical
research has pretty well established now
that the railroads wished to be regulated,
because they had been unable until then
to maintain a private cartel,
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In 1975, however, it turns out that the
railroads have seen the light. But it may
be too late for the railroads, because in
their mismanaged state of regulation,
they have begun to collapse at an alarm-
ing rate.

The merger of the Pennsylvania and
the New York Central in 1968 was hailed
then as the solution to their problems,
put now the combined line is in such
sorry financial condition that it has had
to obtain emergency fiscal aid from the
Congress just recently, and several other
lines are also seeking extensive Govern-
ment subsidies.

The establishment of Amtrak for pas-
senger service and ConRail, a Govern-
ment corporation for freight, I am
afraid, point the way toward the ulitmate
resolution of the whole problem: Na-
tionalization.

Note that I said nationalization was
the “resolution” of the problem, not the
“solution.” Nationalization will be even
worse than regulation from the economic
point of view, except that the losses will
now be covered by the public purse and
the inflation in costs will be even worse.

Some may object that the trains were
pretty much on the way out, anyway, and
so were not economically viable. I do not
believe this, but if it is so, then the Con-
gress is foolish indeed to subsidize failing
railroads and try to make a go of
Amtrak.

‘We may also consider the situation of
the airliner under CAB regulation. Cer-
tainly as far as passenger service goes
the airlines are quite competitive. Yet,
as is often pointed out, since the CAB
was founded in 1938 not a single new air-
line has been permitted to enter inter-
state commerce, and now we find such
giant corporations as Pan American in
much the same straits as the railroads.
They need vast subsidies from the Gov-
ernment, they say, if they are to survive,
despite the Federal subsidies which have
already been put into such things as the
construction of airports.

I fear, Mr. Speaker, that economic
regulation is simply an intermediate step
between genuinely free enterprise and
nationalization of the sort exemplified
by the Postal Service, which surely ranks
very low on anyone’s list of efficient
enterprises. The Heritage Foundation’s
“Other Budget” says in this connection:

At this stage of the history of the regula-
tory agencies, we are probably approaching a
crossroads: we may continue or intensify
the regulation of private industiries and
move toward the nationalization of a large
segment of the economy; or we may work
for the deregulation of those industries and
restore and strengthen the workings of the
free market economy.

I urge that we begin to look at the
budgets of the regulatory agencies very
carefully indeed, with the intention of
before long either eliminating them alto-
gether or drastically reducing their
reach.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, this colloguy
gives us a valuable opportunity to talk
about the problems of the budget.

Too often when the time comes to vote
on individual appropriations bills, we
become so involved with specific spend-
ing questions that we have inadequate
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discussion on the larger questions of
spending policy.

The most relevant question to be raised
about the budget is the relationship
between military expenditures and do-
mestic spending. We are told often that
our priorities may be all wrong, that we
should be spending more and more to
meet human needs within our country.
And yet I submit to you that if a govern-
ment is worthy of the name, it has to
guarantee both internal order—which
means the individual safety of its citi-
zens—and its sovereignty in the inter-
national arena.

Things being as they are in this world,
national sovereignty cannot be guaran-
teed by speeches or smiles, but only by
military preparedness and the willing-
ness to allocate more to maintain our
military strength if necessary.

Now, it is true that a healthy economy
is required to maintain an adequate mili-
tary posture. If we compare, however,
Japan—which has a health economy but
virtually no military establishment—
with the Soviet Union—whose economy
is limping but has a mammoth military
establishment—we see which country is
a factor in the military arena—the
Soviet Union. When it comes to stand-
ing up for its international interests,
Japan simply is not in the running at
the moment, whereas the Soviet Union
has the capability of imposing its will
at a considerable distance from its fron-
tiers, Military confrontations are re-
solved, unhappily, by tanks; not by tele-
vision sets.

In view of all this, Mr. Speaker, it is
curious indeed to observe the persistent
emphasis upon the downgrading of our
military capacity, the inevitable conse-
quence of much of what is being pro-
posed.

Our military expenditures, after all,
in a rational world should bear some re-
lations to the expenditures of our chief
antagonist of the moment, which is the
Soviet Union. Even the architects of
détente proclaim that it cannot work in
the long run unless we maintain our mili-
tary strength roughly at parity with that
of the Soviet Union. Yet what has
happened?

Over the last decade the Soviet Union's
defense expenditures have increased by
some 40 percent and its number of men
under arms has risen, while the U.S. de-
fense outlays have declined almost 20
percent in real terms since 1964 and the
number of men under arms has dwindled.
‘What is important here, of course, is not
so much the defense establishments of
each country in absolute terms as the
direction in which they are moving. The
Soviets are clearly building, while we are
declining.

The dynamics of this process are
clearly visible in geographical terms.
Soviet power is now expanding into the
Indian Ocean, it is well established in
the eastern Mediterranean, and now,
most recent reports have it, the Soviet
navy may establish itself partly on the
southwestern flank of Europe, in Portu-
gal. Concurrently, the American military
presence has dwindled. Our watchword
seems to have become “withdrawal.” But
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nature abhors a vacuum, and Soviet
power enters where we have left.

Mr. Speaker, the international balance
of power continues to shift markedly
against us and in favor of the Soviet
Union. I submit that this is in very large
measure the result of the order of priori-
ties which the Congress of the United
States has followed in recent years in
placing domestic welfare programs above
the national security. The recently pub-
lished Heritage Foundation study of the
fiscal 1976 budget, called “An Other
Budget: Toward a Reordering of.Na-
tional Priorities,” puts the situation very
well when it says:

A relatively small investment in absolute
terms in research will enable us to main-
tain the gualitative edge which gives us mil-
itary equality with the Soviet Union despite
out drastically reduced defense budgets. If we
truly believe that the first function of gov-
ernment is to provide for the common de-
fense, then we must be willing to make the
necessary sacrifices.

Our high priority, then, must be the
support of defenses for the Nation which
will ensure its sovereign survival in a
still risky and dangerous world.

The maintenance of internal and ex-
ternal order is the first responsibility of
government. When that responsibility is
met, we may concern ourselves with the
other objectives of government.

Mr, LOTT. Mr. Speaker, many Mem-
bers of this body complain of the dif-
ficulty of getting new legislation and in-
novative programs through the maze of
procedural obstacles which we as a legis-
lature have established. But when we
stop to examine the guestion a bit more
closely, we suddenly discover that it is
often even more difficult to repeal or re-
duce an existing program than it is to put
a new one through. An existing program
has a definite clientele, after all: it has
the Federal employees who are paid to
administer it, and the members of the
general public who have benefited or
expect to benefit from it. All such people
have an emphatic vested interest in the
program's continuation, and frequently
are skilled at painting horrendous pic-
tures of the consequences of its termina-
tion or reduction.

All this means that, once a program
has been funded and established, it ac-
quires something resembling a life of
its own. The general expectation in Con-
gress is that, unless it has done some
marked disservice to the public or was in-
disputably designed to be a temporary
program, the program will continue o be
funded at a rising rate—in the case of
new programs just being started up—or
at least at a rate very like that prevailing
in preceding years.

Actually, if budgets were held to pre-
vailing levels, at least some of the fiscal
explosion we have recently observed in
the Federal budget would not have oc-
curred. It develops, though, when we in-
spect the budget more closely, that some
long-established governmental institu-
tions have suddenly become great con-
sumers of funds. One of the more re-
markable examples of this recently is the
Smithsonian Institution. When President
Ford requested almost $103 million for
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salaries and expenses for the Smithso-
nian in fiscal 1976, he was requesting a
figure nearly double what it had taken
to run the Smithsonian only 3 years be-
fore, in fiscal 1973. Then it took only
about $53 million. Now it may be that
there were valid reasons from the Smith-
sonians point of view for such a steep
increase, but if Congress regards the in-
crease from an overall perspective, it may
be excused if it is a little less than eager
to increase the funding for the Smith-
sonian.

Mr. Speaker, I have no intention of
picking a quarrel with the Smith-
sonian as such. The point I am trying
to make is that even such a long estab-
lished institution is apparently beginning
to run almost under its own power, and
Congress evidently lacks the will to keep
it within bounds. Most other Federal pro-
grams have exactly the same attributes
as the Smithsonian. Almost any Federal
employee who works for an agency must
be convinced that it does something
worthwhile, that it produces benefits in
return for the expenditures lavished up-
on it. Federal employees are located often
in Washington, and in any case have
good communications with Washington:
the agency appears before Congressional
hearings, and often is represented by
people who are hired for the express pur-
pose of maintaining good relations with
the Congress. Its chief officers speak for
it, of course maintaining that the prob-
lem it was designed to deal with is indeed
being eliminated, but unquestionably it
is still sufficiently severe as to warrant
still greater investment in its elimination.

S0 Congress, naturally enough wishing
to remain on the safe side and cover
itself against accusations that it is doing
too little to cope with a serious problem
which a previous Congress has enshrined,
provides more money for the agency.
Thus bureaucracies continue to exist and
to expand indefinitely.

Mr. Speaker, I contend that we need
to adopt a quite new approach to the
existing bureaucracy of the executive
branch especially. The recent Heritage
Foundation budget study which has been
the object of comment here today formu-
lates a general principle for an approach
to the bureaucracy which more of us
should follow: “One could make it a rule
of thumb,” the study says:

That any bueaucracy is overstaffed, and
that it should always be the bureaucracy’s
task to show positive need for additional
salary and expense appropriations. Instead,
the assumption of those who compile ad-
ministration budget requests seems to be
that allocations for salaries and administra-
tive expenses should usually rise sharply,

When one merely glances through the
appendix to the President’s budget, one
can only wonder at the immense multi-
plicity of Federal programs already in
existence. Has not the time come to take
a really hard look at even the long-estab-
lished programs with an eye to cutting
them back? I suspect that if some Fed-
eral agencies really believed they were in
danger of being eliminated, they would
suddenly become much more responsive
to the wishes of the public—and this in
addition to the fact that we could reap
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considerable budget savings as well, but,

lopping off unneeded Government posi-

tions. The weight of Federal, State, and
local government is becoming more and
more intolerable to the taxpayer.

Let us then in our respective commit-
tees examine the budget requests of even
long established agencies with a sharp
eye. When we do, we may discover that
this budget is not so “uncontrollable” as
it might seem on the surface of things.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to call the attention of the Members
to an article in Vital Speeches of the
Day by the Honorable William E, Simon,
Secretary of the Treasury.

I believe Secretary Simon’s remarks
are especially significant following to-
day's special order discussions.

The speech follows:

Tae ForelcN AwD DomesTiIc EcoNoMIc QOut-
LOOK:! INTERNATIONAL PAYMENTS AND CoO-
OPERATION

(By William E. Simon, Secretary of the

Treasury of the United States)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Joint
Economic Committee: It is a pleasure to ap~
pear again before your distinguished Com-
mittee. These sessions provide a valuable
opportunity to review the economic and fi-
nancial developments of the recent past and
to discuss appropriate policies for the future.

We have no shortage of problems fo deal
with this year. The economy is in recession
while intolerably high rates of inflation stiil
persist, At the same time, we must take
drastic steps to reduce our dependence upon
foreign oil. These same three problems of
recession, inflation, and high-priced oil also
dominate the international scene and we
must continue to work with our friends
abroad in search of acceptance solutions.

Our discussions today take place within
the context of three recent events: the form-~
ulation and submission by President Ford
of a comprehensive program to cope with
the interrelated problems of the economy
and energy; the submission by the President
of the budget for the coming fiscal year;
and the release yesterday of President Ford's
first economic report. The main elements of
the Administration’s program are familiar to
you and I will not take your time this morn-
ing to review this program at any length.
It does seem to me that your Committee Is
uniquely equipped to take a broad view of
our economic situation and possible remedies,
and it is to these that I wish to turn initially.

We have an economy with a short-run
problem of recession and a continuing prob-
lem of inflation. There iz no doubt about
the recession; it may very well turn out to
be the longest and deepest decline since
Waorld War II. There is also no doubt about
the inflation. It dwarfs anything that we
have experienced in our peacetime history,
Both of these conditions must be brought
under control.

Much of the current discussion concen-
trates almost exclusively upon the recession.
This is understandable. Falling output and
rising unemployment create economic hard-
ship, which would be Intolerable if continued
for too long a period. Real output declined
at a 9 percent annual rate in the fourth
quarter and is again falling sharply during
the current quarter. Unemployment rose
above 7 percent by the close of last year
and will probably exceed 8 percent this year
before beginning a gradual decline. For 1875
as a whole the unemployment rate Is likely
to average close to 8 percent, far above last
year's 5.6 percent.

The trend through the year, however,
should be distinctly better than last year.
In 1974, output was falling rapidly by the
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end of the year. By the end of this year,
output will be rising. In 1974, the rate of
inflation was in double digits by the eund
of the year. By the end of this year, It will
be well below 10 percent. The Economic Re-
port provides our best estimates on outpuf,
prices, and employment. As in other recent
years, our own estimates are close to the
consensus of private economic forecasts.

The forecasts may not be altogether con-
vineing. Last year's forecasts—our own and
most others—called for output to rise and
inflation to fall in the second half of the
year. That was not the way it turned out.
Now, with the good news once again sched-
uled for the second half of the year and the
bad news here In the present, some skepti-
cism is inevitable.

Our case for a recovery in the second half
of this year rests primarily upon cyclical
forces. Inflation caused the supply of mort-
gage credit to dry up and sent the housing
industry into a tailspin. With inflation grad-
ually receding now, and the economy soft,
short-term interest rates have declined
sharply. This has renewed the inflow of funds
to the thrift institutions and provided the
essentlial precondition for a housing upturn.

inflation also cut deeply into the real in-
come of consumers as prices transferred in-
come from most consumers to growers of
grain and sugar and to owners of oil both
here and abroad. Inflation also cut indirectly
into real disposable income through higher
effective rates of taxation. As a consequence,
real consumer purchases fell 3 percent in the
past year. However, now that the pattern of
wage settlements has accelerated and the rate
of inflation is subsiding, the real income of
workers should be on the upgrade agaln in
1975, This, in turn, should lead to an in-
crease in consumer spending, providing an-
other element of support for the general eco-
nomic recovery.

A third cyclical element that should turn
around during the year is inventory invest-

ment. Businessmen are liquidating excessive
stocks now, not only in the automobile in-
dustry but also in s wide range of other in-
dustries. Since final demands in the economy

will not fall away precipitously—for many
reasons, including the automatic stabllizers
built into our budget—the decline in inven-
tory investment will end and will turn
around and become a positive economic fac-
tor once again.

Thus housing, consumer spending and in-
ventory investment will all be contributing
to a recovery from the recession during 1975,

There have been 5 cyclical contractions in
the postwar period, 27 in the past 120 years.
We have survived them all. From every in-
dication, the present contraction will fall
within the accustomed postwar pattern. I
think there is no prospect whatscever of a
long and deep economic downturn on the
scale of the 1930s,

Nonetheless, we are not prepared simply to
let nature take its course. The Federal Re-
serve has already eased monetry conditions
substantially. Similarly, the President has
recommended a $16 billilon temporary tax
rebate this calendar year to provide economic
stlmulus at a time when the economy is
weak. This tax rebate is in addition to the
estimated $17 to $18 billion that wiil be spent
on unemployment compensation and public
service employment programs in FY 1976. We
advocate the $18 billion temporary tax cut
not because the economy would not recover
without it, but because it will make the re-
covery in the second half of the year more
solld and certain.

Even so, there are no Instant cures, Our
current economie troubles grew out of mul-
tiple causes reaching back a decade or more.
While special factors, of which food and fuel
are the most prominent, were important, the
most fundamental sources of our difficulties
have been overstimulative monetary and fis-
cal pollicies, It is unreallstlc to expect that
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the economic weakness can be cured over-
night, A careful and balanced policy ap-
proach is required, and it will take time to
yield its full results.

The worst policy of all, in my copinion,
would be to both crank up Federal spending
and cut back taxes in a massive and perma-
nent way. Those are the very policies that
got us where we are now. Theat sort of advice
ignores or minimizes the fact that inflation
remains a problem of the first magnltude. It
alzo ignores or minimizes the fact that the
enormous budget deficits have to be financed
in capital markets that are already sirained
by a decade of inflation. The financial im-
plications of a massive swing to fiscal ease
are 50 disturbing that I want to discuss them
with you subsequently at some length.

Even with a cyclieal recovery beginning in
the middle months of the year the economic
situation will remain difficult. Productivity
has fallen. Gains in output later In the year
should mean that productlvity growth will
resume, But prices, costs, and productivity
will not again come into anything like the
balanced noninfiationary relationship that
existed before the mid-1960s. Inflation has
become deeply imbedded in the economic
system and it will not be removed in a matter
of a few quarters.

We must face up to the fact that under
the best of circumstances we will finish this
yvear with the rate of unemployment and the
rate of inflation far above acceptable long-
term levels. From there, at least two paths
branch out into the economic future. One
cholce would be to attempt to push the econ-
omy back to full capacity operations at
breakneck speed without regard to the in-
flationary consequences. That is the wrong
path to travel, because it would not work.
In a very short time, inflation would again
be rampant. We would then retrace the
same sequence of evenis we have just been
through, tumbling into another recession
and shaking public confidence even more
severely than at present.

The other path requires patience on the
part of the American people. There must be
vigorous growth in the economy so that we
can steadily reduce unemployment. But
some margin of economic slack must remain
for a period of years to insure that inflation
can be squeezed out gradually. There must
be no early return to conditions of excess
demand. If this seems an overly cautious
approach, it might be recalled that in early
1865, after four years of recovery from the
1960-61 recession, the unemployment rate
was still only slightly below 5 percent but the
economy was relatively free from inflation.

In the remote historical past, periods of
rapid inflation were followed by financial
panics and an ensuing deflation. Since the
economic and financlal trauma of the 1930s
we have been unwilling to accept the result
and, quite properly, we have built safeguards
into the economic and financial system to
prevent any deep cumulative downturn from
occurring. But we have not yet learned any
way of avoiding the inflationary conse-
quences when the economy is pressed too far,
too fast. Price controls are no solution at all.
They would destroy our market economy if
used permanently in peacetime. Therefore,
we must hold the economy within the zone
of acceptable price performance and apply
such other policies as may be required to
deal with any structural unemployment that
remains.

As we look to the longer run, much greater
emphasis also needs to be placed upon the
central role of capital formation in eco-
nomic growth. Our own ratio of private in-
vestment to gross national product is much
lower than that of other major industrial
nations. In turn, this is reflected in our
much lower rate of growth in productivity,

In the future, we are going to have to do
better. The capital requirements of the
American economy over the next decade will
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be enormous. We will need up to a trillion
dollars for energy alone. Beyond that, we will
need extremely large sums for control of
pollution, urban transportation, and re-
building some of our basic industries where
new investment languished over the past
decade. In addition, there asre the more
conventional, but still mammoth, reguire-
ments for capital to replace and add to the
present stock of housing, factories and
machinery.

Yet in the face of these massive require-
ments, we are not providing adequate In-
centives for new investment. Over the past
decade the inflation has led to high effec-
tive rates of business taxation and low rates
of profitability, which in turn, have greatly
eroded the incentives for capital formation.
It is not unfair to say that we are in a
profits depression in this country. Non-
financial corporations reported profits after
taxes in 1974 of $65.5 billion as compared to
$38.2 billion in 1965, an apparent 71 percent
increase.

But when depreciation is calculated on a
basis that provides a more realistic account-
ing for the current value of the capital used
in production and when the effect of in-
flation on inventory. values is eliminated,
after-tax profits actually declined by 50 per-
cent from $37.0 billion in 1965 to $20.6 bil-
lion in 1974. A major factor contributing
to this decline is that income taxes were
payable on these fictitious elements of profits.
That resulted in a rise in the effective tax
rate on true profits from about 43 percent
in 19656 to 69 percent in 1974. Thus, a realistic
calculation shows that the sharp rise in re-
ported profits was an optical illusion caused
by Infiation.

Since, in our economy, corporate profits are
the major source of funds for new inwvest-
ment, and thus in the creation of new jobs,
all of this has grave implications for capital
formation and growth. That is perhaps seen
best in the figures for retained earnings of
nonfinancial corporations, restated on the
same basls to account realistically for inven-
tories and depreciation. It is the retained
earnings that corporations have available to
finance additional new capacity (as dis-
tinguished from the replacement of existing
capacity). In 1965, there were $20 billion of
retained earnings. By 1973, after eight years
in which real GNP had increased 36 percent,
the retained earnings of nonfinancial cor-
porations had dropped T0 percent to £8 bll-
lion. And for 1974, our preliminary estimate
for retained earnings is a minus of nearly
£10 billion. That means that there was not
nearly enough even to replace existing ca-
pacity, and nothing to finance investment in
additional new capacity.

It is a simple but compelling economic fact
of life that Increases in productive perform-
ance are required over time to support a ris-
ing standard of living. Yet, as a Nation, we are
rapidly expanding public payments to in-
dividuals but neglecting to provide adequate
incentives for new investment. Since 1865, in
real terms, economic output has increased
by one-third while government transfer pay-
ments to person more than doubled. On
the other hand, private investment expendi-
tures—upon which the economic future of all
of us Inevitably depends—have falled to keep
pace, rising by only a bit more than one-
fourth.

It is Imperative that we make better pro-
vision for the future. This means that we
must place much greater emphasis upon sav-
ing and investment and much less upon con-
sumption and government expenditure. To-
day, recession, Inflation, and energy policy
dominate the discussion of economic events
and policy. We must take determined action
to deal with these Interrelated problems. At
the same time, however, we must begin to
shift the long-run balance of domestic priori-
ties away from consumption and government
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spending and toward investment and increas-
ed productivity. I believe history will judge
us, not on how we handle our short-run prob-
lems such as recession, but on our ability
to deal with the more fundamental problems
of the allocation of resources and capital
formation. If, as a Nation, we fail to ad-
dress these problems, we will fail to attain
the prosperity and the rising standard of
living that the American people can achieve,
Our goal should be to enlarge the economic
pie, not just to redistribute it.

Federal budget deficits are estimated to
total $87 billion in fiscal years 1975 and
1976—$35 billion this fiscal year and $52
billion next year. I have made no secret of
the fact that I feel that such deficits are
large by any standard and that they pose a
substantial problem. Let me make my con-
clusion on this issue quite clear. Although
they present dangers and although they will
inevitably impose strains on the financial
markets, I believe those deficits will be man-
ageable if—and I want to stress this—if
they do not become significantly larger and
if they are temporary in duration.

It is true that financlal conditions nor-
mally ease substantially during a recession
and normally they remain easy well into the
period of recovery. There are two main rea-
sons for this: First, some private demands
for credit are closely related to the pace of
business activity and decline sharply during
a recession period. Short-term business bor-
rowing to finance inventories is a prime
example. Second, the Federal Reserve cus-
tomarily “leans against the wind” during a
period of recession and seeks to expand, or
at least maintain, the rate of growth in
money and credit. Therefore, interest rates
can be expected to decline and the avail-
ability of credit to increase as a normal part
of the eyclical process.

It must be considerations of this general
nature which lead some observers to con-
clude, too readily in my opinion, that the
financing of large Federal deficits in the cur-
rent recession is a routine matter, largely
devoid of any particular economic signifi-
cance. I respectfully disagree.

The current recession Is an outgrowth of a
long period of inflation that has left private
financing demands much heavier than usual.
There has been the market decline in profits
I mentioned earlier and a serious erosion of
the ligquidity base of households and busi-
nesses. The decline in the stock market has
in many cases virtually ruled out the sale of
new equity as a source of funds.

For these and other reasons, there has
been an unusually large supply of private
debt issues coming into the market. Our
latest projections show that net new corpo-
rate bond issues, which rose from #1214
billion in 1873 to $25 billion in 1974, will ad-
vance even further to some $30 billion or
more in 1975. While corporate capital spend-
ing programs are being cut back, there will
still be a very heavy volume of corporate
long-term borrowing. Furthermore, the state
and local fiscal position has changed dras-
tically. Their surpluses have melted away,
tax receipts are affected by the recession, and
state and local borrowing needs will be
substantial.

Some slackening in private demands for
short-term credit is underway and more can
be expected. Yet by any previous recession
standards, total private demands for credit—
both short- and long-term—are likely to
remain fairly large.

Federal requirements will, of course, have
to be met, But there are risks in such a situ-
ation. First, if private demand does not fall
back spontaneously to make room for the
larger Federal borrowing, credit demand will
ountrun supply, Interest rates will be driven
hirher, and some private borrowers will be
crowded ovit. Judging from past experience,
the housing industry would be the most
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likely to suffer. Indeed, its recovery might
even be aborted. At the worst, financial fac-
tors might be such a binding constraint as to
dampen the normal cyclical recovery that
would otherwise oceur,

The second risk is on the inflation side.
Some observers suggest that, in order to avoid
any strains on the credit markets, the Fed-
eral Reserve should undertake whatever rate
of growth in money and credit is required to
Insure that Federal and all other borrowing
requirements are met at stable or declining
interest rates. This approach, however, could
be a sure formula for still higher inflation
rates when the recovery gets into full swing—
if not sooner,

The key to successful financing of the large
Federal deficits lles in diligent restraint of
Federal expenditures. Large as they are, the
$85 billion in defiicts projected for fiscal
years 1975-76 can probably be accommodated
although they will produce some strains in
the financial markets. However, if Congress
were to push Federal expenditures much
beyond the budgeted levels, it would not be
possible to retain much optimism as to the
result. Either the recovery would be delayed
or more inflation would be experienced in the
future.

In previous recessions one could be more
relaxed about the financing of temporary
Federal deficits. This recession began, how-
ever, with the financial markets under con-
siderable pressure. If the Congress will work
with us in a joint effort to restrain cxpendi-
tures, we can probably move through the
period ahead without undue difficulty, but it
would be a mistake to ignore the possible
adverse eflects of having to finance large
Federal deficits. In my opinion, the projected
deficits for fiscal 1976-76 are—in the context
of our expectations about the course of the
economy—about as large as our financial Sy5-
tem can tolerate without doing more harm
than good for the economy.

In addition to the temporary measures de-
signed to cushion the impact of recession and
promote recovery. President Ford is recom-
mending a comprehensive program to achieve
self-sufficiency in energy in ten vyears. The
essence of the program is the reduction of
energy consumption through the use of the
market mechanism. Under the President's
program, energy price increases and other
measures will enable us to achieve an esti-
mated 1 million barrels per day saving on im-
ported oil by the end of the year and another
1 million barrels per day by the end of 1977,
From a macroeconomic point of view, the
program is designed to be neutral in its im-
pact on total demand. An additional $30 bii-
lion will be collected in the form of taxes and
fees but it will then be returned to the econ-
omy, mostly in the form of permanent tax
reductions and payments to nontaxpayers.

The introduction of such a program. many
of whose effects cannot be predicted with
absolute precision, is bound to be controver-
sial. There probably would never be an ideal
time for such action. The plain fact of the
matter is, however, that many non-economic
considerations dictate the mnecessity of
prompt, credible action to move toward en-
ergy independence.

With our own economy in recession, it is
important to insure that the energy program
has as neutral an impact as possible on the
overall economy. In particular, this requires
that the timing of the economic impact be
carefully considered. Taken in conjunction,
the temporary $16 billion tax cut to stimulate
the economy and the various energy taxes are
designed to exert their maximum stimulus
in the second and third quarters of this year
and then to taper off to a position of neutral-
ity by the end of 1976. A table attached to my
statement provides an estimate by quarters
of the direct budget impact.

One undesired, but unavoidable, Impact of
the energy program will be a temporary in-
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flation effect. Our best estimate Is a one-shot
increase in the general price level of rough-
1y 2 percent. It should be stressed that the
rate of inflation is increased by this amount
once only, not on a permanent basis,

It 1s a valid question whether any program
seeking to reduce energy consumption
through a sizable shift in relative prices can
confidently be described as neutral in its
impact. Its neutrality is, of course, only with
respect to the net effect on economic activity.
Energy intensive industries and higher in-
come taxpayers—to mention only two ex-
amples—will feel a disproportionate impact.
Furthermore, there are uncertainties and
gaps in our knowledge which preclude a
definite and precise estimate of all the ef-
fects. To the best of our ability, however,
we have put together man energy program
which should be neutral in its total impact
on economic activity, At the same time, it
represents a comprehensive and balanced na-
tional energy policy that will effectively
reduce our reliance on insecure sources of
ENergy.

The picture I have given you of the U.S.
economy also portrays only too well the
economic situation in most other major in-
dustrial countries. As the Industrialized na-
tions have become more interdependent,
their economies increasing march in step to-
gether. In 1972-73, the industrialized nations
experienced virtually simultaneous hoom
conditions. Now most have moved into a gen-
eralized condition of minimal or negative
growth and substantial unemployment in the
face of continulng price pressures.

The recession which most major countries
are experiencing is the worst since World
‘War II. Collectlvely, our partners in the Or-
ganization for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment (OECD) saw their growth rate fall
to 11; percent last year from 6!4, percent in
1873. Toward the end of last year the Sec-
retariat of the OECD was predicting 21 per-
cent growth for the area in 1975, again ex-
cluding the United States. From the reports
I have heard from my colleagues abroad re-
cently, however, I judge that this estimate
will have to be revised downward.

Japan and Germany, like the U.S,, are ex-
periencing a more pervasive slowdown in
economic activity than expected only a few
months ago. To a lesser degree, the outlook
for the French, Britlsh and Canadian econ-
omies has also weakened. There is consider-
able evidence of loss of confidence on the
part of both consumers and investors, with
consequent damage to investment and jobs.
Reduced levels of consumer spending, along
with high interest rates, have led to contin-
ued retrenchment in business plans for plant
and equipment expenditure,

Unemployment has also become a problem
abroad. Declines in average hours worked, {n-
creases in part time work and actual declines
in employment, particularly in the manufac-
turing and construction sectors, are char-
acteristic. Unemployment rates in Europe are
in many cases approaching postwar highs,
and in the case of France, unemployment has
already reached a postwar record. As in the
United States. unemployment levels may well
increase further before leveling off and start-
ing down again toward the end of the year.

Intolerable inflation rates abroad have re-
cently shown signs of easing. But for much
of last year, far from abating, in most coun-
tries they climbed to even higher levels under
the pressure of the oil price increases and es-
calating wage and salary demands,

Double digit inflation rates were recorded
in 22 of the 24 OECD countries in 1874. Ex-
cluding the United States, the OECD infla-
tion rate was over 15 percent for that year,
as compared with 85 percent In 1973 and
an average of 414 percent in the previous ten
Years.

All of the OECD countries hope to bring
down their Inflation rates in 1975, but none
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expects to achleve a level which it would
consider satisfactory. Of the other OECD
countries, price increases of less than 10 per-
cent are forecast for only Germany and
Switzerland. Japan, Italy and the United
Kingdom still face the prospect of rates
above 15 percent for 1975.

For the policy maker searching for the
means to restore both price stability and
growth, the difficulty has been compounded
by record wage demands. In many coun-
tries, wage increases in 1974 averaged more
than 20 percent—well above inflation rates—
and in Japan they approached 30 percent.
The extent to which these pressures can be
moderated will be a key factor in determin-
ing the success of efforts to reduce inflation
It 1975,

In my talks with other finance ministers,
I find an acute awareness that economies
caught in a two-way stretch and that it
would be dangerous to focus on only one
source of the tension. Individually and to-
gether, governments are reappralsing their
policies as time passes and the situation
changes. In several countries, government
policies have shifted, just as they have in
the United States. Most Governments are
moving cautiously, however, seeking to ab-
sorb slack gradually so as to avold giving a
new boost to inflationary pressures. Ger-
many—which had the best record on infia-
tion in 1974—has relaxed previous restric-
tive policles significantly, and Britain has
also moved progressively to stimulate its
economy.

Canada has moved modestly toward less
restraint in both budget and monetary pol-
icy. France on the other hand, has sought
to maintain restraints. Japan, laboring under
a cost of living increase of 25 percent in
1874 and facing demands for another 30 per-
cent increase in wages, has also Kkept
restraints taut despite a 6.7 percent decline
iu output in the fourth gquarter.

One implication of the depressed outlook
for major economies this vear is that for-
eign demand will not be of much assistance
in achleving early revocery. The volume of
international trade may well decline in 1975.
Another, more heartening, implication is that
there could be greater progress against in-
flation than earlier foreseen. There is a pos-
sibility that the worldwide slump may lead
to more softpess In the prices of basic com-
modities than has been incorporated into
most forecasts. With higher unemployment
rates, wage demands may turn out to be
somewhat more modest than anticipated. In-
flationary pressures could thus subside some-
what more rapidly than expected, if govern-
ments can resist pressures for excessively
stimulative policies.

Never in peacetime has the pattern of in-
ternational payments shifted as sharply and
as suddenly as it did last year under the
impact of the OPEC cartel's quadrupling of
oi! prices. The OECD countries, which had a
combined current account surplus of $215
billion in 1973, faced a deficit of perhaps
$371% billion in 1974. Countries which had
been accustomed to exporting capital and
transferring resources to the developing
countries found themselves unable to pay for
their own imports with their exports. They
have been forced to become horrowers—on
& scale out of all proportion to previous
experience.

The announcement that the United States
had a $3 billion merchandise trade deficit in
1974 (census basis) occasioned headlines
here in Washington. This was a deteriora-
tion of less than $5 billion from the 1073
balance, With the trade surplus of the
OPEC countries rising—in rough order of
magnitude—$60 billion in 1974, there had
to be an equivalent deterioration in the
trade balances of the oil importing countries
45 a group. Since the U.S. was importing
not much less than a gquarter of the oil
and our oil import bill rose $18 billion, our
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trade position clearly strengthened relative
to most of the oil-importing world. Germany
was the only important industrial nation
to experience an Increase in its surplus on
trade account.

Record deficits in the oll importing coun-
tries had their counterpart in record sur-
pluses of the oll exporters. We estimate that
in 1974 the thirteen OPEC countries re-
ceived about £90 billion from oil exports, or
roughly four times the amount they earned
in 1973. In addition, their other exports,
or roughly about $5 billlon, bringing their
total receipts to $95 billion. During this same
period, the OPEC nations’ spent approxi-
mately $35 billlon—or a little more than
a third of their export receipts—on imports.
This left a balance of approximately $60
billion available for investment abroad.

OFEC needed to find investment outlets
for this balance, and oil importing countries
needed to borrow these funds. Our rough and
tentative estimates suggest that in 1974, the
OPEC countries invested their surpluses as
follows:

Some §21 billion, or about 35 percent
of the surplus, apparently went into the
Eurocurrency market, baslcally in the form
of bank deposits.

Some $11 billion, or 18}, percent, flowed
directly into the United States. Available
figures suggest that of this amount, roughly
$6 billion went into short and longer-term
U.8. Government securities, while some $4
billion were placed in bank deposits, negoti-~
able certificates of deposit, bankers’ negotl-
able certificates of deposit, bankers' accept-
ances, and other money market paper. As
best we can tell, less than 81 billion was
invested in property and equities in this
country.

Some 7!, billion, or about 12! per-
cent, is believed to have been invested in
pound sterling denominated assets in the
United Eingdom, some of it in U.K. gov-
ernment securities, some in bank deposits,
some in other money market instruments
and some in property and equities, This
amount, I should note, is quite apart from
the large Eurocurrency deposits there.

Some $514 billion, or about 9 percent, may
have been accounted for by direct lending
by OPEC countries to official and quasi-
official Institutions in developed countries
other than the U.S. and the UK.

About #3154 billion, or 6 percent of the
total, represented OPEC investments in the
obligations of official international financing
institutions such as the World Bank and the
IMP.

Perhaps $2!4 billion, or 4 percent, has
flowed from the OPEC countries to other
developing countries. This includes funds
channeled through various OPEC lending
institutions such as the Kuwait Fund and
the Arab Bank for Africa.

With regard to the remaining 15 percent,
we have only limited information, but this
residual would cover funds directed to
investment management accounts as well
as private sector loans and purchases of
corporate securities in Europe and Japan,
There are, of course, other transactions we
simply know nothing about.

The rather wide distribution of OPEC
capital flows among markets in the oil im-
porting nations explains in part why the
massive shifts in financial assets did not
lead to the financlial crises that some en-
visioned. OPEC funds did not move to one
or only a few attractive capital markets, as
once was feared.

The United States, with the largest capital
markets, received directly only 181, percent
of the total, an amount substantially less
than OPEC's increased receipts from oil sales
to the U.S. The United States also continued
to export large volumes of capital to other
areas abroad, and our net capital imports
last year, as measured by our current ac-
count deficlt, were probably in the range
of only $3 billion.
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It appears that something approaching
half of the OPEC investments last year were
placed through the commercial banking sys-
tems of the major industrialized countries.
The banks redistributed these funds exer-
cising their traditional Intermediation role
in meeting the needs of borrowers through-
out the world. Admittedly, the sheer volume
of OPEC funds placed some strains on the
banking systems. Probably few banks expect
to continue to increase international lend-
ing at the 1974 rate. Banks as a whole may
not be able to accept as large a portion of
the OPEC surplus in 1975,

Changes in the methods of channeling
OPEC investments were already evident in
the course of 1974, Banks were increasingly
playing the role of broker and assisting their
OPEC clients In arranging direct placements.
OPEC countrles were relying more heavily
on government-to-government credits, in-
vestment in longer-term securities of govern-
mental and quasi-governmental agencies
and lending to International institutions.
There was also evidence of a small amount
of OPEC funds being invested in corporate
securities and real estate. As time passes,
we are likely to see a more varled pattern
of investment as well as increasing dis-
bursements under OPEC commitments of
assistance to developing nations.

That last year's totally unexpected and
unprecedented shift in International pay-
ments flows occurred without financial crisis
and without disruption of trade says a
great deal for the soundness of the inter-
national banking system and the interna-
tional capital markets, the network of inter-
governmental financial cooperation, and the
system of floating exchange rates.

Nevertheless, I recognize, that at times
concern has been expressed about the mag-
nitude of exchange rate fluctuations under
the present regime. We recently witnessed
a temporary episode of large fluctuations in
individual rates, when the Swiss franc ap-
preclated by about 5 percent against the
dollar within a span of a few days. These
abberations tend to reflect market reactions
to specific, immediate developments—Iin this
case probably to a bank fallure and the
decline in U.S. interest rates—but become
subsumed as the market adapts to broader
economic trends.

As has generally been the case, this most
recent experience has had only a minor im-
pact on a broader measure of the dollar’s
“exchange rate”: the dollar's average value,
relative to the currencies of all of the major
industrial countries, declined by only about
1 percent before a reversal was set in motion.
Taking a more relevant period of comparison,
the dollar's average exchange rate is still at
the level reached after the major exchange
rate realignments of 18971 and 1973, despite
nearly two years of generalized floating since
the latter realignment. Throughout this
period of generalized floating, our interven-
tion policies have been directed to the avold-
ance of disorderly exchange market condi-
tions and not to the achievement of mainte-
nance of any particular rate.

The experience of the past year has served
to reinforce our conviction that the finan-
cial aspects of the oil situation are manage-
able. Nonetheless, we have recognized the pos-
sibility that some countries might encounter
particular difficulty In meeting their finan-
cial requirements and turn to restrictive ac-
tions which could disrupt the world economy.

To reduce that risk, the United States de-
veloped a comprehensive series of proposals
involving expanded use of the resources of
the International Monetary Fund, the estab-
lishment of a new “solidarity fund” to pro-
vide a “safety net" for members of the OECD,
and a Trust Fund to provide the conces-
slonal assistance needed by the poorest of the
developing countries. Other countries also
had suggestions for new financing arrange-
ments, These proposals have been the sub-
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Ject of intensive consultation and negotia-
tion over the past months.

Finance Ministers around the world have
developed a whole family of committees and
informal groupings in which they can meet
periodically to consider the world’s economic
and financial needs. The great value of this
network—inecluding the Group of Ten, the
Interim Committee of the TMF and the IMF/
IBRD Development Committee, as well as
smaller, less formal groups—was demon-
strated by the agreements reached at a serles
of meetings here in Washington in mid-
January. In the course of these sessions, a
consensus was reached on a number of meas-
ures which will provide additional financlal
security for the near future and sirengthen
the monetary system for the longer term:

Agreement was reached among the major
OECD countries that a new Solidarity Fund,
a finaneisl support arrangement along the
lines of the United States proposal for a $25
billlon *“safety net,” should be established at
the earllest possible date. This arrangement
is to be available to provide supplementary
financing, if the need arises, to participating
OECD countries which follow cooperative eco-
nomic and energy policles. Detalled work on
this new arrangement is to be completed
promptly.

Agreement was reached among IMF ccun-
trles that IMF resources would continue to
play a role in 1975 to the extent needed. As
one expression of this Intent, it was agreed
that the IMF oil facility should be continued
on a limited basis during 1975. Borrowing
from ofl producers and others for this facility
will be limited to about &6 billion (or 5 bil-
lion SDR's), less than scme countries origl-
nally favored.

This agreement was preceded by consider-
able discussion of different methods of using
IMF resources. One approach is to use the
PFund’s resources in effect as collateral for
loans as is done for the special oil facility.
A second approach is to mobilize the Fund's
resources directly for lending, In the end, it
was agreed to do both., There will be some
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new borrowing and also increased direct use
of IMF resources to meet the needs of na-
tlons in difficulty. Contributions from oil
producers and Industrial countries to subsi-
dize Interest costs of the IMF Oil Facility
for the very poorest countries may also be-
come a feature of the facility in 1975.

Agrcement in principle was also reached
to increase IMF quotas of member countries
by approximately one-third subject to agree-
ment on a related package of amendments
to the IMF Articles of Agrcement. The major
oll expcrters, collective share of the total
IMF quotas will be doubled in order to call
for graater participation and a greater volce
for these countries In the activities of the
International Monetary Fund. Quota in-
creases will be dependent upon the agrce-
ment of countries when such use is econom-
ically justified.

Agreement was also reached on the gen-
eral lines of a number of other amendments
to the IMF Articles, with the particulars to
be worked out over the months ahead. The:e
amendments are designed to improve the
structure of the IMPF and bring it more in
line with current realities. One amendment
supported by the United States will provide
that member countries are no longer required
to maintain thelr exchange rates within nar-
rowly flxed margins, but can float their cur-
rencies—ea practice which is not legally per-
missible under the IMF Articles as now
written.

Conslderable progress was also made to-
ward narrowing differences with respect to
the broader question of gold and its role in
the International monetary system. It was
agreed In princlple that the official price of
gold—and its central function as “numer-
alre” of the monetary system—should be
abolished and that obligations on the part of
members to pay the IMF in gold, and on the
part of the IMF to receive gold, should be
ended, Progress was also made toward re-
placing the existing prohibition against
members of the IMF buying gold in the pri-
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vate market with safeguards assuring that
this freedom would not be used to return
gold to the center of the monetary system.
Our aim Is to arrive at workable arrange-
ments which will take gold out of the center
of the international monetary system, while
also allowing countries greater fresdom to
utilize their gold holdings. It is my hope that
the entire package of guota provisions and
amendments, including these relating to
gold, will be ready for approval at the In-
terim Committce meetings scheduled for this
June.

Less progress was made at these meetings
than had been hoped in organizing assistance
for developing countrles, some of which face
very eserious difficulties. As I mentioned
earlier, there was some suppert for measures
to subsidize Interest rates for loans to these
countries from the IMF ofl facility, The
United States proposal for a new facility—a
Trust Fund managed by the IMF which
would channel funds to the poorest of the
developing nations on concessional terms—
remzains under study. It continues to be our
hope that adequate arrangements can be
devised, and that the OPEC nations will pro-
vide an appropriate part of the contribution
to this effort.

Ofl consuming countries have also made
considerable progress in eoncerting their en-
ergy policles, Last fall agreement was reached
amons a number of consuming countries on
the International Energy Program which was
an outgrowth of Washington Energy Con-
ference in February of 1874. We have devel-
obed an unprecedented program to limit in-
dividual and collective vulnerability during
emergencies created by supply interruptions.
Under this arrangement, participating eoun-
trles have agreed to:

Build & common level of emergency self-
sufficlency, which would allow them to live
without imports for a certain period,

Davelop demand restraint programs to cut
oll consumption by a ccmmon rate without
delay if necessary.

TABLE 1 —DIRECT BUDGET IMPACT OF THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC AND ENERGY PROPOSALS

[In biltions of dollars]

Calendar years—

L e e e R O SN < < T
Return of energy tax revenues to economy:
Tax redoction. - - coeameenaaaa
Nontaxpayers
State and local governments
Federal Government
Temporary taxcut_______
Netaffect. .o ...

Allocate available ofl to spread shortfalls
among participants should there be supply
interruption.

Concrete plans are also now being laid to
coordinate programs of energy conservation
and longer term development of new sources
of supply. The new solidarity fund, by pro-
viding financial assurance and promoting
confidence, will support accelerated efforts in
the energy fleld. And consumer solldarity in
both energy and finance will prepare the way
for a fruitful dialogue with the oil produc-
ing countries.

U.S. participation in the solidarity fund
will involve commitments requiring the en-
dorsement of the Congress. I hope the Con-
gress will recognize the importance of this
arrangement in furthering our economic
goals and, following presentation of the de-
talled agreement, endorse U.S. participation
without delay.

With the passage of the Trade Act of 1974,
the new round of multilateral Trade Negotl-
ations can move into substantive bargaining.
The February meeting of the Trade Nego-
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tiations Committee will open this stage of
negotiations that are the most comprehen-
sive ever attempted. They will deal not only
with the traditional trade problems of tar-
iffs and nontariff barriers, but also with over-
all reform of the international trading frame-
work.

Getting the trade negotiations underway
is more important now than ever because of
current world economic conditions. These
negotiations should help forestall unilateral
measures which attempt to shift economic
burdens to other countries, and which, if
widespread, could have a depressing effect
on the world economy.

Mr. Chairman, the past year has seen the
development of the high degree of consensus
necessary for effective actions to deal with
the multiple problems of recession, inflation,
and a disruption in the world energy bal-
ance. While there still remains room for hon-
est differences as to the course to be fol-
lowed, I believe that the scope for disagree-
ment has become increasingly smaller.

Certainly we cannot afford, either in this

country or abroad, excessively stimulative
policies which could only lead to further
escalation of an already intolerable inflation-
ary spiral.

Nor can any country afford not to take
prompt steps to ensure that the current
recession does not deepen and is instead suc-
ceeded by a resumption of the sustainable
growth of production and productivity nec-
essary to maintain the health of economles
around the world.

And we cannot afford to delay programs of
strong action to create a new energy balance.

The President has placed before the Con-
gress an effective program to address all of
these problems. He has expressed his desire
and evidenced his willingness to work with
the Congress in carrying out that program.
We recognize that Members of the Congress
have views of their own—views that are held
with the same degree of conviction as we
hold ours within the Administration. Our
hope is that we can find reasonable means of
reconciling those differences, so that together
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we can provide America with the leadership
it needs at this eritical hour.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to have this opportunity to par-
ticipate in today’s special order regard-
ing this Nation’s economic and budg-
etary crisis. I commend our colleague
from Colorado for his effort on behalf of
the American taxpayer.

Fiscal responsibility is a trait that is
virtually nonexistent in today’s Wash-
ington.

Our Federal economic policies threaten
to destroy the fiscal stability of Amer-
ica.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call to the
attention of the Members an article in
the U.S. Industrial Council’'s March 15
bulletin. The remarks of President Paul
Belknap are particularly significant in
light of today's special order.

President Belknap's remarks follow:

Economic MADNESS

The Joint Economic Committee of Congress
has just revealed what many people who
have already filed their income tax returns
have suspected: namely, that the biggest
increased cost of a middle income family’s
budget for 1974 was not food, not housing,
not transportation—but taxes. According to
the Committee's report, taxes actually in-
creased at twice the rate of food costs.

Considering the fact that the bulk of
federal taxes are no longer spent on defense
but on domestic programs, it is high time
that the American people demanded a crit-
ical examination of domestic spending to de-
termine how and in what areas it may best
be cut back. Particular attention should be
devoted to the wasteful and extravagant wel-
fare programs which are consuming a steadily
larger share of our national revenues. Of
these, the federal food stamp program is per-
haps the classic example.

Recently, Congress overwhelmingly re-
Jected a proposal by President Ford to limit
the use of food stamps by raising their price.
While such opposition might be understand-
able if the food stamp program were confined
to aiding the elderly, the disabled, and the
other hard-core needy, that is not how the
program actually works.

Under present eligibility standards,
strikers, college students, and even families
with incomes of £10,000 a year and above are
all free to obtain food stamps—even though
they may not be on welfare. Indeed, stand-
ards are so incredibly lax that fraud and cor-
ruption are commonplace.

The result of this situation is that at last
count 17 million people—89%; of the U.S. pop-
ulation—are purchasing groceries with food
stamps, and that figure is expected to go
even higher in the years to come. Bizarrely
enough, some hard-pressed middle income
families are turning to food stamps to help
make ends meet instead of demanding that
the program be reduced so as to allow a cor-
responding reduction of taxes. Apparently,
too many people are failing to realize that
it is their money which the government is
being so generous with.

The American public must come to under-
stand that the government cannot continue
to subsidize an ever-growing portion of our
population without grave economic and po-
litical consequences. Already we in this
country are on the verge of realizing Frederic
Bastiat's satiric definition of the state as “a
splendid fiction through which everyone
seeks to live at the public expense.”

Bastiat, a French politician of the last cen-
tury, 1s remembered for the herolc effort he
made to warn his countrymen against the
dangers of much the same economic policies
that our own government is presently pur-
suing. His warnings were disregarded, and
France in the middle of the 19th Century
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swiftly went the familiar route of welfare-
statlsm to inflation, inflation to chaos, and
chaos to dictatorship. Is there anyone in
these troubled times who can say with con-
fidence that we can avold the same con-
sequences if we continue to pursue the same
course?

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, in
this discussion of the Federal budget
situation, in which I am pleased to par-
ticipate. It is possible to make the argu-
ment that something like a “quantum
jump’ has occurred in the coming fiscal
year in our notions of what is acceptable
as a budget deficit. Indeed, an impartial
observer of the deliberations of this body
might almost be forgiven for concluding
that within very broad limits budget
deficits really do not matter very much.
There are times when the proponents of
new Federal programs simply refuse to
consider the question of how muech a
program may cost—they seem to think it
almost indecent to raise such a question
in the “richest country in the world.”

Rich we may be, but our resources are
far from inexhaustible and every politi-
cal decision which we make on the alloca-
tion of resources means that funds must
be withheld from some wuse, whether
public or private and allocated to an-
other use,

There are times when some of us, in
the House, at least, realize that Gov-
ernment is not able to intervene with
solutions to every problem which crops
up across the country, whether eco-
nomic, social, educational or cultural.
We may pass laws on various subjects
but enforcement, especially of those
which stretch our mandate unrealistic-
ally, may prove impossible. Moreover,
there are now so many laws on the
books that all of them could not pos-
sibly be enforced with any vigor.

Yet I submit. Mr. Speaker that there
is one area for which Government—and
more especially the House of Represent-
atives with its constitutional responsi-
bilities for originating revenue bills,
bears direct liability. That is for the
integrity of our currency. It may seem
almost cynical to talk about such a thing
after what has happened to the dollar
over the past few years. How can people
have “faith and confidence” in a Gov-
ernment, which, while retaining com-
plete monopoly over issuance of its coin-
age and currency, lacks the self-disci-
pline to maintain the integrity of that
money. During 1974 inflation ran at a
rate of better than 12 percent for the
year. Translating that into personal
terms, it is obvious that a working man
who had agreed to work for a salary of,
say $16,000 for the year 1974, would
have had about $2,000 taken from his
pocket outright in addition to the bite
from all the Federal, State, and local
taxes he must pay. Since, with the grad-
uated income tax, lower income people
may pay very little in income tax, the
real taxes which hit them hardest are
the social security tax and what we
really ought to call the “inflation tax.”

I use the words “inflation tax” because
the losses of the wage earner to inflation
represent the tfaxes which Congress
neither levies directly, nor accounts for
to the people. Economics has its iron-
clad rules, after all, and if we refuse to
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pay in one way we shall pay in another,
because the books ultimately are going to
balance, the trade off is as inevitable as
death and taxes if I may be permitted a
clumsey attempt at a pun. Inflation as a
tax is politically less dangerous, however,
because elected officials still can blind
and deceive the ordinary citizen by blam-
ing inflation on all sorts of things other
than the Government, such things as
greedy businessmen, powerful corpora-
tions, corrupt members of the adminis-
tration, and so forth. But the fact is that,
at the bottom, inflation is caused by Gov-
ernment. A Government which, inten-
tionally or unintentionally, pursues an
inflationary policy is literally defrauding
and cheating its citizens.

Mr. Speaker, I believe a little reflection
will convince most of us that the “in-
flation tax”, reducing the real incomes of
lower- and middle-income wage earners
below tolerable levels, is the reason we
are now resorting to such fiscal contor-
tions and distortions as income tax re-
bates for lower-income people. If the
Congress had been fiscally responsible in
the past, it would not be necessary, in all
likelihood, for us to be agonizing over
these things now. Let us get the casting
straight in this continuing economic
scenario. Those of us who agonize over
the cost of new and continuing programs
are not just hardhearted, pennypinching
old fogies—rather we feel very deeply the
responsibility of Government to all its
citizens in what should be in effect a
compact between Government and the
public to maintain the integrity of our
money and establish a basic, economical-
1y sound fiscal policy. Inflation, to put it
bluntly, is the coward’s way out, for it
falls most heavily on the low-paid worker
and the retired person, precisely those
who are least able to protect themselves
against this cruel flat-rate tax.

We in Congress must ask ourselves
whether we are not responsible for hav-
ing made their finanecal straits more pre-
carious because of our fiscal irresponsi-
bility.

Mr. BROYHILL, Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to participate in today's special
order dealing with the critical budget-
ary realities facing cur Nation and this
Congress.

Every appropriation in the fiscal 1976
budget deserves close scrutiny. We are
asked to support increases for virtually
every department, agency, commission
and board. I urge the Members to ex-
amine the proposed budget with an eye
to the future. Even today we are beset
with a financial plague, but what of
the future? If these appropriations sail
through this Congress without some huge
reductions, I can foresee prolonged eco-
nomic agony for this Nation's taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, the fiscal 1976 budget
forbodes possible economic disaster.
I could single out any number of ap-
propriations that should and must be
trimmed, but three appropriations in
particular caught my eye. Those three
appropriations are the recommended
$175,128,000 for the United Nations and
affiliated agencies, $8,962,000 for the Of-
fice of Telecommunications Policy in the
Executive Office of the President, and 70
percent increase asked for the Bureau
of Land Management,
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Mr. Speaker, the Departmen? of State
has asked for an increase of nearly 20
percent in the appropriations to the
United Nations. This is unacceptable to
this Member. Former United Nations
Ambassador Daniel P. Moynihan has
recently stated that the United States
should not remain passive while the U.N.
becomes a tool of the so-called Third
World countries. Mr. Moynihan rec-
ommends, among other things, to reduce
our financial commitment to the U.N.
We have been paying more than the
lion’s share of the United Nations costs.
In return for financing the international
forum, we are denounced and rebuffed at
almost every session. The U.N. has be-
come too expensive for us. In light of
today’s economic and political realities,
we can no longer afford to bankroll this
operation. Our past financial contribu-
tions have not even gained the respect
of other member nations, but rather we
are held in contempt for our generosity.
I urge a cutback in appropriations to the
United Nations.

Another appropriation that deserves
the close scrutiny of the Members is the
President’s request for nearly $9 million
for the Office of Telecommunications
Policy.

Mr. Speaker, this appropriation marks
a quantum increase over the 1974 budget,
an increase of nearly 400 percent, This
Office in particular does not merit an
increase of this amount.

We are told that the Bureau of Land
Management needs an increase in ap-
propriations of nearly 70 percent over
the 1974 budget. An increase of this mag-
nitude seems exorbitant. Included in this

increase is approximately a 25-percent
increase for civilian benefits, 33- to 60-
percent—by various divisions—increase
in transporfation appropriations. For
example, in construction and mainte-
nance, an increase of nearly 50 percent

is requested for “transportation of
things.” Well, whatever “things"” the
BLM is moving about, there is no reason
for an increase of this size over the 1974
budget.

Has the BLM workload or respon-
sibility increased by a comparable
amount since 1974? Have inflationary
conditions mandated an increase of this
nature? The answer is a flat no.

The BLM is responsible for the con-
servation, management and development
of 450 million acres of natural resource
lands.

Is there something inherent in our
budgetary process that forces the tax-
payer to finance virtually the same pro-
grams in 1976 for 70 percent more than
they cost in 1974?

Granted the BLM has vast respon-
sibilities in the area of natural resource
protection and development, but many
of these programs and projects are one-
time affairs. How many more roads can
w2 build into our resource lands? How
many more surveys can we make? One
would think that as the years progress,
fewer development projects would be
necessary. We cannot continue to spend
and build, spend and develop, spend and
survey if we are to maintain any sense
of conservation regarding our natural
resources and lands, Unless BLM serv-
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ices and projects are trimmed to the bare
necessities, in a few short years we will
have developed and overdeveloped our
natural resources, and our Federal lands
will have become a maze of roads, trails,
and picnic tables.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot continue to
spend and spend. Our economy is near
the breaking point because we have fol-
lowed such unwise policies over the past
generation.

Shortly after the President submitted
his 1976 budget to the Congress, there
were many, including myself, who ex-
pressed grave concern about the pro-
posed budget deficit of slightly more than
$50 billion. Clearly, however, in a period
of recession, a budget deficit was to be
expected as a means of stimulating a
weakened economy.

The President's proposed budget was
based on several assumptions. First of
these was that Congress would not enact
any new spending programs; second, that
the Congress would go along with ap-
proximately $17 billion in budget recis-
sins and deferrals; third, that the Con-
gress would stay close to the President’s
recommended $16 billion figsure on tax
cut legislation.

Recent hearings of the House Budget
Committee, on which I serve, indicate
that these assumptions simply are no
longer valid. The Congressional calen-
dars are filled with other new spending
proposals, including additional public
service jobs programs over and above the
programs approved last fall, accelerated
and additional increases in social secu-
rity benefits, a costly new farm support
bill, and health insurance for the un-
employed.

It is also now likely that the Congress
will refuse to approve the President’s re-
quested $17 billion in deferrals and recis-
sions. The tax bill as passed in the House
was $5 billion above the President's re-
quest and the Senate version has added
another $11 billion. Furthermore, it is
quite likely that we will fall considerably
short of the estimated $297 billion in
Federal revenues, because of the eco-
nomic conditions.

Based on information now available to
the House Budget Committee, a 1976
budget deficit of $80 billion is probable
and spending bills could push the figure
even higher, This will be in addition to
the $45 billion deficit for fiscal year 1975.
If these figures prove to be accurate, and
I think they will be, then the Govern-
ment will be faced with financing $125
billion worth of deficits in the next 18
months.

The Government can finance its def-
icits in one of two ways. One way is to go
into the private market and compete for
available credit with private business
and prospective homeowners. The fierce
competition by Government for a limited
pool of credit will probably “crowd out™
private borrowers, foreing interest rates
up for industries as well as individual
home buyers. Higher interest rates will
add to consumer prices and further de-
press the nation’s housing industry. At
least one concerned economist, writing
in the respected Wall Street Journal, has
mentioned interest rates potentially ap-
proaching the 20-percent figure.
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The only other way to finance the
deficit is for the Federal Reserve to au-
thorize the printing of more money. This
simply cheapens the buying power of
money already in circulation, resulting in
a powerful new surge of inflation.

Clearly, it is possible to go overboard in
fighting our current recession, thereby
rekindling the fires of inflation. If infia-
tion should get hopelessly out of control
again, everyone's purchasing power
would decline, forcing us into a new and
potentially deeper recession.

Any number of well-meaning new
spending bills will be coming before Con-
gress for a vote in the weeks and months
ahead, Many of us, while we might sup-
port the objectives of some of these bills,
and they are good bills with good pur-
poses, will nonetheless have to vote “no.”
To do otherwise would be irresponsible.

With a predicted 1976 budget deficit of
$80 billion or more, it is clear that Con-
gress simply cannot afford to spend its
way out of our current recession and the
Congress will be foolhardy if it tries to
do so.

Mr. ANDERSCN of Ilinois. M.
Speaker, yvesterday's New York Times
carried an article headlined “100-Billion
Budget Deficit Projected by Ford's
Aides.” The article indicates that both
the Office of Management and Budget
and our own House Budget Commitiee
concur that the projected potential defi-
cit for fiscal 1976 is now $100 billion and
growing, given the tax and spending bills
now on the front burners. House Budget
Committee Chairman BroCxk Apams is
cited as promising that his commitiee
will issue a report early next month rec-
ommending reductions in various pend-
ing bills to limit the deficit to $75 bil-
lion.

Mr. Speaker, I think we can be thank-
ful that both House and Senate budget
committees are now diligently at work,
even though the Budget Act does not
require full implementation of the new
budget procedures until fiscal year 1977.
Fortunately, the act carried an earlier
optional effective date of fiscal 1976 if
both budget committees issue a report
friggering implementation of some or
all provisions. Both committees issued
such reports earlier this month (see
House Report No. 24-25, March 3, 1975).
While not all the provisions of the
Budget Act will be implemented in fis-
cal 1976, we will be required to com-
plete action on the first budget resolu-
tion by May 15, the second by Septem-
ber 15, and the reconciliation process by
September 25. And, as our debate in re-
cent days has made clear, committees
are prohibited from providing for new
backdoor spending. Exempted from this
year’s budget process are the prohibi-
tion against consideration of spending,
revenue and debt legislation prior to
adoption of the first resolution; the in-
clusion in the first resolution of budget
authority and outlay totals by func-
tional categories; and the May 15 dead-
line for authorizations and the Labor Day
deadline for completing action on all
appropriations.

Nevertheless, Mr, Speaker, I think the
budget commitiees have provided for a
realistic and reasonable initial budget
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control test run, and moreover, one which
is workable if we have the will and deter-
mination to make it work. The fact that
the House has now put its foot Cown with
respect to the section 401 backdoor
spending ban instead of permitting com-
mittees to keep their feet in the back-
door, is an encouraging first sign, and
I wish to commend Chairman Apams and
his committee for serving proper warn-
ing on the authorizing and Rules Com-
mittees in this regard. Either we demon-

strate that we are serious about this’

new procedure from the outset or it will
collapse before it is even fully imple-
mented in the next fiscal year.

Mr. Speaker, in the Budget Act of 1974
we have imposed upon ourselves a new
form of self-discipline, and it is not al-
ways going to be easy to accept, and
learn and practice these new procedures
and to lay aside some of our past bad
habits which have caused fiscal chaos.
It is obvious that when we put our foot
down in this manner, some toes will be
stepped on from time to time. But I think
we can learn to tolerate these short-
term personal and jurisdictional pains if
we recognize that this is in the best in-
terests of our institutional and national
economiec health. This is especially true
given existing economic conditions and
congressional temptations to overreact in
response. The real prospect of a $100-
billion deficit with all its inflationary im-
plications should impress upon us the
urgent need for budget control now using
the new procedures and discipline con-
tained in the Budget Act. The provisions
of that act and the efforts of our budget
committees will all be for naught if we
fail to give the necessary backup sup-
port and take the necessary follow-
through actions. The ultimate success or
failure of this new process does not rest
on the shoulders of our budget commit-
tees, but on the entire Congress, and our
resolve to make it all work. And never
before in our economic history have con-
ditions so warranted our assuming this
responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the Rec-
orp I include the article from yesterday’s
New York Times. The article follows:

100-BrrioN BupceT DEFICIT PROJECTED BY

Forp’'s AIDES
{By Philip Shabecoff)

WasHmcTonN, March 24 —Ford Administra-
tion officials said today that the potential
budget deficit for the fiscal year 1976 had
reached the $100-billion level and was still
growing under the tax reduction and spend-
ing proposals pending before Congress.

President Ford projected a $51.9-billion def-
icit in his Budget Message two months ago.
In Congressional testimony last week, Secre-
tary of the Treasury William E. Simon raised
the Administration's estimate to $80-billion.

The chairmen of the two Congressional
budget committees, Senator Edmund 8. Mus-
kie, Democrat of Maine, and Representative
Brock Adams, Democrat of Washington, both
eald in telephone interviews that they agreed
that uncoordinated spending by Congress
could raise the budget deficit beyond accept-
able levels. Mr. Adams said that his commit-
tee also had put the current potential deficit
ot around $100-billlon.

But Senator Muskie said it was premafure
at this stage to predict exactly what tax cut
and spending legislation Congress would pass,
And Mr. Adams said that his House Budget

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Committee would issue a report, probably
on April 7, proposing cutbacks in various
pending bills that would limit the 1976 deficit
to §75-billion.

The Administration’s projections are based
on an internal document prepared by the
Office of Management and Budget, a copy
of which was given to The New York Times
today. The document lists all legislative pro-
posals, which were before Congress on March
19, that would reduce the Federal budget
deficit and all that would increase the deficlt,

When the listed increases and reductions
are tallied, they produce a net budget deficit
for 1076 of £08.5-billion. But officials of the
budget office point out that new spending
proposals have been made since the list was
prepared, including a 85-billion public works
spending program put forward by the Demo-
cratic Speaker of the House, Carl Albert of
Oklalioma.

POSSIBILITY, NOT CERTAINTY

Because the list describes only legislation
that is pending or proposed, it describes what
might happen not what will happen. But
many of the ltems on the list are falrly sure
to be enacted. For example, Administration
sources privately conceded that Congress al-
most certainly will pass an antirecesslon tax
cut higher than the £16-billion proposed by
President Ford.

On the spending side, there is considerable
momentum in Congress for a bigger public
service employment program as well as a
public works program to alleviate unemploy-
ment. A $2-billion child nutrition bill is on
the verge of passage and other spending bills
are wvirtually certain of approval. Congress
has also demonstrated that it will not accede
to many of President Ford's requesis to can-
cel or defer programs already asuthorized.

The calculation by the budget office does
not take into account the possibility of Pres-
idential vetoes of spending bills or of Con-
gressional votes to override vetoes.

The deputy director of the budget office
Paul H. O'Nelll, said in an Interview that
the list had been complled “as an attempt
to do something we don't see happening on
the Hill—to put into perspective all the
things that all the committees are doing.”

The kind of deficit that would result from
the proposals being considered by Congress
“is clearly more than we can stand,” Mr.
O’Neill asserted. He reiterated the Adminis-
tration argument that the nation’s finan-
clal ‘markets counld not absorb a deficit of
that magnitude and that such spending
built into the budget would have very dan-
gerous long-term implications.

Mr. ONeill said that the Administration
feared that many of the “emergency” pro-
grams proposed to cope with the recession
would turn out to be permanent programs.

AN EFFORT AT PERSUASION

The compilation of the Congressional fiscal
proposals by the Ford Administration was ap-
parently intended to persuade others of the
dangers of excessive stimulative action. That
it also had political implications was indi-
cated by the comments of officials of the
budget who contended that a huge deficit
would anger voters.

But Democrats who are members of the
Congressional budget committees appear to
share at least some of the Administration’s
apprehension.

Senator Muskie sald when asked about the
budget office’s list that “we haver't added up
any numbers Ilike that" and Iinveighed
against “alarmist statements that are nof
bas=ed on solid foundations.”

He sald that “nobody serlously argues”
that Congress is golng to approve anything
like a $100-billion budget deficit,

But Senator Muskie also said that eco-
nomic and political pressures had forced
Congress to make decisions on taxes and
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spending much earlier than usual and that
after “adding up our spending proposals we
may find we have already used up our
options.”

Mr. Adams, the chailrman of the House
Budget Committee, indicated that his caleu-
lations were similar to those of the Office
of Management and Budget. Given the pro-
posals now before Cougress expenditures in
1976 would be around §390-billion and re-
ceipts would be around §201-billion. That
assumes, he sald, a tax cut of about half-way
between the House and Senate versions, or
around $25-billion.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be permitted to revise and extend
their remarks on the subject of the
special order today by Mr. ARMSTRONG.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
Farn). Is there objection to the reguest
of the gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

THE WALL STREET SNOW & FUDGE
CO. OR HOW BIG FAILING COR-
PORATIONS CAN STAY THAT WAY:
BEING A BRIEF BUT SHATTERING
EXPLANATION OF A CONFECTION-
ERY ECONOMIC PROPOSAL THAT
MIGHT HAVE BEEN COOKED UP
BY THE LATE GREAT LEWIS CAR~
ROLL, THE MAD HATTER OR
PERSONS LIKE THAT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PaTman) is recog-
nized for 45 minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, a number
of hitherto self-proclaimed champions of
the free enterprise system have recently
taken tc publicly pontificating that the
system would run a lot better if large,
financially failing corporations could be
bailed out by a Federal bank, similar, in
their peculiar characterization, to the
former Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion.

This Alice in Wonderland approach
to economics was formally launched on
December 1, 1974, when the Sunday
New York Times published a lengthy
article by Felix G. Rohatyn, a partner
in the well-known New York investment
banking house of Lazard Freres & Co.
Dubbed by his more acerbic but friendly
colleagues as the fixer of corporate prob-
lems, Rohatyn is familiar to Wall Street
watchers for his efforts to help protect
the expanding conglomerate efforts of
ITT and to effect a merger between
Textron and the chronically ailing Lock-
heed Aireraft Corp., which is still totier-
ing around on the crutches of a $250
million Federal loan guarantee.

In the Times article, he wrote:

At a time when loss of confidence is an
almost palpable thing, accelerating the down-
turn of a shaky economy, & major bankruptey
either in the industrial or Ainancial sector is
to be avoided at any reasonsble cost.

The RFC should be the safety net, but the
cure should be permanent. From its inecep-
tion [of re-establishment], it should be an
instrument empowered to make significant
equity investments, in the form of either
common or preferred stock, for the long-
term resclution of financial problems.
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SNUDGCO IS BORN

The next day, December 2, 1974, Gus-
tave Levy, managing partner in another
major Wall Street investment banking
house, Goldman-Sachs, dashed off a note
to Rohatyn saying:

I just wanted to congratulate you on the
fine article which appeared in Sunday's New
York Times, and tell you I agree emphati-
cally.

On December 24, 1974, William Mec-
Chesney Martin, former head of the
New York Stock Exchange, former
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board,
and most recently former consultant to
the Big Board, wrote a letter to the New
York times asserting:

Although Mr. Rohatyn's proposal will at-
tract a great deal of criticism along the lines
of socialism, it seems to me that it is essen-
tial we move in this direction. It is very
much in line with what I testified at a Con-
gressional hearing on Lockheed in 1971.

Incidentally, Mr. Speaker, Mr, Martin
omitted saying that Lockheed, despite
his testimony or possibly because of it, is
still in serious financial trouble and can-
not obtain the substantial amounts of
new capital it must have from any source
other than a reestablished Federal RFC
or something like it.

Mr. Martin's sentiments concerning
the Rohatyn proposal were echoed in
letters that appeared in the Times, also
on December 24, 1974, from representa-
tives of the investment banking firms of
Bache & Co. of New York, and Burgess
and Leith of Boston, along with a letter
from Gustave Levy of Goldman-Sachs
& Co.

A few weeks later, on January 20, 1975,
no less a personage than Alfred Hayes,
the president of the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York, joined the roster of
those publicly, if sometimes tentatively,
supporting Rohatyn’s proposal. He said
in a speech before the 47th annual mid-
winter meeting of the New York State
Bankers Association that the idea de-
serves careful study. Thus was formed
the Wall Street Snow & Fudge Co.—
Snudgco.

In an interview appearing in the
Forbes magazine on February 15, 1975,
Snudgeo’s chairman reiterated his sup-
port for his kind of RFC.

And, finally, on March 6, 1975, the
‘Wall Street Journal reported that:

Arthur Burns, Fed chairman, is known to
believe that the Fed has some responsibility
to prov!de emergency loans to large corpora-
tions or financial institutions whose failure
might trigger a series of bankruptcies or
create panic in financial markets. He is re-
luctant to advocate establishment of a sep-
arate agency, such as the depression years'
Reconstruction Finance Corporatlon to aid
failing businesses, but he would support that
idea if a major corporate-rescue plan seemed
necessary.

Obviously, the next step in this effort
to institutionalize major corporate bail-
outs will be the mounting of a well-
orchestrated campaign to create a per-
manent Government program. This will
be done through a sophisticated Wash-
ington lobbying effort, which will, no
doubt, include speeches inserted in the
CONGRESSIONAL ReEecorp; well-financed
conferences; substantial “scholarly” re-
search supporting such a proposal; care-
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ful cultivating of the financial press; the
introduction of legislation and holding
of hearings by congressional committees
with outstanding business, banking, and
other leaders as witnesses, including, I
would not be surprised, some elements
of the union movement, strongly sup-
porting the proposal.

Again, the steamroller to have the
American taxpayer pay heavily for the
errors and mistakes of others will be suc-
cessfully rolling along, easily crushing
the feeble roadblocks put u;* against it by
what will be characterized as some out-
of-date fringe “nuts.”

A PERMANENT TAXPAYER BATLOUT OF
INEFFICIENT BIG BUSINESS

In most instances, the large corpora-
tions with which Snudgco’s incorpora-
tors are normally concerned have more
than adequate stores of investment
capital at their disposal. This is true
regardless of economic circumstances,
and it is especially true during re-
cessionary periods. Because of their
high tax bracket, large corporations
can write off a substantial portion
of the interest charged for loans and
thus the effective interest rate they must
pay is far less than the figure actually
stated. Moreover, large corporations, due
to carefully nurtured relationships, have
first claim on the credit available at large
commercial banks which control most of
the deposits and banking assets in the
Nation. As a matter of fact, all other
types of credit extensions by large com-
mercial banks are made on a residual
basis. Whatever is left over after the
credit demands of big corporations are
satisfied is made available for other
lending purposes.

So what is really being proposed here?

What is happening is that this com-
bination of Wall Street interests are
busy proposing the establishment of a
Federal banking vehicle to permanently
rescue large corporations that are not
making it because of mismanagement or
poor judgment or both. It has little to
do with short-term liquidity problems.
These companies in trouble are the only
large corporations that need something
like the RFC to lean on. They need it be-
cause they are either in such poor finan-
cial shape or because they are traveling
so swiftly in that direction that their
conventional lines of credit have dried
up.

An axiom that is essential to the very
existence of an effective free enterprise
system is the need to permit business
enterprises to fail as well as succeed. To
make business enterprises fail-safe is to
make the system stagnate and atrophy.
The potential for success or failure is a
necessary ingredient in producing in-
novation and efficiency, and eliminat-
ing waste and inefficiency.

As a recent Business Week column
pointed out:

The willingness of the government to shel-
ter a big corporation from the pain of re-
trenchment takes the flexibility out of the
system. A game in which there are no losers
puts no premium on good management or
good economic policy.

If corporate entities in major segments

of our economy have grown so large and
dominant that we cannot afford to allow
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them to fail without risking economic
collapse, then the competitive system it-
self no longer effectively exists, and we
had better stop pretending that it does.

These advocates of a corporate fail-
safe system want to establish an RFC to
purchase new issues of stock put out by
large corporations which could not be
marketed to other investors. The effect
of this would be to sustain financially
ailing corporations and their manage-
ments, bail out the poor investment deci-
sions made by bank trust departments
and other large investment managers,
provide a risk-freé and lucrative way for
investment bankers to float securities,
and provide brokers with a ready market
to colleet commissions from securities
transactions.

The day of reckoning in terms of per-
manent Government takeover or direct
subsidy, or outright bankruptey would be
deferred, but only temporarily, at great
cost to the taxpayers who would ulti-
mately have to pick up the tab following
the inevitable collapse of some of these
companies.

Where are we headed if we go down
this road? Obviously, rapidly away from
any semblance of a free competitive eco-
nomic system and toward a combination
of private monopoly for big profitable
corporations and government guaran-
teed monopoly for big unprofitable con-
cerns.

As the conservative columnist George
Will put it in a recent column:

Government invelvement in the railroad
industry typifies our new politieal economy:
our evolving welfare state for Industry so-
cializes losses while keeping profits private.
Note well: the USRA’s plan has been called
“nationalization with a Chamber of Com-
merce label.”

In rowdier countries the coming of social-
ism is announced by the vanguard of the
proletariat storming winter palaces. But here
the coming socialism is announced by con-
gressmen at Rotary meetings in small towns.

THE REAL NEED FOR AN RFC IGNORED

Curiously, Snudgco has not indicated
the slightest concern for small and med-
ium-size businesses and industries that
could provide effective competition for
big ailing companies, and which are
characteristically starved for equity in-
vestment capital regardless of economic
circumstances. These are the entities that
are usually closed out of credit markets
during recessionary periods such as the
one at present. These credit-worthy cor-
porations, partnerships and individual
entrepreneurs are the ones that are truly
deserving of financial assistance rom a
national development bank or some other
RFC-like agency. Unless small and med-
ium-size businesses and industries are
given adequate nourishment in terms of
investment capital and credit, our free,
competitive enterprise system will very
quickly become a myth, if it has not al-
ready, and we will end up with an econ-
omy inescapably in the cartel-like grip
of oligopolistic, if not monopolistic, cor-
porations; and many of these could ig-
nore otherwise inexcusable inefficiency,
incompetence and stagnation because of
the availability of Federal financial as-
sistance.

Snudgco should demonstrate its pro-
claimed faith in the free, competitive en-
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terprise system by working to make it
more competitive and enterprising in-
stead of running around with a proposal
thdat in effect calls for a kind of pater-
nalistic secialism for big corporations
which are financially in the lurch. Rather
than stumbling along this path, Snudgco
would be better advised to advocate the
use of Federal financial resources fo aid
soundly conceived and managed small
and medium-size businesses and indus-
tries to exist and grow and thus increase
competition and efficiency in our eco-
nomic system. As it is, the riders of Wall
Street are crusading exclusively in behalf
of giant corporate failure.

With a guality of tunnel vision that is
remarkably circumscribed, they have
completely ignored the generally ac-
knowledged priority areas of small and
medium-size business and industry, the
urgent public works and facilities invest-
ment needs of State and local govern-
ments, and housing.

Equally important; they have either
forgotten or refuse to recognize still-an-
other paramount priority area inwvest-
ment need, that of providing adequate
capital on a long-term basis and on rea-
sonable terms to finance technological
innovation. Such investments are crucial
to the future of our competitive economic
system, relying as it must on constantly
more efficient methods of utilizing hu-
man and material resources. The conser-
vation of energy and mass transporta-
tion are but two pressing examples of
this need.

Perhaps much of Snudgeco’s indiffer-
ence to this subject would be better un-
derstood if this shortcoming is viewed
against acknowledgement that large cor-
porations, dominating their markets as
they do, have little, if any, incentive to
invest in technological innovation. The
gasoline engine, whose basic efficiency in
terms of energy utilization has not been
improved in years, is a good example of
the problem that the automobile indus-
try has been happily foisting on the
consuming public since the turn of the
century.

Mr, Speaker, large corporations which
are financially failing find themselves in
this position through their own fault and
not because the financial system is arbi-
trarily withholding support from them.
To provide special assistance to them
through an RFC-like agency by purchas-
ing equity shares or providing loans is to
make a priority out of monuamental mis-
management.

This is the challenge that Snudgco
was born to meet. As indicated, it is busy
snowing the public and fudgin r the facts
so that big failing corporations can stay
that way at public expense.

THE 50TE BIRTHDAY OF HON.
FRANCES P. BOLTON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. J. WiLLIAM STAN-
TON) is recog.ized for 10 minutes.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to call fo my colleagues’
attention that this Sunday, March 29,
marks the 90th birthday of one of the
most distinguished Americans ever to
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serve in this body, Mrs. Frances P. Bolton
of Clevelanc. Those of you who were
privileged to serve with her during her
29 years here in the House will be pleased
to know that this great, dynamic lady
has continued to lead an extraordinarily
full and active life since leaving the Con-
gress in January of 1969.

As Vice Regent from Ohlo of the
Mount Vernon Ladies' Association since
1938, she has continued her work in the
preservation and restoration of the home
of George Washington, and has been the
leader in the preservation of the view
from Mount Vernon. She is President of
the Accokeek Foundation, Inc., which
has the responsibility of preventing oil
tanks, high-rise buildings, and other un-
sightly projects from spoiling the Mary-
land shore across the Potomac from
Mount Vernon. She is chairman of the
board of regents of the National Colonijal
Farm, which operates a typical Mary-
land farm of colonial days, on a portion
of this “overview” from Mount Vernon.

Mrs. Bolton has been keenly inter-
ested in the former Members of Congress,
Inc., organized soon after her retirement
from the House. With Dr. Walter Judd
and others she has urged the establish-
ment of permanent records, including
taped interviews with former Members
who have been leaders in the Congress.
Such information, she believes, would be
highly useful to future scholars.

During 28 of her 29 years in Congress,
Mrs. Bolton served on the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs where she was
ranking member when she retired. She
maintains an avid interest in our foreign
policy, and after her retirement accepted
a place on the board of governors of the
Middle East Institute. She continues to
be a member of the Advisory Council of
the School of Advanced International
Studies of the Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity. In 1969 the Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity conferred upon her an honorary
doctorate of law. In 1973 the Frances P.
Bolton Chair for African Studies was
established at the School for Advanced
International Studies in Washington in
tribute to her long recognized expertise
in African problems.

No Member of Congress contributed
more to progressive legislation in health
and nursing than Frances Bolton. Her
devotion to public health was widely
known long before she succeeded her late
husband, Chester, in the Congress in
1940.

During World War I, as a member of
a special commitiee representing the
three national nursing organizations, she
secured from the late Newton D. Baker,
then Secretary of War, the order that
made possible an Army School of
Nursing. Although the Army Chiefs of
Staff had refused to consider the re-
quest, once the school was established, it
met the nursing needs of the First World
War. During World War II it was the
Bolton bill that created the U.S. Cadet
Nurse Corps. She was instrumental not
only in equalizing the pay of nurses with
that of male officers of similar rank,
but also in changing the status of nurses
from relative to full commissioned rank
as officers in the Armed Services. In
Cleveland, her long-time interest in
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nursing is manifested in the Frances
Payne Bolton School of Nursing of Case-
Western Reserve University.

Frances Bolton's impact on her times
has been saluted around the world.
Awarded membership in the French
Legion of Honor for her work during and
after the war, she has also been honored
by the Government of Greece. Opera-
tion Crossroads Africa bestowed an
award on Mrs. Bolton in tribute to her
leadership in the awakening of the
United States toward the possibilities,
the promise, and the future of Africa.
She is the recipient of honorary doc-
torates from 16 American colleges and
universities and a host of other honors
and awards from civie, political and pro-
fessional organizations across the Na-
tion in testimony to her consummate
interest and contributions to her fellow
man,

The dean of women in both House and
Senate for eight years, Frances Bolton’s
life has been characterized by progres-
sive Republicanism in the tradition of
her family for generations. Both of her
grandfathers served in the Ohio State
Legislature; one of them, Henry B.
Payne, going on to the U.S. Congress,
first as a Representative and then as a
Senator. When her late son, my good
friend and predecessor, Oliver P. Bolton,
was first elected to the House of Repre-
sentatives in 1952, Mrs. Bolton became
the senior member of the only mother-
son team ever to serve together in the
Congress.

This Sunday her sons, Charles and
Kenyon, her daughters-in-law, her eight
grandchildren, and her three great
grandchildren will gather at her winter
home in Palm Beach to celebrate the be-
ginning of her 10th decade of living. The
nine preceding decades have been truly
remarkable, filled with dedication to
family and country and a magnificent
generosity, fed by intelligent concern and
a true sense of justice, and sustained by
boundless energy, a pioneer spirit, and
abiding faith.

I welcome this opportunity to extend
my warm best wishes to Frances Bolton
on reaching yet another milestone. Her
life continues to inspire all of us who
have been privileged to know her. Those
friends and former colleagues who would
like to remember her personally may ad-
dress their messages to her at 1300 South
Ocean Boulevard, Palm Beach, Fla.
33480.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it
is with a great deal of personal pleasure
that I rise to join my colleagues in send-
ing special and heart-felt greetings to
Mrs. Frances P. Bolton on the happy
occasion of her 90th birthday. She has
my deep respect and personal affection
and sincere wishes for continued health
and happiness.

Mrs. Bolton's distinguished record of
service in Congress for 29 years is well
known to all of us. I have admired her
since she was elected to succeed her lafe
husband, Chester C. Bolton, during the
76th Congress, when my late father,
Clarence J. Brown, Sr., was serving his
first term in the House. She and dad
worked together for many years as fel-
low Members of the Ohio Republican
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Delegation. Mrs. Bolton was the ranking
minority member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee while dad was the ranking
minority member of the Rules and Gov-
ernment Operations committees.

I also had the honor of serving with
Mrs, Bolton for several years after I
came to Congress. It was then that I
learned to appreciate her great dignity,
her sense of humor, and her positive
leadership. One anecdote tells much
about this effective Congressman—and
she always referred to herself as a Con-
gressman. It seems a number of her male
colleagues in shirtsleeves were perspiring
over legislative draftsmanship and expe-
riencing some frustration. One of them,
in his annoyance, turned the air blue
with his language during the discussion
of a matter at issue. When he suddenly
remembered Mrs. Bolton's presence, he
stopped and apologized profusely. Un-
ruffied, Mrs. Bolton responded:

Oh, never mind me. After all, I'm just one
of the boys; but now that we've let off our
steam, let's get down to hammering out the
legislation.

On another occasion, I experienced
Mrs. Bolton's perspective on things first
hand. I had been agonizing personally
over how to vote on a difficult issue. My
male colleagues had cajoled and argued
with me one way and another until I
was uncomfortable in my own indecision.
Then I saw Mrs. Bolton heading toward
me. When she came up with her imposing
stance and called me “Clarence,” I knew
I was in trouble.

“Clarence,” she said, “I've been mean-
ing to talk to you.”

“Not you, too, Mrs. Bolton. I've been
lobbied by everybody.”

“Not about this,” she said. “I always
felt free to criticize your father, and I
feel I have a right to tell you when I
think you are doing something wrong."”

I conceded that prerogative to her and
asked her what she wanted to say.

She drew herself up and said, “It is
not proper for a Member of Congress to
chew gum on the floor of the House.”

Had she asked me to do so, I would
have spit my gum out in her hand then
and there. She was an effective teacher
in small things as well as great matters.
While we did not always agree, we al-
ways enjoyed each other’s confidence and
respect. I hope she will enjoy good health
for many years to come so that she can
continue the many productive activities
in which she has been involved. Her life
has been touched by tragedy through
deaths and illnesses to loved ones, but it
has never discouraged her from her dedi-
cation to that family and many other
people—and to her country.

In addition to her great contributions
to her country through her service in
this House, Mrs. Bolton has been active
in public health nursing, nursing educa-
tion, social service, and research in edu-
cation. It is a testimonial to the respect
she has received in all of these areas
that she has been awarded honorary
doctorate degrees from 15 colleges and
universities.

Mr. Speaker, may I say that Mrs. Bol-
ton’s spirit of contribution to her fellow
human beings is a spirit we all would
do well to emulate.
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A BAD WEEEKEND FOR THE UNITED
STATES AND THE FREE WORLD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TALCOTT)
is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr, TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, we were
told, and I believe, that our purpose in
South Vietnam was solely to help them
avoid being unified—taken over—bhy
North Vietnam by force and terror.
Right or wrong, and notwithstanding all
the cliches and deluding abstractions
used by proponents and opponents with
equal vigor and disregard for the truth,
our purpose was legitimate and based
on treaties, commitments, and our own
national, Pacific, and international in-
terests.

I trust this is the same purpose for
being involved with Israel, the Middle
East, and NATO.

We could care less who their leader
is, or who is in their Parliament or
Knesset. That is really their business,
not ours. Certainly, we are not “nation
building,” saving democracy, or trying
to sustain anything in “our image” in
Southeast Asia, the Middle East, or
NATO.

We could care less about their
changes of leaders, parliaments, or sys-
tems, so long as the changes are made
internally rather than imposed by force
and terror from outside and do not affect
our security or national interests.

The fact that we bungled badly in
Southeast Asia, and may be no more suc-
cessful now in the Middle East and may
later fail in Europe, should not demean
our legitimate concern for the people of
those parts of our planet.

Several things are now clear. We could
not make the Vietnamese or anyone
else, in our image—nor should we. We
should not expect the Vietnamese, or
anyone else, to adopt our ways simply
because we proffered our aid. No one ex-
pected this of the English or European
countries which we helped much more
extensively in World War I and World
War II, or anyone else that we have
helped over the years.

We did not help them because they
were like us. No other nation is like us
except that they and we crave peace
with freedom. A peaceful world and a
free world are in our best national in-
terests. Marauders and oppressors and
those who covet the lands of other na-
tions are inimical to world peace and our
own freedom.

Times, attitudes, and tactics change,
but the threat to our peace and freedom
persists and it comes from many direc-
tions and sources.

When people, other human beings,
plead for help and assistance, we give
them the assistance they need and want.
If a friend is hungry and needs food, we
do not give them furniture just to be giv-
ing gifts or to be acclaimed as a gen-
erous friend.

When Israel requests military aid, in-
cluding jets, tanks, and munitions, we
give them exactly what they want—and
fast—in more than adequate amounts
with few questions asked. We do not send
furniture just to be demonstrating our
friendship and we do not insist on them
changing anything in “our image.”
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When other nations, down the years,
have pleaded for help or assistance, we
have not given a litmus test for corrup-
tion. Perhaps no developing, or even
mature, nation would qualify. Maybe we
would not gualify for aid under such a
test in the eyes of many peoples of the
world. The fastest and surest way to end
all of our foreign aid would be to pre-
clude any nation that suffered from in-
ternal corruption.

Of course, if our foreign aid is to be
extended only to republics and to free
enterprise systems similar to ours, we
could also terminate our foreign aid pro-
grams now. But if our foreign aid pro-
gram is to help neighbor peoples in need,
or to protect helpless nations from being
overrun by force and terror, or to provide
general stability, peace and freedom in
our world, we may necessarily be required
to deal with some nations and leaders
who could not be confirmed as President
by this Congress.

The peoples of most nations crave
pesdce and freedom as much as they crave
food and shelter. Sometimes the peoples
of Israel and South Vietnam may need
military aid more than anything else.
Unless they have some personal security,
food and shelter are guite meaningless.

Unfortunately, most Americans are
spoiled in many ways; and we especially
take our freedoms for granted because we
have never known any real loss of free-
dom and most of us have never been
overrun by force and terror. Few of us
can understand what the South Viet-
namese, the Israelis, and the Palestinians
are up against. Few have ever suffered
the terror and agony of the refugee trail.

But untii we can appreciate their posi-
tions and needs better than they, we
should try to respond to what they per-
ceive their needs to be. If they need mili-
tary aid, we should give them military
aid or let them know that we no longer
intend to help.

Pious humanitarian aid to whole
pzoples after they have been overrun
and driven from their homes and sepa-
rated from their families by force and
terror is woefully inadequate and piti-
fully unresponsive to the basic needs of
civilized people.

So It is not the true need of the South
Vietnamese or of the Israelis or of the
Palestinians that we are considering.
Their need is clear to them. If we were
truly a friend or an ally we would give
them what they need.

But we are no longer a friend or an
ally. We will give only what we think
they need. This is being a benefactor,
not a friend. This is charity, not help.

The American people, for various rea-
sons, no longer have the will, wherewith-
al, or stomach to continue military aid
to South Vietnam or Cambodia and prob-
ably Israel.

Humanitarian aid is no aid to people
who have no security or freedom. By dis-
daining military aid to protect their se-
curity, we will be getting off the hook for
food, medical supplies, and clothing, also.

We can say that more military aid
will only prolong the killing. Prolonga-
tion of killing is really not the question.
The real issue is who will be killing and
for what reason. The South Vietnamese
will be the victims of the blood bath and
it is likely to be fast and indiseriminate
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after the capitulation. The invaders and
oppressors will be killing rather than the
defenders.

Those who favor unification of Vietnam
by North Vietnam and the communiza-
tion of Vietnam by force and terror will,
of course, be pleased. I am not. But I
am used to being in the minority by
now.

I trust Americans will have no future
qualms about their decisions to with-
hold assistance from their ifriends
and allies in desperate need.

I believe the decision will ring the
death knell for a free South Vietnam and
Cambodia. Laos, of course, cannot last
long. Thailand and Indonesia should be
uneasy—about continued Communist
aggression and about the unlikelihood of
any U.S. assistance.

These are bad days for our national
credibility and our position of leadership
for peace with freedom for ourselves and
for others.

LET'S HAVE A FARM PROGRAM—
BUT NOT AT TOO HIGH A PRICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under &
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Myr. RAILSBACK) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, I have
mixed emotions about the farm bill. I
represent one of the most productive
agricultural districts in the country. In
my opinion, there are some actions that
have been taken which have caused a
degree of uncertainty in the minds of my
farmers as to whether they should accept
the challenge to produce in accord with
the call of the President of the United
States. The American farmer has shown
that he can produce to meet our domes-
tic food needs as well as the needs of
the hungry people of the world. However,
because of the postponement of the Rus-
sian food and grain purchases and be-
cause of the monitoring of the farm ex-
ports, farmers are apprehensive wheth-
er we are adopting a cheap food policy.
So, I believe that certain actions should
be taken as quickly as possible to alle-
viate their concern and so as to encour-
age them and provide them the incentive
to produce.

We should:

First. Make it very eclear that we
favor—inecluding the administration—
an expanded export policy;

Second. Completely eliminate the ex-
port monitoring policies that have caused
uncertainty on the part of our farmers.

Third. Make efforts to help tap here-
tofore untapped foreign markets that
could further help our agriculture trade.

Fourth. Resist the temptation of im-
posing restrictive import tariffs that will
interfere with this country’s free trade;

Fifth. Develop the means to transport
agricultural produce both to our domes-
tic markets as well as to our foreign mar-
kets; and

Sixth. Increase the Federal estate tax
exemption to reflect the great apprecia-
tion in asset values—particularly land—
and the problems that survivors of farm-
ers and small businessmen have had be-
cause of the lack of liquidity when the
estate tax comes due.

Having said that, I then considered
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the farm bill, which causes me concern,
primarily because the high loan rate and
target prices could cause intrusions by
the Federal Government in the free mar-
ket process in purchasing farm commod-
ities which could later be dumped on
the market to depress the market price.
For that reason, I supported certain
amendments designed to make it less
likely that the Government would become
involved in either purchasing commodi-
ties or paying huge subsidies in the case
of overproduction.

In addition, I also opposed the in-
creased support price for cotton. Over
the past several months, it has become
increasingly obvious that there is not as
much demand for cotton. If higher tar-
get prices are approved for this produet,
I fear that many growers will continue
planting, gaging their production toward
the provisions in the bill, rather than
toward the needs of the market.

I had a difficult time in deciding wheth-
er to even support the farm bill on
final passage. After listening to much
of the debate, however, I decided that
we do need a farm program, and that
we cannot vote it out altogether as some
consumer-oriented Congressmen would
have us do.

Hopefully, the target price provisions
and loan rates will not have to go into
effect. Hopefully, the market prices will
exceed those figures. We must try to re-
lieve the uncertainty that exists today on
our Nation's farms. We must encourage
the operation of the free market and at
the same time help to assure our Nation's
farmers that we want them to have un-
obstructed markets that will serve to pro-
mote free trade with other countries of
the world and will also help to stabilize
domestic agricultural prices.

According to USDA figures, farm pro-
duction costs have skyrocketed in recent
years. In 1974 alone, expenses rose over
$10 billion. Much of the increase was due
to added fuel costs, increased fertilizer
prices, and rising interest, tax, and wage
rates. Loans and credits have been diffi-
cult for many farmers to obtain. And
farm income, which declined in 1974, is
expected to drop again this year. I, there-
fore, feel that we need to give the farmer
some protection.

In closing, I would like to add that, in
my opinion and certainly in the opinion
of the people I represent, even more im-
portant is the pursual of a free trade pol-
icy. Last year the American farmer ex-
ported over $21 billion of agricultural
goods which contributed greatly to our
balance-of-trade situation. No monitor-
ing or restrictive policies should be
adopted that would hamper production.
A strong agriculture is vital to our
country.

HIGH PRICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McFALL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, the March
23 edition of the Washington Post con-
tains a perceptive article by Hobart
Rowen, the Post’s economic columnist,
on high prices. The article is particularly
relevant to the Concentrated Industries
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Anti-Inflation Act which I have intro-
duced. I commend the article to my col-
leagues.
INDUSTRY WARNED ON PrICE ‘HeDGES'
(By Hobart Rowen)

The Democratic majority of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee of Congress warned indus-
try thic weekend that maintenance of ex-
cessively high prices as a hedge against re-
imposition of wage and price controls would
be self-defeating.

Citing recent price increases in chemicals,
machinery and equipment, and the transpor-
tation industries, running counter to the
general slowing down of wholesale price in-
crease, the committee majority said:

“The one thing which might lead to the
reimposition of controls would be persistent
price increases which cannot be justified by
either market conditions or cost pressures.”

The Democrats’ warning on prices, coupled
with a proposal for giving the Council on
Wage and Price Stability power to delay price
increases up to 90 days, was contained in
their annual commentary on the President’s
Economic Report.

Most of the Democrats’ basic policy recom-
mendations to deal with recession were
made public March 7 in a presentation by
Joint Economic Committee Chairman Hubert
H. Humphrey (D-Minn.) to the Senate and
House budget committees.

These include total tax cuts up to #35
billion this year, and $20 billion in new
spending programs, primarily to deal with
emergency job creation or expanded un-
employment compensation. The goal of the
Democrats’ “emergency” program is to cut
unemployment to no more than 8.1 per cent
at the end of 1975, compared with a possible
9.5 per cent projected under President Ford’s
program,

The committee majority made clear in the
new report that it was opposed to wage and
price controls “either now or in the foresee-
able future.” But it indicated concern over
“pugzling price behavior” in certain indus-
tries it labeled as “concentrated.”

In contrast to a gain of only 8.1 per cent
for all wholesale industrial prices from Au-
gust, 1974, through February, 1975, com-
pared with a 369 per cent increase from
February, 1974 to August, 1974, the commit-
tee cited a 27.3 per cent increase in chemi-
cals for the more recent perlod (compared
with 72.6 per cent); 10.1 per cent for ma-
chinery and equipment (compared with 28.3
per cent); and 19 per cent for transporta-
tion (compared with 13.6 per cent).

For fuels, paper products, metals, and
many other industrial products, there had
been a sharper deceleratlon in the rate of
price increase. For textiles, lumber, and a few
other products, there had been an actual de-
cline in prices.

The one unanimous part of the report was
a chapter on international economic issues,
not made public before, which offers sev-
eral key recommendations to the Ford ad-
ministration and Congress. Among them:

The recent decline in the forelgn exchange
value of the dollar “should not be a cause
for great concern™ on the part of the Ford
administration, and should certainly not lead
to costly intervention to prop up the dollar.
The committee pointed out that a drop in
the exchange value actually makes Ameri-
can exports more competitive.

Efforts to achieve price stability at home
should not cause policy-makers to ignore
regular foreign customers, because that
would run the risk of “loss of foreign mar-
kets for U.S. agricultural products and raw
materials.”

Fears of Arab or other cartel country take-
overs of American industry are “in a large
part exaggerated,” but reporting require-
ments should be reviewed, and stricter legis-
lation passed to regulate foreign banking
in the United States as part of a “coherent”
national Investment policy.
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The United States should give up the ef-
fort to set “a common floor price” under the
world petrolenm market because “it would
tend to institutionalize the current high
prices.” ‘This bipartisan recommendation
ralsed questions whether Congress would
ultimately approve the “minimum import
price agreement”™ successfully pushed
through the 18-member International En-
ergy Agency in Parls last Thurzday by State
Denartment officials.

Committee Republicans while joining in a
unanimous eall for a swift (but temporary)
tax cut, more public sector jobs, and pres-
sure on the Federal Reserve Board for an
easler monetary policy, voliced serious recer-
vations In a minority report about the size
of the impending federal deficit, which would
hit a two-year total of $130 billion under the
Democrats’ proposals.

The Republicans challenged the statement
by the Democrats and Sen. Jacob Javits (R-
N.Y.) that the deficit could be financed with
no strains in the money market, provided
the Federal Reserve allows the money supply
to grow at a reasonable rate.

“Frankly, we are alarmed at the size of this
deficit,” the Republican minority said, warn-
ing that *our situation now has more par-
allels with the Weimar Republic days in Ger-
many in the late 1920’s than anything else—
including a certain lack of confidence in
government's abllily to do anything well
.« « " A devastating inflation closed out the
days of that German government,

Javits chided his fellow Republicans for
uexcessive" fears about budget deficits, warn-
ing they would Increase "unless we act
promptly to provide greater stimulus .. .”

This was precisely the point made by the
Democratic majority, which used strong lan-
guage in urging that the power of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board be circumscribed. A new
resolution of both houses of Congress will
shortly require the Fed to make semiannual
appearances before Congress to dlscuss mone-
tary policy goals.

“At times past,” the majority report said,
*“Congress has permitted the Federal Reserve
to make Independent judgments with re-
spect, for example, to the degree of inflation-
ary risk posed by the pursuit of certain out-
put and employment targets.

“While the advice of the Federal Reserve
governors is of great value to the Congress
on questions of this type, the power of deci-
sion is entrusted to the Congress, The power
and the responsibility of the Federal Reserve
is limited to the execution of monetary poli-
cies which will contribute to achievement of
the basic goals established by Congress.

This suggests that Congress in the coming
months will exert continuing great pressure
to push Federal Reserve Chalrman Arthur
F. Burns toward what is called a more
“accommodating” pollcy—that is, one that
will enable the Treasury to finance the large
budget deflcit without pushing Interest rates
higher.

The joint committee majority specifically
called for the Fed to “reduce both short-
term and long-term interest rates and keep
them low throughout 1975."

Rep. Henry 8. Reuss, (D-Wis.), one of
those who maneuvered the new resolution
on the Fed through Congress, observed that
lowering short-term interest rates, already
down to about 5.6 per cent from above 9
per cent last August, Is now a lesser priority
than getting long-term rates down.

Other major recommendations in the long
majority report included:

A new Planning Commission to develop
long-range policies for economic growth and
development.

A new requirement that the government,
as it shapes economic policy, pay attention
to the impact on citles and states.

Speclal focus In tax reform on strengthen-
Ing the minimum tax and on eliminating
the Domestic International Sales Corp.
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(DISC). The value of DISC, originally de-
slgned to spur exports, has been widely
questioned. But the Ford budget's new 1ist
of “tax expenditures” shows that DISC
would cost the Treasury $1.3 billion in fiscal
1976.

BYELORUSSIAN INDEPENDENCE
DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. Ropmno) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, today is a
day of great significance—great pride
and great sorrow as well—for the citizens
of Byelorussian origin. For today Byelo-
russians worldwide are celebrating the
57th anniversary of the Proclamation of
Independence of the Byelorussian Demo-
cratic Republic.

It was in 1918 on this day, that the duly
elected council of Congress declared the
sovereignty of the Byelorussian Demo-
cratic Republic. In direct conflict with
this declaration of sovereignty and
through military intervention, the So-
viet Union forced a courageous people
to become a satellite nation. Millions of
farmers, peasants, and intellectuals were
arrested and deported to Siberia. The
right to practice religion and the free~
dom fo voice opinions were crushed by
Soviet oppression. Yet despite the terror
and devastation wrought upon their land,
the people of Byelorussia fought and died
for their independence.

That fierce desire to be free remains in
the hearts and minds of the people of
Byelorussia. And we all look forward to
the time when that paramount ambition
for self-determination will be finally
realized.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, this week
Congress observes the 57th anniversary
of the independence of the Byelorussian
Democratic Republic. I am pleased to
join with my colleagues in commemorat-
ing this important event because it
brings to the forefront of public atten-
tion the precious nature of freedom and
the millions of people who live in captive
nations,

On March 25, 1918, Byelorussia an-
nounced its independence but just 10
months later the people of that nation
were deprived of their liberty as the re-
sult of Bolshevik expansionism. Each
year Americans of Byelorussian descent
and people in all corners of the world
stop to remember the historic events
which led to the brief period of freedom
for Byelorussians and the subsequent op-
pression c? those courageous people.

Members of Congress also participate
in these ceremonies because of the im-
portance of letting captive people every-
where know that they are not forgotten.
Americans must not turn their backs on
the desire of other people for freedom
and we as the leaders of the free world
must supporf those hopes for liberty with
our own sympathies.

The Soviet Union has adopted a most
unfortunate policy of spiritual and cul-
tural genocide in other lands and they
have tried to stamp out the hope for
freedom in captive nations. The Soviets
have been unsuccessiul however because
the desire for freedom is too strong to
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be extinruished so long as there is moral
support from the free world.

This occasion takes on additional sig-
nificance in the era of détente and that
is why our participation in these cere-
monies is important. Freedom once cb-
tained must be retained with cvery bit of
energy at our command. That is the les-
son for Americans as we express our
sympathies and support for the people of
Byelorussia.

Mr., WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, on the
57th anniversary of BEyelorussian Inde-
pendence Day I wish personally to re-
affirm my support and sympathy for the
brave and indominable Byelorussian peo-
ple. We should never forget their claims
for independence and self-government.
An ancient history, a culture and litera-
ture which has given form and meaning
to the undying traditions of a people who
have lived under many different occupa-
tions and tyrannies and which have been
partitioned and repartitioned by its
powerful neighbors. After centuries of
oppression on March 25, 1918, the Coun-
cil of the Byelorussian National Repub-
lic, which had shaken off the chains of
Russian domination in the political
chaos which accompanied the collapse of
the Russian Tsardom and the defeat of
Germany, proclaimed the independence
of Byelorussia—the event we are honor-
ing today. During its brief period of indz-
pendence a cultural flowering occurred
which bears testimony to what an inde-
pendent Byelorussia is capable of accom-
plishing under a national constitution
guaranteeing freedom of sp=ech znd as-
sembly, liberty of conscience, inviolability
of person and home, and cquality of all
citizens under the law.

But the independence of Byclorussia
was tragically short—even shorter than
that of its neighbors which today also
suffer under the Soviet yoke—Estonia,
Lativa, and Lithuania. Byelorussian in-
dependence lasted only a brief 3 years
despite a Soviet promise to respect its in-
dependence. The country was again
brutally divided between the Soviet
Union and Poland in 1921.

Under Soviet tyranny thousands of the
Byelorussian people, including political
leaders, prominent educators, members
of the intelligenzia, and innocent citizens
were seized and departed or executed.
Again after World War II Byelorussians
were brutally treated. Masses were mur-
dered or sent to prison camps in Siberia
under false accusations that they had
supported Nazi imperialism.

But even this brutal treatment has not
broken the spirit of this valiant people.
Out of admiration for this determination
and courage I take this opportunity to
commend the many people of Byelorus-
sian origin both in the United States and
abroad, and especially in the Soviet
Union, who continue to strive for the
eventual restoration of freedom to their
homeland.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, today,
March 25, marks the 57th anniversary of
that brief period in history when the
Byeiorussian people enjoyed national in-
dependence. In 1918, the Byelorussian
National Council issued a proclamation
on independence, thus forming the Bye-
lorussian Democratic Republic and end-
ing nearly 3% centuries of foreign domi-
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nation. Unfortunately, the Byelorussians
were allowed to enjoy their freedom only
a few short months before their sov-
ereignty was crushed by the conquest of
the Soviet Army.

This anniversary is of great signifi-
cance for citizens of Byelorussian origin
in the United States and in other coun-
tries in the free world. However, in Bye-
lorussia, this national observance of in-
dependence is replaced by the celebra-
tion of the Bolshevik Revolution, which
signifies the subordination of Byelorus-
sia to Soviet Russia.

Despite continuous terror activities
imposed upon them under the Commu-
nist regime, the Byelorussians fought at
every opportunity for liberation from
Soviet Russian domination. There were
armed uprisings in the Slutsk district in
1920, and Vyelizh, Homel, and other
areas in 1922. At the end of World War
II, the All-Byelorussian Congress again
convened to approve a second proclama-
tion, but was soon dispersed by the Soviet
Government.

In 1973, the Soviet Russian Govern-
ment introduced a new economic and
administrative redistricting, dividing the
entire territory of the U.S.S.R. into seven
districts. This partition completely ig-
nores the existing ethnic groups and their
individual republics within the U.S.S.R.,
and, in effect, increases the solidarity of
the Russian empire and consolidates
non-Russian nationalities into a single
Soviet Russian nation.

Throughout their history, the Byelo-
russian people have transmitted from
generation to generation their national
identity through their cultural acheive-
ments and rich heritage. The knowledge
of what it is to be free and the deter-
mination for this renewed freedom con-
tinues to drive these people in their
dream of restoring justice in their home-
land.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is important
to keep in mind that in this era of “dé-
tente”, activities of oppression still con-
tinue to exist against the non-Russian
peoples of the U.S.S.R. I strongly sepport
the existence and broadcast of Voice of
America, Liberty, and Free Europe, and
that coverage should not exclude any
nation or language, especially that of
Byelorussian, the language of the third
largest Soviet nationality within the
U.S.8.R,, in their broadcasts to Eastern
Europe,

I take this occasion to direct the atten-
tion of the Members to this anniversary
of Byelorussian independence so that not
only the people of Byelorussia but all
captive nations will continue to merit
our support until the day comes when
their freedom is restored.

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, now more
than ever the United States is actively
engaged in bringing peace into the world.
But we should not forget those countries
where the struggle for peace is less noisy
than in the Middle East; where there are
no daily headlines to tell us of great
sacrifices; and where suffering is met
with silence, hope for the future, and
indomitable national pride.

Fifty-seven years ago, on March 25,
1918, the Byelorussian people proclaimed
their independence from Russia and de-
clared the autonomy of the Byelorussian
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Democratic Republic. The Soviet Govern-
ment retaliated almost immediately, an-
nulling that spark of freedom by creat-
ing the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re-
public and closing it within the iron-
fisted grasp of the U.S.S.R. Since that
day, Byelorussion Independence Day has
been replaced by a foreibly imposed ob-
servance of the Bolshevik Revolution.

The original constitution of the Byelo-
russian Democratic Republic guaranteed
freedom of speech and assembly; liberty
of conscience: inviolability of person and
home: and equality of all citizens under
law.

These liberties are denied under Soviet
rule. In fact, the Russification policies of
the Communist government in Moscow
have as their goal the assimilation of all
peoples under the hammer-and-sickle.
Yet, to a nation, they have all resisted:
the Byelorussians; the Ukraines; the Es-
tonians; the Latvians; and the Lithu-
anians.

On the eve of the American Bicenten-
nial, we should be mindful of those people
whose struggle for freedom has still not
succeeded, but who struggle nonetheless.

Let us hope and pray, Mr. Speaker, that
someday we in the House of Representa-
tives will no longer give speeches com-
memorating a national independence
lighted and snuffed out at the beginning
of this century. Instead, I hope that we
shall one day welcome into the commun-
ity of sovereign nations the Byelorussian
Democratic Republic.

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Speaker, March
25, marks the 57th national independ-
ence day of the Byelorussian National
Republic, which lies between Poland, the
Ukraine, and the Baltic states. On March
25, 1918, the Rada—the legislation body
of the Byelorussian Republic—solemnly
proclaimed the Independence of Byelo-
russian Republic—solemnly proclaimed
the independence of Byelorussia and
published a constitutional decree:

A year ago, the peoples of Beylorussia, to-
gether with all the peoples of Russia, threw
off the yoke of Russian tsarism which, taking
no advice from the people, had plunged our
land into the blaze of war that ruined most
of our cities and towns. Today we, the Rada
of the Byelorussian National Republic, cast
off from our country the last chains of the
political servitude that had been imposed
by Russian tsarism upon our free and in-
dependent land. From now on, the Byelorus-
sian National Republic is to be a free and
independent power. The peoples of Byelorus-
sia themselves, through their own Constitu-
ent Assembly, will decide upon the future
relations of Byelorussia with other states,

Even though the Byelorussian people
were able to proclaim their independ-
ence, their dream of a free and inde-
pendent Byelorussian state with a dis-
tinct Byelorussian cultural identity was
left unfulfilled. The Byelorussian people
were unable to preserve the independ-
ence of their land against the onslaught
of overwhelming Russian Communist
forces and the Byelorussian Soviet So-
cialist Republic became nothing more
than an administrative arm of the Mos-
cow government, in no way representing
the hopes of the Byelorussian people.
This is why March 25 is being cele-
brated by Beyolrussians throughout the
free world as well as Americans of Byelo-
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russian descent, as a symbol of their
national aspiration.

During the 19th and early 20th cen-
turies, Byelorussian nationalism became
a strong movement both politically as
well as culturally, and the concept of
Byelorussia as a distinctive national
entity—considered apart from the Great
Russia—began to take shape. A growing
interest in ethnology and language, and
the publication of books abroad in the
Byelorussian language, which were
smuggled into the homeland, established
the Byelorussian language. The founding
of a teachers’ society for the propagation
of the Byelorussian language, the estab-
lishment of separate Byelorussian jour-
nals and a Byelorussian theater all
contributed to generating Byelorussian
interest in their national culture.

Parallel interests in political activity
developed among Byelorussians. In 1902,
Byelorussian students in St. Petersburg
established the Byelorussian Revolution-
ary Party, which became politically ac-
tive throughout the country. In 1903, the
party held a Congress in what is now
Vilna, Lithuania, where it called for the
autonomy of Byelorussia with a parlia-
ment in Vilna. It also changed its name
to the Byelorussian Socialist Hromada.
Other parties, socialist and peasant
oriented, were subsequently founded,
each serving a specific Byelorussian po-
litical interest.

Under the German occupation of Bye-
lorussia during World War I, Byelo-
russian leaders were able to carry on
their political work. Although the Ger-
man authorities imposed certain restrie-
tions upon the Byelorussians, the oec-
cupying Germans were permissive in
their treatment of the people. In fact,
it was said that the Byelorussians had
enjoyed greater freedom under the Ger-
mans than under the Russians. Byelo-
russians, for example, were permitted to
use their language for instruction in
Byelorussian schools.

The outbreak of the Russian Revolu-
tion in March 1917 created new opportu-
nities for Byelorussians living under
Russian control in the eastern sector of
the country. A Congress of the Byelorus-
sian Socialist Hromada was held in
Minsk, Byelorussia's major city, shortly
after the revolution. The Congress called
for the reorganization of the Russian
Empire as a federative state with Byelo-
russia enjoying autonomous status. On
March 25-27, 1917, all existing Byelo-
russian organizations held a conference,
agreed on the same demands, and cre-
ated a Byelorussian National Commit-
tee. In July, another conference was held,
The Byelorussian National Committee
was changed to the Central Rada of Bye-
lorussian Organizations and Parties.

In October 1917, the Central Rada of
Byelorussian Organizations and Parties
took the name of the Great Byelorussian
Rada and declared itself the national re-
presentative of the Byelorussian people.
To counter this move the Bolsheviks
established in Petrograd a Byeclorussian
District Committee within the Russian
Soviet of Deputies of Peasants and
Workers.

The first All-Byelorussian Congress
met in Minsk on December 5, 1917, to de-
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termine the final political form of the
new Byelorussian State. After a meeting
of 12 days, the Congress adopted a reso-
lution by an overwhelming majority
which endorsed the right of nations to
self-determination and called for the
establishment of a democratic govern-
ment to be designated the Byelorussian
National Republic. However, the Con-
gress did not opt for complete independ-
ence from Russia; it merely took the
first constitutional step.

Though this Congress was foreibly dis-
banded by a group of Bolsheviks, the
Congress conferred once more and dele-
gated its authority to a Rada of 71 mem-
bers. On March 25, 1918, this Rada—
representing the first All-Byelorussian
Congress of the Byelorussian National
Republic—issued their declaration of
Byelorussian independence.

This period of freedom was short-lived
for on December 10, 1918, the Red Army
of the Bolsheviks seized Minsk and es-
tablished a government of military revo-
lutionary committees. Byelorussia’s ef-
forts to establish an anti-Bolshevik force
failed. The Treaty of Riga in 1921, which
ended the war between Poland and Bol-
shevik Russia also divided Byelorussia.
Poland received one-third of the country
with a population of 3 million while
Latvia and the Soviet Union took the
remainder.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, it is important
that on March 25, Byelorussian National
Independence Day, we remember these
heroic people and their struggle for na-
tional identity as a separate people and
State. Let us celebrate this day of inde-
pendence with the many Byelorussians
all over the world, and give them the
credit and respect which they have
earned and for which they fought so
long. Let us also hope that some day
these brave people will once again arise
and achieve their dream of a free and
independent Byelorussian state.

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, on March
25, 1918, the Byelorussian people pro-
claimed their independence. On that
date, the Byelorussian National Repub-
lic was born. In spite of great difficulties,
and sacrifices, the young Byelorussian
state was unable to preserve its inde-
pendence against the onslaught of over-
whelming Russian Communist forces.
The Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re-
public, which was created in its place,
is nothing but an administrative arm of
the Moscow government and does not
represent the hopes of the Byelorussian
people.

This is why March 25th is being cele-
brated by Byelorussians throughout the
free world as a symbol of their national
aspirations. Americans of Byelorussian
descent will also celebrate the 25th of
March this year.

I would like to take this opportunity to
salute the courage of the Byelorussian
people in keeping their hopes and dreams
alive for freedom and independence.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
today marks the 57th anniversary of
Byelorussian independence, and I rise to
join the many Byelorussian-Americans
in commemorating this occasion.

It was on this day, in 1918, that the
Byelorussian people declared their in-
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dependence and began a free and demo-
cratic system. Although that government
lasted only a short time before the Soviet
Union crushed it and forecibly annexed
Byelorussia, the spirit of freedom still
lives on in the brave people of that
country. For 57 years the Byleorussian
people have longed to return to the self-
determination that was so cruelly taken
from them by the Soviets,

As we in this country prepare to cele-
brate 200 years of independence, we must
not forget the daily strugele of the Byel-
orussian people to regain their freedom.
We must, through our words and actions,
continue to show them our support for
their noble cause.

Despite the stifling presence of Soviet
oppression, the Byelorussian people have
maintained their national and ethnic
heritage for the day when they return
to the status of an independent nation.

I too look forward to the day in the
not too distant future, when the brave
people of Byelorussia will be able to join
their fellow countrymen and all free-
dom-loving peoples of the world in cele-
brating the rebirth of independence in
their homeland.

BYELORUSSIAN FREEDOM

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to remind the Members of
Congress and the citizens of America of
the plight of yet another European
nationality which has suffered for many
years under the terror and brutality of
Soviet rule. Following closely last
month's observance of the independence
days of both Lithuania and Estonia, to-
day marks the celebration of the 57th
anniversary of the establishment of the
independent Byelorussian Democratic
Republic on March 25, 1918. Yet once
again, we are prevented from truly cele-
brating this occasion by the realization
that millions of people in Byelorussia
have been forcibly deprived of their hu-
man rights and freedoms by Soviet total-
itarianism.

That a Byelorussian national culture
existed prior to 1918 is beyond doubt. The
Byelorussian cultural revival of the 19th
and early 20th centuries—as evidenced
by a growing interest in ethnology and
language, by the printing of books
abroad in the Byelorussian language to
be smuggled into the homeland, by the
founding of a teachers’ society for the
advancement of the Byelorussian lan-
guage, and by the establishment of sep-
arate Byelorussian journals and a Byelo-
russian theater—was to a large measure
responsible for the increasing political
awareness which culminated in the inde-
pendence proclamation of March 25 by
the Council of the Byelorussian Demo-
cratic Republic.

However, as in the case of the Baltic
nations, the joys of freedom were short-
lived for the people of Byelorussia.
Soviet territorial greed, and the desire
to be in a position to exploit the rich
resources of the region, resulted in con-
quest and occupation of the newly
created Republic. Since that time, Byelo-
russia has existed as a captive state, sub-
ject to the harsh oppression of Soviet
tyranny.

In the face of threatened torture and
persecution, the citizens of Byelorussia
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have bravely struggled to retain their
individuality and their national heritage.
The action taken by the Soviet Govern-
ment in 1973, when it introduced a new
administrative and economic partition of
the country, was aimed at increasing the
solidarity of the Russian empire and
consolidating non-Russian nationalities
into a single Russian nation. However,
even the effects of this redistricting have
not dimmed the burning desire of the
Byelorussian people to regain the free-
dom they once knew.

To those Americans of Byelorussian
ancestry whose friends and relatives are
virtually enslaved under the yoke of
Soviet captivity, the liberties guaranteed
by our Constitution are especially pre-
cious. On this occasion, let us join with
our BEyelorussian-American friends in
their continuing efforts to see that the
Republic of Byelorussia will once again
be governed by a democratic system
which insures such liberties to its people.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, it is indeed my
privilege and honor to participate in
today's national observance of the 57th
anniversary of the Proclamation of the
Byelorussian National Republic.

On this historic occasion. I am pleased
to join with Americans of Byelorussian
heritagle in saluting the courage, fidelity,
and dedication to the principles of rep-
resentative democracy manifested by the
long struggle and pioneering efforts of
the Byelorussian people in seeking to
restore their national identity as a sov-
ereign state free from the forces of Com-
munistic domination and eontrol.

Under date of March 25, 1918, the
Byelorussian people achieved national
independence and regained the freedoms
which had been lost to the Czarist Russia
at the end of the 18th century. This
national sovereignty, however, was short-
lived and in January 1919 this young
Byelorussian State was proclaimed the
Byelorussian Soviet Republic. Today
Byelorussia is enrolled as a charter
member of the United Nations and a
constituent republic of the US.S.R.

Mr. Speaker, America is indeed for-
tunate to have had the benefit of the
cultural inheritance and historical
achievements of the Byelorussian peo-
ple. As a nation comprised of a society
of people who came to the United States
seeking comfort and solace from the
oppressed and dictatorial government
of other lands, we are most cognizant
and sympathetic to the plight of those
individuals whose way of life is stifled
in so-called captive nations of the world.

Through this commemorative annual
observance on behalf of the Byelorussian
people, I trust that we can help reassure
those people whose human righis and
cultural heritage are held captive, not
only behind the iron curtain of the So-
viet Union, but throughout the world
that there are many, many fellow human
beings here in America who share and
support their humanitarian ideals. In-
ternational understanding and commun-
ion among all peoples of the world, per-
mitting the widest possible expression
of cultural and national heritage, will
help achieve the quality of life that
we all seek for ourselves and future
generations to enjoy in fulfillment of
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mankind’s purpose and objective in at-
taining a rich and lasting peace among
all men and all nations throughout the
world.

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, I join with
the Byelorussian people today in com-
memoration of the 57th anniversary of
Byelorussia. While this independence
was short-lived and the newly liberated
state later succumbed to the Bolshevik
armies, the spirit and the culture of the
Byelorussian people is very much alive
today.

The Byelorussian state will be remem-
bered for its forward-looking govern-
ment and for its significant advances in
the fields of education, culture, and social
welfare. The history of Byelorussia re-
veals that its people were tolerant of all
ideas and cherished an almost unlimited
right to freedom of speech. It is a grave
matter, then, that the Byelorussian peo-
ple, whose heritage is so rich in the tradi-
tions of democracy, must now live under
the oppression of the Soviet Government.
Today, as we commemorate their in-
dependence in 1918, we must also rec-
ognize and support the courage of the
Byelorussian people who are still strug-
gling to maintain their ethnic and cul-
tural singularity.

In recognition of today’s anniversary
of Byelorussian independence, I have
sent a letter to the U.S. Information
Agency, as requested by the Byelorussian-
American association, urging that the
Voice of America broadeast in the Byelo-
russian language fo the Eastern Eu-
ropean countries. Presently, this lan-

guage is not used by the Voice of America,
although eight other Soviet languages

are broadcasted, and the Byelorussian
language represents the third largest
Soviet nationality in the U.S.S.R. and in
Poland. We, as Americans, must do all
we can to help the Byelorussians pre-
serve their heritage and national identity.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EVANS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their remarks
on the subject of the special order of the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
Ropixo).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Indiana?

There was no objection.

BLOCKING ARAB ECONOMIC
BOYCOTTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. HOLTZMAN)
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced legislation (H.R. 5246), to-
gether with Chairman PeTER W. RobpINO,
Jr., of the House Judiciary Committee,
to block Arab-inspired discriminatory
boycotts against American businesses.

In recent weeks we have heard many
reports of Arab economic blackmail
aimed at American firms which trade
with Israel or are owned by or employ
Jews. Arab nations and businesses have
not only directly refused to deal with
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such firms, but they have sought to force
other American firms to discriminate
against them as well. That the Arab
countries engage in discrimination
against Jews is repugnant. That they at-
tempt to coerce others in this country to
do so is dangerous and intolerable.

The implications of such economic co-
ercion are enormous, posing a great and
increasing threat fo our Nation. A small
number of Arab companies can, through
economic pressure, influence a much
larger number of American companies to
participate in discriminatory practices.
Thus, a multiplier effect is created which
could spread discrimination throughout
American business. And as their eco-
nomic power grows, the Arabs are likely
to have a much greater influence on
American business than ever before, both
through foreign trade and through in-
creased investment in domestic corpo-
rations.

We cannot allow the Arabs fo use
naked economic blackmail to coerce
Americans into engaging in religious dis-
crimination, and we cannot allow any
foreign power to dictate business prac-
tices in the United States.

It is essential, then, that Congress act
quickly to protect Americans from for-
eign economic blackmail. My bill will do
so. It imposes stiff criminal and civil
penalties on companies which use eco-
nomic means to coerce others to discrim-
inate against Americans, because of re-
ligion, race, sex, national origin or lawful
support for or trade with another coun-
try.

The bill also penalizes any company
that cooperates with or participates in
an illegal boycott. This provision is par-
ticularly important, because it will fur-
nish American firms with a legal basis for
resisting discriminatory Arab economic
pressure, and deny competitive advan-
tage to any company which would yield
to such pressure.

Thus, for example, it would be unlaw-
ful, under the bill, for an Arab bank to
tell an American company—as a condi-
tion of dealing with that company—not
fo do business with another firm, be-
cause it is owned by Jews, or because it
trades with the State of Israel. It would
be unlawful, as well, for the American
company to obey such a discriminatory
command.

Although fthe bill was designed to
meet the immediate threat posed by
Arab oil blackmall, its scope is broader.
It is intended to protect all Americans
against secondary boycotts engaged in
for purpoeses of religious, racial, or other
discrimination.

In order to have a substantial deter-
rent effect, the bill imposes severe
penalties, equal to those in the antitrust
laws. Any company which instigates an
illegal boycott would be subject to fines
of up to $1 million, and its officials sub-
ject to imprisonment for terms of up
to 3 years and fines of up to $100,000. A
firm that participates in a boycott would
be subject to fines of up to half a mil-
lion dollars, and its officials to fines of
up to $50,000.

The Attorney General is also au-
thorized to seek a civil penalty of up
to $500,000 against a firm initiating a
discriminatory boycott. If the firm is not
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present in the United States, the At-
torney General is empowered, in an ap-
propriate proceeding to seize its assets
in this country, including any funds
owed to it by an American company, to
satisfy the civil penalty.

Any person or company injured by an
illegal boycott could bring action in Fed-
eral court for treble damages against a
company instigating the boycott. In ad-
dition, an individual or company would
have the right to sue to stop a boycott
from going into effect, and to bring an
action for damages against a company
participating in a boycott.

Every effort has been made to draft
a bill that protects all Americans from
invidious economic coercion, but does
not, in the process, infringe on rights of
free expression. Eminent legal authori-
ties have been consulted in the drafting
of the bill to assure that it prohibits
Arab economic blackmail and similar
types of discriminatory economic coer-
cion, but nothing else. Thus, the prohibi-
tion against instigating a boycott applies
only to companies conducting business
for a profit—not to individuals, labor
unions, and nonprofit organizations.
Second, the bill prohibits only secondary
boycotts; that is, the pressuring of
“neutrals” to refuse to do business with
a third person for reasons of race, reli-
gion, sex, or trading with a foreign
country.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

THE FLEXIBLE HOURS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Aszvc) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, today, I am
introducing the Flexible Hours Act. This
bill would permit Federal civil service
employees to participate in an experi-
mental 1-year flexible work scheduling
program. The experiment would be the
basis for deciding whether or not flexi-
ble hours options should become parma-
nent within the ecivil service.

Flexible scheduling gives workers the
option to adjust their hours of work to
their personal or family needs within
management designated constraints. Al-
though this program is particularly well
suited to the needs of working women
with families, it helps all working parents
who have difficulties adjusting often un-
predictable family demands to rigid work
schedules. Under this bill, flexible hours
programs would be planned by manage-
ment and employees and would include a
core time period during which all em-
ployees would be present and a flexible
period during which employees could
vary their times of arrival and departure.

This bill specifically exempts any posi-
tions cccupied by employees with respect
to whom there is in effect a collective
bargaining agreement which establishes
hours of employment. The American
Federation of Government Employees
has expressed a favorable opinion of this
approach which involves the voluntary
cooperation of workers in all stages of its
development.,

In both the public tnd the private
sectors, Mr. Speaker, flexible scheduling
arrangements have been used success-
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fully and have proved efficient. Firms
which have instituted flexible schedules
report that tardiness and absenteeism
are virtually eliminated, productivity is
increased, employee morale is improved,
and management options are increased.

Flexible scheduling has been tested in
the public sector, too. Dala recently re-
leased by the Social Security Administra-
tion show that under a flexible sched-
uling experiment the average amount of
leave without pay declined from 13 hours
to 8.5 hours and that median produc-
tivity per clerk rose in one office by more
than 11 percent and in another location
by nearly 40 percent. Employee morale
also improved—=67 percent of the em-
ployees said that they liked their work
better even though the work itself did
not change, 82 percent of employees with
children said that flexible scheduling
made it easier for them to work and 63
percent said that it was easier to get to
and from work. After examining flexible
scheduling, the Comptroller General re-
ported:

The Congress should favorably consider
legislative proposals that accommodate the
information and recommendations in this re-
port.

Let me also bring to your attention,
Mr. Speaker, the fact that flexible sched-
uling offers the possibility of making
available to the Federal service the tal-
ents and skills of persons unable to work
traditional hours. It provides a more
humane work setting while at the same
time it virtually eliminates tardiness and
absenteeism. Flexible schedules have
been used successfully in the private sec-

tor and it is time to initiate an experi-
mental program to see whether flexible
scheduling is appropriate in the Federal
civil service.

The text of the bill follows:

H.R. 5451
A bill to allow Federal employees to par-
ticipate in a flexible work scheduling pro-
gram which, for an initial period, shall be
established on a temporary basls, and
thereafter, subject to Congressional disap-
proval, on a permanent basis

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SecrroNn 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Flexible Hours Act.”

FLEXIELE SCHEDULING PROGRAM

Sec. 2. (a) Chapter 61 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to hours of work, is
amended by inserting after section 6101 the
foliowing new section:

'8 6102. Flexible scheduling

““{a) For the purpose of this sectlon—

“(1) ‘agency’ has the meaning given it
by section 5541 of this title;

“(2) ‘employee’ has the meaning given it
by the first sentence of section 6101(b) of
this title; and

“(8) ‘flexible scheduling program' means
a program established by an agency under
regulations prescribed by the Civil Service
Commission and under which an employee
who elects to participate has—

“(A) the option to select, with respect to
such employee’s basic workday, the time of
such employee's arrival and departure, and
the time and duration of any workbreaks, so
long as the basic nonovertime workday does
not exceed 8 hours;

“(B) the option to select a variable num-
ber of hours of employment for days during
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a calendar week, so long as the basic non-
overtime workweek does not exceed 40 hours;
“(C) the option to select a variable num-
ber of hours of employment for days falling
within a period of 4 calendar weeks, so long
as the basic nonovertime employment for
such period does not exceed 160 hours; or
“{D) a combination of the options set forth
in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) (with-
out regard to the limitation of hours in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B));
except that the selectlon by the employee
under any option set forth in subparagraphs
(A) through (D) shall be from within a
range of possible alternatives which the
agency shall prescribe and that no sanc-
tions or penalties shall be applied to em-
ployees who do not elect to participate.

“{b) (1) In the interests of attaining great-
er employee efficiency and providing recog-
nition of each employee’s particular needs
and nonwork-related time demands, it is
the policy of the Government of the United
States that employees be allowed flexibility
in the scheduling of their work hours to
the eoxtent consistent with the fulfillment
of the duties and requirements of their
positions,

*“(2) For the purpose of this section, each
agency may establish a flexible scheduling
program, to be available for such positions
as it deems appropriate. Under any such pro-
gram, an employee in a position for which
such program is available may elect to
participate (and may terminate such elec-
tion) at such time and in such manner as the
agency may prescribe.

“{3) No program established under para-
graph (2) of this subsection shall apply to
any position occupied by an employee with
respect to whom there is in effect a collective
bargaining agreement which establishes
hours of employment.

“{c) Premium pay shall be paid by the
agency to an employee under a flexible sched-
uling program in accordance with regula-
tions which the Civil Service Commission
shall prescribe. Such regulations shall pro-
vide for payment of premium pay under cir-
cumstances similar to circumstances for
which such premium pay is provided under
subchapter V of chapter 55 of this title, or
under section 7 of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 as amended (29 U.S.C. 207), as the
case may be.

“{d) The Commission shall prescribe such
regulations (in addition to regulations other-
wise required to be prescribed under this
section) as may be necessary to carry out
the purpose of this section.”

(b) (1) Section 6101(a) (1) of title 5, Unit-
ed States Code, relating to the definition
of employee for purposes of the basic 8-
hour workday and the basic 40-hour work-
week, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new sentence: “Such term
does not include any employee occupying a
position which is under a flexible scheduling
program established under section 6102 of
this title.”

(2) Section 5541(2) of title 5, United States
Code, relating to definition of employee for
purposes of computation of premium pay, is
amended—

(A) by striking out “or" at the end of
clause (xil) and by striking out the period
at the end of clause (xili) and inserting in
lieu thereof '; or", and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(xiv) an employee occupying a position
which 1s under a flexible scheduling program
established under section 6102 of this title.”

(3) Section 13 of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 as amended (29 US.C. 213),
relating to exemptions, is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(1) The provisions of section 7 shall not
apply to any employee employed by the
Government of the United States during a
period in which the position such employee
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occupies s subject to a flexible scheduling

program established under section 6102 of
title 5, United States Code.”

EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMS IN
SCHEDULING

Sec. 3. (a) For purposes of this section and
sections 4 and 5, “agency”, “employee”, and
“flexible scheduling program” shall have the
meanings given them by section 6102 of title
5, United States Code (as amended by section
2 of this Act).

(b) Within 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, each agency shall
establish under section 6102 of title 5, United
States Code, a flexible scheduling program on
an experimental basis, Such program shall
cover a sufficient number of positions
throughout the agency, and provide a suffi-
cient range of worktime alternatives, as to
provide a fair and representative basis on
which to evaluate the effectiveness and de-
sirability of permanently maintaining such a
program within the agency.

(c) The Civil Service Commission shall
provide to each agency educational material,
and technical aids and assistance relating to
flexible scheduling, for use by the agency be-
fore and during the period such agency is
conducting its program on an experimental
bazis under subsection (b).

REPORTS

Sec. 4. (a) The Civil Service Commission
shall, as soon as practicable but not later
than 60 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, submit to each House of the Con-
gress a draft of any techniecal and conform-
ing amendments which are necessary to re-
flect the changes in the substantive provi-
sions of law made by this Act.

(b) Within 13 months following the com-
mencement of an agency'’s flexible scheduling
program pursuant to section 3, such agency
shall submit to the Civil Service Commission
such Information as the Commission deems
necessary to evaluate the first 12 months of
such program. -

(c) Not later than 24 months following the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Civil
Service Commission shall prepare and trans-
mit, based on its own studies and evaluations
and on information obtained under subsec-
tion (b) of this sectlon, a report to each
House of the Congress regarding the flexible
scheduling programs and experimental pro-
grams conducted under section 3, together
with the Commission’s recommendations re-
garding the desirability of retaining suech
programs on A permanent basis.

EFFECTIVE DATE; TERMINATION UPON
CONGRESSIONAL DISAPFROVAL

Src. 5. (a) For purposes of this section,
“Congressional review period” means the pe-
riod which begins immediately after the date
the report from the Clvil SBervice Commis-
sion required by section 4(c) is transmitted
to both Houses of the Congress and which
ends at the close of the 30th calendar day of
continuous session of Congress. The conti-
nuity of a session shall be considered broken
only by an adjournment of the Congress sine
die, and the days on which either House is
not in session because of an adjournment of
more than 3 days to a day certain are to be
excluded in the computation of such 30 days.

(b) Except as provided under subsection
(e)—

(1) the amendments made by section 2
shall take effect beginning 120 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act,

(2) section 3(b) shall be effective only dur-
Ing the period beginning 120 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act and end-
ing 30 days after the close of the Congres-
sional review period, and

{3) the provisions of this Act (except as
provided under paragraphs (1) and (2))
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(c) If during the Congressional review pe-
riod, either House of the Congress passes a
resolution disapproving flexible scheduling

FLEXIBLE
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programs as established under section 3, the
amendments made by section 2 are hercby
repealed effective 30 days after the close of
such Congresslonal review period.

A BILL TO AFFORD MILITARY OF-
FICERS THE OPPORTUNITY TO
STUDY LAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. CoLriws) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
yvesterday I introduced a bill (H.R. 5402)
fhat will afford military officers an op-
portunity to study law.

It directs the Secretaries of the mili-
tary departments to reestablish an ex-
cess leave program for the study of law
that was in existence until November 16,
1973, when Public Law 93-155 was enact-
ed. Under that program, officers who had
accumulated excess leave were allowed to
attend law school at their own expense,
if they agreed to serve in the Judge Ad-
vocate General’s Corps after completion
of their studies. To be eligible for this
program, an applicant had to have
served as an officer for at least 2, but less
than 6 years.

In 1973, however, Public Law 93-155,
section 817, established a new program
whereby a maximum of 25 officers from
each branch of the service are chosen to
attend law school at the expense of the
Department of Defense. In return, each
officer agrees to be detailed as a judge ad-
vocate or law specialist after completing
his legal training. To be eligible for this
program, an officer must have served on
active duty at least 2, but no more than
6 years.

Unfortuna:sly, the slight change in
wording of Public Law 93-155 denied cer-
tain officers the opportunity to study law
while in the service. The excess leave re-
quirement was for service as an officer
for more than 2, but less than 6 years;
the present program requirement is for
active service for that amount of time.

At the time that the excess leave pro-
gram was terminated in favor of Public
Law 93-155, anyone who had been in the
service for at least 6 years, but had been
an officer for less than 2 years was de-
prived of the opportunity to study law at
his own expense. However, many of these
officers were also ineligible to apply for
the new program, because they had been
in active duty for more than 6 years.

The Ilegislation I have introduced
would allow only those officers who were
caught in limbo by the change in pro-
grams and language to be eligible for the
excess leave program. This would not cost
the Government anything, because it
would allow officers to study law at their
own expense. The text of this bill, which
I hope my colleagues will support, fol-
lows:

HR. 5102
A bill to require the Secretaries of the mili-
tary departments to reestablish the excess
leave programs for legal study for certain
commissioned officers

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of each military department shall
reestablish the excess leave program for legal
study which was in effect, before the effec-
tive date of section 2004 of title 10, United
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States Code, for commissioned officers of the
Armed Forces under the jurisdiction of the

Secretary.

Skc. 2. Each excess leave program for legal
study required to be reestablished shall be
open only to eligible commissioned officers
and shall expire upon completion of legal
study by those eligible commissioned oflicers
who are selected to participate In the pro-

Sez. 3. For purposes of this Act, the term
“eliglble commissioner officer” means any
commissioned officer of any armed force
who—

(1) on the effective date of section 2004
of title 10, United States Code, had com-
pleted less than 2 years of continuous service
as a commissioned officer, and would have
been eligible within the two years following
the eflective date of gection 2004 of title 10
for selection as a participant in the excess
leave program for legal study in effect for
that armed force before such date; and

(2) is Ineligible for detall under such sec-
tion 2004 by reason of subscction (b)(1)
thereof.

A TRIBUTE TO DOROTHY BLAKE,
A SENIOR CITIZEN WHO REFUSES
TO ACT HER AGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Hawaii (Mr. MaTsuwaca) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, it
was with a keen sense of pride and
privilege that I entered, in this session
of Congress, upon my duties as a mem-
ber of the newly created House Select
Committee on Aging, and as chairman
of its Subcommittee on Federal, State
and Community Services. In recent years,
the problems of senior citizens have in-
creased in number and grown in com-
plexity. The establishment in the House
cf Representatives of a select commit-
tee to consider these problems demon-
strates a recognition on the part of this
body of the importance of protecting
and advancing the best interests of this
growing segment of our society.

However, Mr. Speaker, my purpose in
speaking on the floor at this time is not
merely to laud the progressive legisla-
tive philosophy of the House. I would
like, in addition, to call the attention of
my colleagues to one of my constituents
who fits the description of “senior eiti-
zen” in every sense of the term except
one:

She refuses to act her age.

Like a college senior at commencement,
my constituent and good friend, Mrs.
Dorothy Blake, a grandmother, regarded
the time of her retirement as the begin-
ning of a new life—a period when she
could devote her entire time and energies
to community welfare work. Since her
retirement as director of the oeccupa-
tional therapy department of a multi-
service State hospital in Hon»lulu, Ha-
waii, Mrs. Blake, displaying a prodigious
amount of love, concern, goodwill, and
energy, embarked upon an inspiring pro-
gram of community service. Time does
not permit me to mention other than her
major noncompensated activities which
have reached the underprivileged, the
severely handicapped, and the aged.

On Mondays and Thursdays she vol-
unteers her talents and skills as an occu-
pational therapist at the Kalihi-Palama
Day Hospital program;
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On Tuesdays and Wednesdays she cou-
tinues to do volunteer work at Maluhia
Hospital, where she had been employed
for 37 years before retiring;

On Fridays she can be found at the
Hal= Ho'ola'i Day Center for Senior Citi-
zens, where she provides, in addition to
occupational therapy assistance, com-
panionship and guidance to senior citi-
Zens.

Whoever said that the workweek con-
sists of 5 days, Monday throuzh Friday,
apparently had not heard of 1rs. Blake's
community service program. In addition
to her regular daily schedule, Mrs. Blake
also finds time for such organizations as
Honolulu Theater for Youth, Honolulu
Community Theater, St. Andrews Epiz-
coral Church, Red Cross, Altrusa Club,
and Maluhia Hospital Women’s Auxil-
iary.

I first met Dorothy about 30 yecars ago
when we performed together in Johnny
Eneubel's “The City Is Haunted,” under
the auspices of the Honolulu Community
Theater. She has not slowed down one
It since then. She is truly an amazing
human being.

Dorothy Blake will be honored at a
banquet to be held on March 28, 1975,
by the Pearl Harbor Sertoma Club, which
will present her with a “Service to Man-
kind" award. I am speaking in advanc>
of the occasion, which I plan to attend,
because in my newly assigned duties on
the House Select Committee on Agingz,
Ifind that Mrs. Blake’s complete involve-
ment in the service of others—after re-
tirement—is a continuing source of in-
spiration for me.

Having told Mrs. Blake's story, I sin-
cerely hope that my colleagues and others
will derive the same inspiration from her
example.

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE SPEAK OUT
ON THE SUPREME COURT'S ABOR-~
TION DECISION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, a re-
cent survey done by a highly respected,
independent polling organization reveals
that nearly three out of four Americans
believe Congress should take action to
correct the situation created by the Su-
preme Court decision legalizing abortion
on January 22, 1973. Only one out of four
thinks Congress should do nothing and
let the Supreme Court decision stand.

De Vries and Associates of Wrightsville
Beach, N.C., designed a randomly drawn
national probability sample of 4,067 to
produce an approximation of the non-
institutionalized, adult population of the
United States. This large sample size
allows a valid reading Zor subsamples of
different demographic groups and geo-
graphical areas.

To draw the sample, the United States
was broken down into seven geographical
regions. Each region was proportioned
a specific number of interviews based on
the general adult population. In order to
have a highly accurate analytical read-
ing for all areas, New England and the
West North Central States were over-
sampled. Due to the skewness which
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would result in the overall data from
this oversampling, weights were com-
puted to bring areas back into their
proper proportion. The size of the
weighted sample is 4,004.

Interviews were then proportioned to
each State was the county. According to
area’s total. Representative States were
chosen on the basis of selected variables
for those States that had too few inter-
views proportioned to them by popula-
tion for a valid analysis.

The primary sampling unit within
each State was the country. According to
the size of the State, a sufficient number
of counties were randomly selected with
the probability of selection equal to size.

Urbanized areas were sampled by a

Policy alternatives

1—Congress should overrule the Supreme Court and make all
abortionsiilegal. ..o ...

2- -cunggass should overrule the Supreme Court and provide
that abortion is illegal except when necessary to save the life

LB N A o e R S S e
3—Congress shdould do nothing and let the Supreme Court

docisson sband e
4—Congress should overrule the Suprema Court by restoring
to each State the right to permit or prohibit abortion :
5—Congress should overrule the Supreme Courl and provide
that abortion is illegal except in specific cases as determined

by law
Motsure _Zoo ...

Key: Regions: Northeast (Maine, Mew Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut); Middle Atlantic (New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey); East north-central (Michigan,
Ohio, Indiana, lilinois, Wisconsin); West north-central (North Dakota, Minnesota, South Dakota,
Nebraska, lowa, Kansas, Missouri); South (West Virginia, Delaware, Maryland, Kentucky, Tennes-

Tolal
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systematic process using a sampling trac-
tion which, with a random starting point,
would determine a sampling block at a
specific interval. In rural areas for which
population data are not available, small
townships were randomly chosen. At each
sample point, interviews were grouped in
clusters of five interviews. This resulted
in 725 sample point sites across the coun-
try.

The survey was administered in the
respondents’ homes from November 18
through December 3, 1974, by trained,
professional interviewers across the
country. The interviewers were super-
vised and the interviews were verified by
Cambridge Survey Research. Interviews
averaged 45 minutes in length.

Region
ENC. WNC.

NE. MA.

8.9 1.6 ) 5.8 8.8

16,5
40.1
19.9

18.8
L7

29.2
19.0
21.8

35.7
17.8
2.1

28.2
22.3
23.4

19.9
22.3

L6

22,1 26.3

1 16.2

19.9 1
3.0

7
6 25

2.1 20.4 16.9 4. 4.5
25 2.1 1.7 2. 2.0

West (Montana, ldaho, Wyamin%
Pacific (Washington, Oregon,

see, North Carclina, Arkansas, South Caroli
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Computer programing and processing
of the data were performed by Com-
puter Research Analysts of Chapel Hill.

The results of the survey follow:
VOTE ON CONGRESSIONAL POLICY ALTERNATIVES

The respondents were asked which course
of action on abortion policy they might sup-

port if they were the U.S. Congressmen from
their area.

“The United States Supreme Court re-
cently ruled that all of the states’ abortion
laws are unconstitutional. For practical pur-
poses, this ruling has made abortion avail-
able to a woman on request throughout her
pregnancy, The United States Congress is
considering four possible courses of action in
this matter. If you were the Congressman
from this area, which of these alternatives
would you vote for?"”

Religion

Female

10.9 5.9 0.9 8.1

24,7
211
20.1

28.8
21,8
.7

6.1
63.1
2.9

5.2
25.6
23.9

29,6
21.8
17.8

26.6
2.4

17.7 23.1

1

4 17.8 22.0 1
3.

0. 7.
2, 250 SN 2

6 6. 0 16.3 1
6 2. 0 2.3 4

, Mississipp , Georgia, Lovisiana, Florida):
Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New Meﬁicﬂ, Texas, Oklahoma)’

i Alab:

black, Spanish,

). Religion: Catholic, Protestant, Jewish. Race: White,

HAYM SALOMON REVOLUTIONARY
PATRIOT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DANIELSON) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, today
is the first day of issue by the U.S. Postal
Service of a commemorative stamp to
honor Haym Salomon, a great patriot
of the American Revolution. Enscribed
“Haym Salomon—Financial Hero,” the
stamp is one of four issued as a series to
honor “Contributor to the Cause” and
to commemorate the initial role they
played in our American Revolution.

The stamp further commemorates the
Bicentennial program for Haym Salo-
mon, which was conducted by the Los
Angeles District Council of the Jewish
War Veterans of the United States on
Sunday, January 26, 1975. The fine work
of that Council, its auxiliary, and its
friends has resulted in this recognition of
Haym Salomon’s magnificent work in
furtherance of the American Revolution.

Haym Salomon, merchant, banker, and
Revolutionary War financier, was born
in Poland of Jewish-Portuguese parents
in 1740, An advocate of Polish independ-
ence, he fled to England in 1771 and then
to America, where he opened a broker-
age office in New York.

He was in New York only a few months
before he joined the Sons of Liberty, a
group of revolutionary patriots, and was
twice arrested and imprisoned by the
British, Later, in Philadelphia, Salomon
became financial agent in America for
the French Government and was one of
the leading dealers in bills of exchange

and other securities. As a large depositor
in Robert Morris’ Bank of North Amer-
ica, Salomon contributed to maintaining
the new government’s credit. When
Morris was appointed Superintendent of
Finance, he turned to Salomon for help
in raising the money needed to carry on
the war and later to save the emerging
nation from financial collapse. Salomon
advanced direct loans to the government
and also gave generously of his own re-
sources to pay the salaries of government
officials and army officers. With frequent
entries of “I sent for Haym Salomon,”
Morris' diary for the years 1781-84 re-
cords some 75 transactions between the
two men.

After the war, Salomon was almost
penniless and died in 1785 before he
could rebuild his business. Salomon, Mor-
ris and George Washington are the sub-
jects of Lorado Taft’s “Great Triumvi-
rate of Patriots” monument in Chicago.

As we approach our Nation’s Bicenten-
nial, it is most appropriate that we pause
to pay our respect to those who made
freedom in America possible. We are
greatly indebted to the band of Ameri-
can revolutionaries who broke the bonds
of oppression and tyranny and secured
the fortune of freedom to our people. It
was an act of total dedication when the
Signers of the Declaration of Independ-
ence, on July 4, 1776, adopted Thomas
Jefferson’s immortal words:

And for the support of this Declaration,
with a firm Reliance on the Protection of
divine Providence, we mutually pledge to
each other our Lives, our Fortunes, and our
sacred Honor.

This mutual pledge of dedication
marked the dawn of free government for

people in America and throughout the
world. The thousands of patriots who
joined the Signers also pledged their lives,
their fortunes and their sacred honor.
The great patriot whom we honor today,
Haym Salomon, is one of these, for as he
too accepted this pledge, he also carried
the lead to insure the funds essential to
the success of our American Revolution.
He, too, pledged his life, his fortune, and
his sacred honor.

FEDERAL LAND BANK
LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
have today, introduced legislation which
would eliminate the competitive disad-
vantage suffered by commercial banks
because of the tax-exempt status of the
Federal Land Bank systems. I have been
joined in the introducing of this bill by
Congressman JaMes BURrRkE, Congress-
man JaMmes CorMAN, Congressman BILL
FreENzEL, Congressman WILLIAM GREEN
and Congressman CHARLES VANIK. My bill
would repeal the tax-exempt status of
the privately owned Federal Land Banks
and associations, and Federal Intermedi-
ate Credit Banks.

The Federal Land Bank system con-
sists of 12 district banks, approximately
570 associations and over 400,000 farmer-
borrowers, who own the associations. All
Federal funds have been retired from
this system since 1947.
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The Federal Intermediate Credit Bank
system consists of 12 district banks, ap-
proximately 435 productive credit asso-
ciations and nearly 520,000 member
stockholders. All Federal funds have been
retired from the system since 1968, Both
systems are under the supervision of the
Farm Credit Administration. In short,
they are federally chartered, privately
owned lending institutions with no Fed-
eral tax liability.

This is an unjustified tax preference
which should be rectified. The purpose of
this legislation is to place these institu-
tions on a comparable tax status with
similarly situated financial institutions.

Hearings on similar legislation were
held during the last Congress when the
House Ways and Means Committee con-
sidered tax reform legislation.

The Treasury Department supports
the repeal of this tax exemption on two
grounds:

First. The Federal land banks and
associations and the Federal intermedi-
ate credit banks are privately owned.
These financial institutions are self-
sustaining; and

Second. They are in competition with
commercial banks and have established
themselves as a substantial force in the
farm credit market.

Today, the farm credit system has a
total of $21 billion in assets and is sec-
ond only to the Treasury Department in
borrowing in the open market. In 1973,
these institutions borrowed a total of
some $16 billion.

Repeal of this tax-exempt status would
bring in additional revenue to the Treas-
ury of between $12 and $18 million an-
nually.

In a letter dated November 21, 1973,
addressed to the chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee, Secretary
Shultz f the Treasury Department ex-
pressed the view that since these institu-
tions are privately owned, are in com-
petition with commercial banks and have
established themselves as a substantial
force in the farm credit market, their
tax-exempt status should be removed.

Last year, in the report of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means concerning
the Energy Tax Relief Act of 1974, the
committee cited this problem for fur-
ther study saying:

The Federal land banks and associations
are now entirely in the private economy, but
nevertheless, to some extent, retain exemp-
tions from income tax, The committee has
Instructed the staff to study and report to
the committee next year on the desirability
of removing this tax-exempt treatment.

H.R. 4222

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Education and Labor
and the House leadership for their states-
manlike decision to postpone further con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 4222, the Na-
tional School Lunch and Child Nutrition
Act amendments of 1975.

We have seen today how a dedicated
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effort to meet the needs of American
schoolchildren can be seriously damaged
by attempting to deal with so important
an issue under the enormous pressure of
an impending recess.

I would hope that we shall be able to
do justice to this program by dealing
with it in a more thoughtful and orderly
atmosphere.

While I had some reservations, I would
have been willing to support the original
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute. But in an effort to overcome
the objections of others, the committiee
made changes in the bill which opened a
loophole through which the schoolchil-
dren of Boston could be hurt.

For this reason, I am unable to sup-
port the amendment of the gentleman
from Michigan. By setting a 35-cent ceil-
ing, which is the charge made by Boston
schools, we would be establishing—at
least in Boston—an accounting function
that could simply shuffle money between
Federal, State, and local governments.
But it might do nothing for the children
of my district.

I opposed the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (M.
GoobLING) because it went even further
in turning us back from the direction in
which the committee originally moved.
This amendment would have removed
the 35-cent ceiling. The Boston School
Committee estimates that the original
proposal to lower the price of lunches
from 35 cents to 25 cents would have of-
fered 8,000 more Boston children a nu-
tritious balanced meal, If this amend-
ment had passed, the Boston School
Committee could have been forced to
raise prices above 35 cents, depriving
these 8,000, and perhaps thousands more,
of adequate nutrition.

I sincerely hope that when we resume
consideration of this measure, we can
deal with this subject in a reasonable
and orderly way. This is too important a
program to be treated with anything but
the utmost care and deliberation.

When I voted that the committee rise,
I did so as an affirmation of faith in the
wisdom and good judgment of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor and the
distinguished Chairman (Mr. PERKINS).

I urge them to take this extra time to
review the discussion of the past 2 days
and, based on their own well demon-
strated concern for America's children,
to offer the House some alternatives to
the amendment before us today.

THE NATIONAL HOME HEALTH CARE
ACT OF 1975

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, together with
18 additional cosponsors, I am today re-
introducing H.R. 4772 and H.R. 4774, the
National Home Health Care Act of 1975.
Seventy-five House Members to date
have sponsored this legislation—Ilist at-
tached below. In addition, the bill has
been introduced in the Senate under the
bipartisan sponsorship of Frang Moss
and Frank CHURCH, respective chairmen
of the Senate Subcommittee on Long
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Term Care and Committee on Aging,
HucH ScorT, Senate minority leader, and
Senators WmrLiams, DomenIci, and
TUNNEY.

I have introduced two versions of the
bill. The only difference between them
is that section 7 of HR. 4772, requiring
a small contribution by adult children
toward their parent’s care, is omitted in
H.R. 4774. I have offered the two ver-
sions to provide Members a choice on this
issue, which is the only controversial
provision in the bill. Two-thirds of the
House sponsors are on both bills; the ver-
sion chosen by Senators Moss, CHURCH,
and others omits the support provision.

Both H.R. 4772 and F.R. 4774 provide
home health care under medicare and
medicaid, including unlimited visits by
a doctor or nurse based on need rather
than current artificial restrictions, sup-
portive services of transportation to doc-
tors’ offices and senior centers, assistance
in homemaking services, shopping, and
outdoor walking, and partial rent or
mortgage subsidies. According to GAO,
the Senate Special Committee on Aging,
and all other studies I have seen, to pro-
vide suuch part-time services at home is
far cheaper per patient for the Govern-
ment than is institutionalization. At the
same time, this would provide a more
producutive, longer, and more pleasur-
able life for those elderly and disabled
who would like to live at home and are
capable of doing so, but are prevented
from doing so because of the lack of sup-
portive services. An HEW report, con-
firmed by Library of Congress figures,
points out that 14 to 24 percent of the
Nation’s 1,070,000 current nursing home
patients fall into this category.

While this legislation could be included
in any comprehensive health insurance
bill, it stands on its own if no health
package is enacted. There is a need for
nursing homes for those incapable of re-
maining in their own homes even with
the supportive services provided by this
legislation, but those persons who can
remain at home with the necessary sup-
portive services and thereby afforded
longer, more productive lives should be
given that opportunity.

We must provide our elderly and dis-
abled the privacy, dignity, and peace
of mind to which they are entitled—in
their own homes, when they do not need
the broad range of services that should
be available in a properly run nursing
home.

I hope the broad congressional sup-
port already evident will grow and that
early hearings will be held on this legis-
lation so badly needed by our Nation's
elderly and disabled citizens.

I am appending with this statement a
list of the current co-sponsors of the Na-
tional Home Health Care Act of 1975:

SPONSORS

House and Senate sponsors of the National
Home Health Care Act of 19756 as of March
25, 1975.

HOUSE SPONSORS

Edward Koch, Bella Abzug, Joseph Addab-
bo, Glenn Anderson, Les Aspin, Herman Ba-
dillo, Alvin Baldus, Robin Beard, Bob Berg-
land, William Brodhead, George Brown,
Charles Carney, Bob Carr, Shirley Chisholm.

William Cohen, John Conyers, James Cor=
man, Robert Cornell, Dominick Daniels,
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Charles Diggs, Tom Downey, Robert Edgar,
Don Edwards, Joshua Eilberg, Dante Fascell,
Harold Ford, Willlam Ford, Donald Praser.

Ben Gilman, James Hanley, Mark Hanna-
ford, Tom Harkins, Mike Harrington, Augus-
tus Hawkins, Ken Hechler, Henry Helstoski,
Floyd Hicks, Elizabeth Holtzman, Willlam
Hughes, James Jeffords, John Jenrette, John
LaFalce.

William Lehman, Normasn Lent, Marilyn
Iloyd, Matthew McHugh, Abner Mikva,
George Miller, Parren DMitchell, Donald
Mitchell, Ronald Mottl, Morgan Murphy, Rob-
ert Nix, Ned Paftison, Richard Ottinger, Otis
FPike,

Peter Peyser, Charles Rangel, Fred Rich-
mond, Robert Roe, Ben Rosenthal, Edward
Roybal, Jim BSantini, Paul Sarbanes, Pat
Bchroeder, John Seiberling, Stephen Bolarz,
Gladys Spellman, Fetz SBtark, Fernand St
Germain, Gerry Studds, Bob Traxler, Henry
Waxman, Antonioc Won Pat, Sidney Yates,

BENATE SPONSORS

Frank Moss, Frank Church, Hugh Scott,
Harrison Willlams, Pete Domenici, John
Tunney.

ON THE REINTRODUCTION OF HR.
166 AND BARRING DISCRIMINA-
TION ON THE BASIS OF AFFEC-
TIONAL OR SEXUAL PREFERENCE

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH, Mr. Speaker, in April 1974
I wrote to the Office for Civil Rights of
the Deparitment of Health, Education,
and Welfars requesting that office to ac-
cept complaints which alleged discrim-
ination because of an individual’'s sexual
preference. I was advised by Peter H.
Holmes, Director of the Office for Civil
Rights—

The Office for Civil Rights is aware that
individuals are frequently denied educa-
tional and employment opportunities on the
basis of thelr status s2s homosexuals,

It is simply inequitable, indeed im-
moral, that in this day and age there is
no Federal law prohibiting discrimina-
tion against individuals on the basis of
affectional or sexual preferences. I am
proud to be one of the initiating sponsors
of H.R. 166 which will end such discrim-
ination in the areas of public facilities,
public education, housing, employment,
and other federally assisted opportuni-
ties. The Prime Minister of Canada,
Pierre Trudeau, summed up this matter
a long time ago when he said,

The state has no business in the bedrooms
of this nation,

Our own Thomas Jefferson said long
before—

Equal and exact justice to all men [and
I would add “and women"] of whatever state
and persuaslon.

Both of these statements are as rele-
vant and persuasive today as they were
when first uttered.

Cosponsors of the bill are:

COSPONSORS

Bella Abzug, Herman Badillo, Jonathan
Bingham, George Brown, John Burton, Shir-
ley Chisholm, Ronald Dellums, Walter Faun-
troy, Donald Fraser, Michael Harrington,
Elizabeth Holtzman, Ed Eoch.

Paul McCloskey Jr.,, Norman Mineta, Par-
ren Mitchell, Robert Nix, Charles Rangel,
Fred Richmond, Benjamin Rosenthal, Pa-
tricia Schroeder, Stephen Solarz, Fortney
Stark, Gerry Studds, and Henry Waxman.
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URGING IMPOSITION OF MANDA-
TORY PENALTIES ON CRIMINALS
WHO ROB WITH GUNS

(Mr. ROBERTS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, the Hon-
orable Jomw Dingern of Michigan re-
cently testified before the House Sub-
commitfee on Crime, urging the subcom-
mittee to impose mandatory penalties on
the criminal who robs with a gun, rather
than more gun laws. I heartily agree with
Congressman Dimwcerr. We do not need
to take away the guns, we need to put
away the criminals. So that I might
share Congressman DINGELL'S comments
with my colleagues, I am placing his tes-
timony in the Recorp at this point:

STATEMENT OoF HoN. JoEN D. DINGELL

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members
of the Subcommittee, I am grateful to you
for giving me an opportunity to speak here
today on the subject of gun legislation.
Rather than speaking about any particular
bill, I would like to comment, in a general
way, on what Chairman Conyers, In his
opening statement of February 18, indicated
the Subcommittee is trying to do, and talk
about a few of the ideas being offered by some
of my colleagues as ways to achieve those
objectives.

You have before you more than 20 bills,
varying widely in approach and philosophy.
According to the Chairman, the main pur-
pose of most of these bills is to keep firearms
out of the hands of criminals and irrespon-
sible individuals.

What troubles me is that many of these
bills seek to address what Chairman Conyers
accurately called *“the nation’s escalating
crime rate” by what I regard as totally mis-
directed means: by inhibiting, suppressing,
or even revoking the ownership of firearms
by ordinary, law-ablding, wage-earning, tax-
paying American cltizens who have com-
mitted no crime, and who have done nothing
themselves to justify such an abridgement of
their liberty,

What is even more ironic is that none of
these bills has any realistic prospect of reduc-
ing ecrime. It's easy to make things tough
for the law-ablding citlzen who owns or
wants to buy a firearm—but he's not the
one causing the problem. Crime today is a
national calamity because hold-up men,
junkies, rapists and other wviclent criminals
have taken over the streets of our major
cities, turning their residents into frightened
prisoners terrified to venture out beyond
their doors, and insecure in their homes,

The wvast preponderance of prlvate fire-
arms—statistically, 99 and some Ifraction
percent—are owned by responsible people
who will never use them in a crime. To me,
the refusal of the most vocal advocates of
antl-gun legislation to maintaln a sense of
proportion and falrness toward this vast ma-
jortily of firearms-owning citizens does seri-
ous damage to our civil liberties tradition. I
am deeply dismayed by the mad rush of
people, who call themselves civil libertarians,
to embrace the most oppressive measures
agalnst gun ownership as a badge of their
liberal credo—measures these same people
would soundly condemn in virtually any
other context.

There is, I believe, something very much
wrong—repugnant to our fundamental prin-
ciples of due process and Individual merit—
in branding a man as a probable future crim-
inal because he owns, or desires to own, a
firearm. It is a grotesque idea to suggest that
firearms owners are somehow collectively re-
sponsible for crime, and should be penalized
for it by belng forced to relinguish an im-
portant part of their liberty.

Why should I have to give up & handgun
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I own? I have not murdered or robbed any-
one, or used a handgun to commit a crime,
If there is anything In my record that sug-
gests that I personally should be disqualified
from handgun ownership, let that be cited
against me. But I want to be judged as an
individual. Until some valld reason can be
shown why I, personally, should be classified
along with the criminal, leave me alone,

You are golng to hear that again and
agaln: “Leave me alone.” Don't get the idea
it’s just the one million cdd members of the
National Rifle Assoclation who feel that way.
If that were the case, the proponents of
harsh anti-gun measures would have had
thelr way long ago. The fact Is that there
probably are 40 million firearms owners in
the United States, of whom perhaps a third—
let’s say 13 milllon—also own handguns.

What has been castigated as a “gun lobby™
is not a lobby at all in the traditional sense,
Make no mistake about that: it is a slzable
portion of the adult population cutting
across all the recognized social, political, eco-
nomie, geographle, raclal, religlous, and age
lines.

I have seen frequent references to public
opinion polls purporting to show that 75
percent of those responding favored “some
form of gun control.” Nothing could be more
irrelevant. If I had been polled, I might have
responded in the affirmative myself, Being
in favor of gun control is like being In favor
of taxation. We all agree government can’t be
run without money, but when it gets down to
what is going to be taxed, how much, and
who is going to have to pay it, that solid
consensus disappears.

What Is far more telling about the polls is
the rather consistent response over ihe
years—usually about 50 percent—who, even
though they say they are in favor of more
controls—do not think the additional laws
will reduce crime at all.

I am coming increasingly to the bellef
that gun control 1s a legislative cop-out. It's
away for the Congress to pretend it is doing
something to fight crime, without actually
having to face the hard truth that we can-
not any longer afford to Indulge the permis-
sive judiclal and correctional attitudes to-
ward criminals that have become so fashion-
able in recent years.

The courts and correctional authorities
have taught o whole new generation of crim-
inals that crime does pay. Or at least, if you
are caught, nothing much will be done to
you. You are slapped on the wrist and sent off
to a counselor for rehabilitation.

The lack of any meaningful deterrent—
punishment has become declassé nowadays—
has swollen the ranks of the criminal ele-
ment. The real reason prisons are over-
crowded is because easy crime attracts s»
many young people who are not even fazed
by the revolving door sentences they are
getting. We are catching more than ever be-
fore, and there isn't room for them all, And
they are mostly repeaters.

Gentlemen: The public is getting sick and
tired of robberies committed by holdup men
out on bond, and felony murders committed
by killers on probation, and convicted
felons who are supposed to be locked up
running around on so-called “furloughs.”
There are people who are wondering about
the sanity of judges who sentence under
the Youth Corrections Act 18 and 19 year old
thugs who engage In shoot-outs with police
and whose average stay at such Federal fa-
cilities will be about 18 months, when they
have to be kicked out to make room for more.

A criminal who uses a gun, and the threat
of Iinstant death, to rob some innocent per-
son is nothing less than an incipient killer.
He falls into the same category as a rabid
dog. He has demonstrated his unfitness to
be free in soclety. If this Subcommittes is
really interested in saving lives, it can start
by imposing mandatory penalties on the
criminal who robs with a gun. Put him away,
and don't let him out . ., . ever, if need be,
You may save the life of the next person he
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would threaten to kill, and it will serve as an
example to all the others who now think of
a holdup as a not-too-serious caper. And the
only freedom to be diminished will be that
belonging to someone who doesn't deserve 1t
in the first place.

Those who seek more gun laws have been
very carefully cultivating by incessant repe-
tition a number of myths that ought to be
challenged, anc. I would like to draw atien-
tion to several of the most popular.

The first is that the Gun Control Act of
1968 is weak and ineffective. That is not true.
Virtually all of the so-called weaknesses in
the Gun Control Act stem not from any de-
ficiency in the statute, but from Insufficient
enforcement,

New York City officials constantly complain
that handguns are being brought into the
city from a few gunshops in several southern
states. The cite that as evidence that new
laws are needed. But it's already illegal. Mak-
ing it illegal again won't do any good. What’s
needed is vigorous enforcement.

The Treasury Department last year issued
a beautifully printed report showing this
path of illegal guns into New York City. The
southern gun shops have been identified. If
they have figured that out, why don't they
arrest the people responsible, and put a stop
to it?

We also hear reports about out-of-state
criminals buying firearms from licensed
dealers by displaying phony identification.
Again, there already is a very stiff penalty in
the Gun Control Act of 1968, both for using
false identification, and for buying a hand-
gun outside your state of residence. Why
aren't these laws being enforced, and why
aren't dealers who do not pay proper atten-
tion to the validity of identification having
their licenses lifted?

Another myth is that the “availability of
guns causes crime.” That too, is just not so.
If it were, the world's highest crime rate
would bhe in Switzerland, where every able-
bodied male citizen keeps a machine gun in
his home. Yet Switzerland has a lower homi-
cide rate with guns, than Japan does with-
out guns.

Incidentally, low homicide rates in Japan
often are cited as evidence that gun controls
“work.” In fact, Japan's crime rates in vir-
tually every type of offense, with or without
guns, are uniformly low. The Japanese simply
do not have as much crime of any kind, pe-
riod, There is another difference, both In
Japan and in Switzerland; when you commit
a serious offense, they make you wish—for a
long time—that you had not.

Chairman Conyers in his statement refer-
red to 120 police officers who met their deaths
“at the hands of a gun.” Excuse me, but I
have never been introduced to a gun that
had hands. Nor to a gun that was, according
to the statement, “responsible for deaths.”
Hands, and responsibility, belong to people,
and what I find significant about the deaths
of the policeman is not that two-thirds were
killed with handguns, as opposed to long
guns, but that two thirds were killed by pre-
viously convicted criminals.

We do not need to take away the guns; we
need to put away the criminals.

I do not believe it is possible as a practical
matter to keep guns away from criminals. It
is sheer fantasy to think you can. Guns are
like moonshine—they are not that compli-
cated to make, and there is always somebody
willing to supply the demand. Those who
really want guns—as the IRA has demon-
strated in Northern Ireland—will get all the
guns they need, no matter how strict the
laws are.

That brings to mind another fact about
“handgun" control. Any fool who can push
a hacksaw can make a handgun out of a
shotgun or rifle in ten minutes, and there
is no way to “regulate” that. The only way to
eliminate handguns is to eliminate all guns,
and it is foolish to make artificial distinc-
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tions. The firearms owners recognize this
perfectly well, and if you are wondering why
shotgun owners oppose the banning of hand-
guns, that is the reason—they know they
will be next on the chopping block.

There is still ancother fallacy. Essentially,
it is that the danger of having a gun in
the house outweighs the protzction that gun
provides against intruders.

This idea was concocted from a few very
carefully selected statistles comparing the
number of robbers and burglars killed by
householders with the number of fatal gun
accidents In the home. Of course such a
comparison is meaningless. It completely
ignores countless cases in which crimes were
averted, or a householder saved from possible
injury without killing the intruder, and in
scme cases without ever firing a shot, It was
enough that the citizen had a weapon and
knew how to use it. Nor can such statistics
measure the importance of the peace of mind
of honest citizens who need not live in
constant fear of intruders against whom
they would otherwise be helpless. It has
nothing to do with whether such an emer-
gency ever actully arises. Just knowing you
have the capability of defending yourself is
vital. You can't over-estimate the value of
that, and it is not refiected in statistics.

There are many who feel safer without a
gun. That is their choice, and I would not
quarrel with it. But whether I will be safer
with or without a gun is a choice I would
reserve for myself; it is ofensive to me that
the government should arbitrarily decide
that I and millions of others no longer can
be trusted with handguns.

Some of my constituents have asked me
why I sponsored a Saturday Night Special
Eill. In view of what I have said here, you
might be wondering that too.

Let me start out by candidly acknowledging
that all “Saturday Night Special" legisla-
tion contains a conceptual flaw—it is
directed at a certain kind of gun, not at the
criminal misuse of any kind of gun. I ques-
tion whether that makes good sense. And,
while I have no particular love for cheap,
poorly-mude handguns, I cannot believe that
the only people who buy them are criminals;
I am compelled instead to conclude that there
is a market for Saturday Night Specials
because some poorer people who want—and
badly need—protection simply cannot afford
anything better.

Nonetheless, it has been obvious to me
that Congress feels compelled to do some-
thing—anything—about Saturday Night Spe-
clals because the press has made it an
unavoidable issue. You will recall that in
the past, one of the principal problems in
drafting this type of legislation has been
to define in legal language, exactly what a
Saturday Night Special is.

Therefore, I formulated a bill to accu-
rately distinguish cheap Saturday Night
Specials from quality handguns, not because
I am convinced that the former should be
outlawed, but because I believe that if you
are determined to have such a bill, this is
the most sensible way to write it. And further,
it gives the public some yardstick to judge
whether other bills are really Saturday Night
Special bills, or something else in disguise.

Many of my colleagues would prefer to
meet the Saturday Night Special issue
squarely, and precisely. Some have joined in
cosponsoring my bill, There are others, how-
ever, who see Saturday Night Special legisla-
tion as a wonderful smokescreen for dragging
into the SNS definition every handgun they
can, with the idea of abolishing as many
handguns as possible.

Accordingly, a number of bills introduced
thus far would ban Saturday Night Specials
on grounds that are not unique to that type
of weapon at all. Concerned firearms owners
are justified in strongly opposing such meas-
ures, and I would like to describe just a few
of these concepts.
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The first is the disingenuous notion that
a Saturday night special is any handgun
which is “easily concealable."

Concealment, of course, is a matter of
degree. All handguns are concealable, some
are just more concealable than others. What
does "“easily concealable” mean? In one's
pocket? Pockets, like pistols, come in large as
well as small sizes. I a gun with a two-inch
barrel 1s concealable, three inches is almost
as concealable, and four inches only slightly
more difficult to conceal. “Dirty Harry” in
the movies concealed a 44 magnum with an
8% inch barrel under his coat. Who knows,
somebody may call that a Saturday Night
Special.

Small size is not unique to Saturday Night
Specials; there are many high quality guns,
including some used by police, that are not
particularly big. That doesn’t make them any
less suitable for legitimate use.

For the same reason, a price tag criterion
is objectionable. If a gun selling for less than
$25 is evil, how about one selling for $26?
Is that one “good"—or, as the anti-gun people
will say after the hook's been swallowed—
is it just a “little less evil?”

Nor do I believe the citizenry will he
bamboozled into accepting “sporting pur-
poses” as a limitation on legitimate owner-
ship of firearms. If we took an informal poll
in this room, I think we would find some
people who own handguns, and they would
probably concede that they have them par-
tially, if not primarily, for defensive pur-
poses. That is every bit as lawful, and legiti-
maté, as any “sporting purpose” I can think
of. And maybe more important, because it
involves the traditional right of self-defense.

There is one last consideration. It would
be the most grievous mistake imaginable to
try to enact legislation that would force a
citizen to surrender a Saturday Night Special
(or any other firearm) which he otherwise
lawfully possesses. Some of the bills before
you would do just that, either directly by
forbidding possession, or indirectly, by impos-
ing ridiculous conditions on his continued
ownership.

Such a law would set into motion a massive
police eflort directed not at the traditional
criminal element, but at the citizenry in
general. It would be aggravated by the fact
that very few gun owners are gun experts—
many of them honestly wouldn’t know if
their handgun was a Saturday Night Special
or not. It can be predicted with certainty
that there will be countless cases of unwit-
ting, unintended, or just ignorant violations
and that people who normally would never
have a brush with the law will be arrested
and prosecuted.

And if the police take the enforcement of
such a confiscation law seriously, they can be
expected to stage raids on the homes of people
all across the nation suspected of possessing
Saturday Night Specials. (As often as not, it
will turn out to be some other kind of
weapon. )

And for what? Don't we have enough
criminals already? If a citizen has a Saturday
Night Special in his home, and he is not
bothering anybody, what difference does it
make what kind of gun it is?

I can’t think of any governmental activity
more liable to turn ecitizens into sples against
their neighbors, provoke bloodshed between
citizens and the authorities and generally
turn the country into a police state.

I would hope the Congress would have the
good sense to say it is not worth it.

If you are going to go after Saturday Night
Specials, you have to intercept them at the
upper levels of distribution—at their points
of manufacture and importation. There is not
any other practical way to do it.

Let me conclude on this note. What I am
suggesting to the Subcommittee, respectfully
and very earnestly, Is: don't get carried away
with missionary zeal. Maintain a sense of
proportion.
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We probably would save more lives—and
without violating anyone's rights—by reduc-
ing the highway speed limit nationally to 25
miles an hour. Of course everyone wonld
think that was preposterous and any such
law would be shoutsd or laughed down.
Everybody wants to get where they are going
quickly, and they pay the price of 50,000 lives
a year. There could be some saving of life,
as we found with the 55 mile an hour reduc-
tion. But the public is not willing to do it;
it wounld rather accapt the risk.

People do the same thing with alcohol,
with cigarettes, and with other things. We
deplore gun accidents, but in truth we could
save far more lives with a cheaper and sim-
pler expedient—by a prohibition on swim-
ming. The fatality rate from drownings is
four times greater than from firearms acci-
dents.

But we won't ban swimming—and I don't
belleve we should. That is because it is a legi-
timate, popular activity that people wvalue
greatly, and they are willing to accept the in-
herent risk.

Gentlemen, the same is true for firearms
ownership. The people whose guns you are
talking about are prepared to accept the risk
of having firearms in society, becauss on
balance it is something they wvalue greatly,
More than that, they see little reason to
sacrifice any more of their freedom so long
as their lawmakers are unwilling to shift the
welght squarely to the criminals who are pri-
marily to blame.

ADDRESS BY ARTHUR J. DECIO
ON THE ROLE OF MOBILE
HOMES IN HOUSING AMERICA

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorr and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, mobile
homes are playing an increasingly im-
portant role in providing housing for
the American people.

I believe that Members of the House
will read with considerable interest the
following address on this subject given
by Mr. Arthur J. Decio, Skyline Corp.,
Elkhart, Ind., at the 13th annual Port-
land, Oreg., Mobile Home Show on Feb-
ruary 19, 1975.

Mr. Decio is one of the most thought-
ful leaders in the mobile home industry.
His remarks follow:

SreecH GIVEN BEFORE THE 13TH ANNUAL
PorTLAND Morne Home Saow, PORTLAND,
Orec., FEBnuary 18, 1975, sy ARTHUR J.
Decto
As businesspeople, and as Americans, I

congratulate you.

As businesspeople I congratulate you for
taking a new and highly innovative shelter
product from an obscure 60,000 coaches in
1947 to a very visible 567,000 mobile homes
in 1973. More than that, over this twenty-
seven year span you produced a total of
5,235,660 mobile homes. It hasn't been nasy,
but it has been great. Today your product
has wider acceptance than ever before. To-
morrow holds bright promise of an even
brighter future. 1 salute you and congratu-
late you on this extraordinary business
accomplishment.

MOBILE HOUSING FOR 5.2 MILLION AMERICANS
As Americans I congratulate you for mak-

ing dignified, decent, affordable homes avail-

able to 52 million families. Without your
effort the American dream of home owner-
shlp would have been a nightmare. Each
year from 1947 to 1972 moblle homes have
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accounted for an ever greater percentage
of low cost single family housing. In 1974
it ran as high as 86% cof all single family
housing under $20,000. The record clearly
shows that you responded well to America’s
call for affordable housing. I salute you and
congratulate you for this extraordinary
patriotic accomplishment.

Having congratulated you as business.
people and as Americans I find it Is urgent
that I challenge you In these same capaci-
ties. As businesspeople I belleve you are
faced with a new opportunity., As Americans
I believe you are faced with a new responsi-
bility. Opportunity and responsibility are
but different sldes of the same coin, so let
us treat them allke as I describe a new
challenge for the mobile home industry. To
keep our perspectlve throughout this pre-
sentation let us accept now the proposition
that what is good for business is pood for
America, and that what is good for America
is good business. There can be no other way.

A NATION OF HOME OWNERS SEEES HOMES

In a sense the history of civillization is the
chronicle of man’s unending struggle for
home ownership. In a speclal sense it is the
story of America. Our country was peopled
by the oppressed of Europe, Asla and Africa
who hungered for freedom’s birthright. They
came to America ready to work and struggle,
fight and die if necessary, for a place of
their own. Chapter upon chapter of Ameri-
can history records the agony and the
ecstasy of establishing settlements from the
Atlantie seaboard across the Plalns to the
Pacific coast and your great Ncrihwest.

It is & wonderfully stirring story of man's
determination to be a freeholder. Finally
with the 1970 census we see that America is
truly a Natlon of home owners, 63% of all
famlilies owning their own home. With some
39 million families having a vested interest
in America it 1s little wonder that this is
the grea.est country in the world.

HOMES FOR FAMILIFE HARD PEESSED TO AF-

FORD CONVENTIONAL HOUSES

But now in 19756 the American dream of
home ownership is fast becoming the impos-
sible dream. It is a paradox that in the rich-
est Nation in the history of the world 609
of its families cannot afford A new conven-
tionally built home. In March 1974 the me-
dian price of a stick built home was $35,800.
With mortgage money scarce lenders are ask-
ing 259 to 30% down plus 6 or more points.
This means that to buy this median price
home the buyer must come up with over
$11,000 In cash. Obviously, any continuation
of this condition can destroy home ownership
in America. I suggest to you as Americans
we have a responsibility to preserve the
American dream. I further suggest, that as
businesspeople we have an unusual oppor-
tunity to serve.

CHALLENGE TO MOBILE HOME INDUSTRY—

EXPAND VARIETY, APPLICATION

Now the challenge becomes clear. As busi-
nesspeor le we have an opportunity, as Amer-
icans we have a responsibility to make home
ownership available to that 60% of all fami-
lies who make $12,000 2 year and still cannot
afford a conventionally built home. We know
that for the $11,000 cash downpayment re-
quir-d for today's stick built house a man
can own a mobile home outright, complete
with furniture and eppliances, It has been
amply demonstrated that only the mobile
home is the ajffordable shelter product. But
its effectiveness has been limited to the rural
and suburban markets. The challenge is to
make the mobile home or variations of it a
renlistic alternative everywhere.

ALTERNATIVE TO SUBSIDIZED HOUSING

Incidentally, the challenge could be
ignored by leaving the oppertunity and re-
sponsibility to government subsidized hous-
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ing programs. But that cannot be done In
good consclence. Not when a recent HUD
study points out that the total government
cost of such programs in 1972 was $2.5 billion,
and concludes that “the costs of the accom-
plishments are greater than the benefits, In-
cluding the observable benefits to =ociety.”
So we cannot side step the chsallenge. All the
facts put the ball squarely in our court. We
must address ourselves to it.
MOVEMENT TO SMALLER, STURDIER, MORE
ENERGY EFFICIENT HOMES

But there is more to the challenge. Much
imcre. I want to share with you an gpporiu-
nity and a responsibility of such size that it
boggles the mind, I want to share with you

t only the magnitude of the challenge but

unediacy of it as well. If there were

vallable in this concourse now a trumpet
fanfare and a roll of drums, I would order it.
I would order it to command your attention
for I have something important to say. And
this is it. The American life style has changed
and it will never be the same again. Let me
repeat it. The American life style has changed
and it will never be the same again. The
chinge occurred yesterday. The cause of the
change is the energy crisis. The direction of
the change is toward a simpler life at a sub-
stantially preater cost. The pivot points of
change will be transportation and shelter.
The cost impact of the energy crisis in these
arens will substantially effect everything else,
most notably food, clothing and lelsure time.
(And this without regard to what happens to
inflation and the recession) More specifically
in the shelter area the direction of change
will be toward minimum involvement in
housing. That means a modestly priced, more
basic structure with less square footage, bet-
ter built and better insulated, easier to main
tain and less costly to heat and cool.

Clearly I have described a mobile home
or a variation of It. Think about it for a
moment. A high flying era, complete with a
shameful waste of most everything, has ended
never to return again. A new era has dawned
with vastly different emphasis and demands.
Your kind of world mobile home manufac-
furers, dealers, park operators and suppliers;
as businesspeople, are you equal to the op-
portunity? As Americans, are you egual to
the responsibility? I say yes. I hope you
S8y yes;

It would be wrong to conclude that be-
cause I have bird dogged the challenge that
I have all the answers. No such thing, T do
have some suggestions relative to the subject
that I would like to review with you. Having
done that I hope then to have your input
which I fully expect to be better than mine.
Once we have between us agreed on a course
of action I shall be very glad to join with
you in its execution. In this spirit then,
allow me to make some suggestions.

REKINDLE AMERICAN PRODUCTIVE SPIRIT

I believe that the first thing we have to
do is smile. The dark cloud of housing’s de-
pression, surrounded by the twin confusion
of recession and Inflation, aggravated by an
energy crisis, cannot rain on our parade,
Not if we smile. You see, I firmly believe
that people are the heart and soul of Amer-
ica. That this country of ours is strong or
weak, in a state of boom or bust, depending
upon the attitude of the American people.
I believe that attitudes are contagious. And
I'mx a carrier. I'm smiling. And I want you
to amile too. These are excliting times. It's
great to be alive, to be an American, to be
in the mobile home industry. Besides, I've
never seen a man with a frown sell anything
to anybody. So come on, smile.

I believe that the second thing we have
to do is to start now to evidence a new re-
sponsibility throughout the industry. If we
are going to capitalize on the opportunity,
meet the responsibility that is properly ours,
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we must continue to look for better ma-
terials, better design, better construction,
better financing and better service after
the sale to bring a changed and walting
world a better shelter product for better
living.

CALL FOR NEW CYCLE OF MOEILE HOME INNOVA-

TION

Thirdly, I suggest that we must as an in-
dustry be innovative, more accurately we
must as an industry continue to be innova-
tive. There isn’'t an industry in American
business whose success can be more directly
attributed to creativity. After sall, selling
housing as personal property has to be the
biggest and most daring idea in the long his-
tory of shelter. But we can't stop with one
stroke of genius. The second generation of
managers in our industry must be as bold
and yet as right as the first generation was
in its day. At every level of the industry
there must be & willingness to look at what
we are doing and how we are doing it, and
say “there must be a better way.” Then we
must calmly set about finding that way.

A SPECIAL OPPORTUNITY IN LOW INCOME HOUS-
ING

As a fourth consideration, I suggest that
we keep the big picture of the industry, its
now and future role in the total housing
market, With our profit proven factory build-
Ing system and distribution channel, the
proper view is to see ourselves as heir ap-
parent to the vast low Income housing op-
portunity. From this vantage point we can
move as markets dictate. Let us be sure that
we don’'t minimize our potential by a myopic
view of our part in answering tomorrow's
housing needs.

Finally, when an awareness of responsibil-
ity has put our house in order and our minds
are settled as far as innovation and vision
are concerned, then I suggest that it would
be timely to throw the spotlight of a highly
professional public relations program on the
mobile home industry, A simple definition of
public relations is getting credit for the good
you do. Certalnly the mobile bome industry
has done a lot of good and certainly it has
never gotien credit for it. We must now act
to change that. Manufacturers and suppliers
should lead the effort through their national
association, MHMA. Because such programs
are costly, and since everyone benefits from
the improvement of the industry image, ev-
ery manufacturer and supplier should sup-
port the effort through MHMA membership.
Assoclation dues are on & sliding scale so
support is always proportionately equal to
industry participation.

SEIZE TODAY'S OPPORTUNITIES FOR
TOMORROW'S ADVANCEMENT

As a last suggestion, I would remind you
that timing is important to the success of
any campalgn. I believe that the time is now
for the mobile home industry to act to ful-
fill its destiny. Let the success minded, de-
dicated men and women of the industry
come to the front. Let them come forward
in the spirit that President John EKennedy
described so well when he said:

“The credit belongs to the man who is
actually in the arena, whose face is marred
by dust and sweat and blood . . . who knows
the great enthusiasms, the great devotions:
who spends himself in a worthy cause: who
at the best knows In the end the triumph of
high achlevement, and . . . if he fails, at
least fails while daring greatly, so that his
place shall never be with those cold and
timid souls who know neither victory nor
defeat.”

I sincerely hope that my thoughts will fall
as seeds on fertile ground, and being en-
riched by it, will bloom and flower. I would
lilke to think that what we have initiated
here today will resolve into an action plan
that will be good for business and good for
America.
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BINARY CHEMICAL WEAPONS—BILL
REINTRODUCED

(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and tc include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, on
March 14, 1975—pages 6730-6731—
I introduced H.R. 4955, which prohibits
the use of any appropriations for the
procurement of any munition delivery
system or production facility for any
binary chemical warfare agent.

On March 24, 1975—page 8452—I re-
introduced the bill along with 25 of my
colleagues.

I am pleased to reintroduce the bill
again today, along with 25 additional
colleagues, who also feel that the United
States should not begin production of a
new binary nerve gas system. The text of
the bill and the cosponsors follow:

List oF COSPONSORS

Mr. Ottinger (for himself, Mr. Leggett, Mr.
Brinkley, Mr. Bingham, Mr. Eoch, Mr. Hel-
stoski, Mr, Udall, Mr. Rosenthal, Mr,. Mosher,
Mr, Moorhead of Pa., Mr, Rangel, Mr. Studds,
Ms, Holtzman, Mrs. Chisholm, Mr. Drinan,
Mr. Miller of Calif., Ms. Abzug, Mr. Pattison
of New York, Ms. Spellman, Mr. Solarz, Mr.
Simon, Mr. Wirth, Mr. Hannaford, Mr. Rich-
mond, Mr. Mikva, and Mr. Ashley.

HR. 5482
A blll to prohibit the production and pro-
curement by any agency of the United

States of any delivery system designed to

disseminate any binary-type chemical war-

fare agent

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That no
funds authorized or appropriated by any
Act making authorizations or appropriations
for fiscal year 1976 or for any fiscal year
thereaiter to the Department of Defense for
military functlons administered by that De-
partment may be used by any department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United
States to—

(1) procure any delivecy system, or any
part of component of any delivery system,
which is designed to disseminate any binary-
type chemical warfare agent, or

(2) establish (by construction or other-
wise) or operate any facility for the pro-
duction of any such system, part, or com-
ponent.

Other Members have also expressed
an interest in joining as cosponsors, so
I intend to reintroduce the legislation
again. I invite any additional Members
to join in supporting this effort at that
time.

The Members might also be interested
in an article printed in the journal
Science, March 14, 1975, on the appro-
priation request for binaries. The article
follows:

£8.8 MnLioN SoucHT FOR Brwary CW

ProDUCTION

Last year when the House and Senate de-
feated proposed military funding for binary
weapons production in a rare display of legis-
lative coordination, perhaps the legislators
thought they had nipped in the bud any
military ambitions for constructing a new

chemical weapons arsenal. This year, how-
ever, the Department of Defense (DOD) in
its proposed 1976 budget requested 3 million
more than last year, or $8.8 million for binary
weapons production. The DOD is also request-
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ing funds for binary weapons research, which
has aroused little congressional opposition
in the past.

A binary weapon operates by storing less-
than-lethal chemicals In separate compart-
ments of a projectile which do not mix and
become lethal until after the munition is
fired. Although safer to store and transport
than ordinary chemical weapons, binary
weapons nonetheless represent an entirely
new generation in the larger family of chem-
ieal weapons. The United States renounced
nearly all first uses of chemical weapons
when it ratified the Geneva Protocol of 1925;
other possible uses of chemical weapons in
war are the subject of disarmament nego-
tiations now going on in Geneva.

Opponents of escalation of U.S. binary wea-
pons research into the production stage argue
that manufacture of the weapons will call
into question the country's good faith at
the Geneva disarmament talks, and that
binary weapons are not all that useful mili-
tarily, anyhow. Proponents argue that the
United States will need a defensive chemical
weapons capability in the future and that
the existing arsenal of chemical weapons
should be replaced by the safer, binary muni-
tions at a cost of approximately $100 million.

A new congressional fight against the bi-
nary procurement item is expected this year
and some Congressmen’s offices are already,
B0 to speak, arming themselves.

A BILL TO ESTABLISH A HUDSON
RIVER COMPACT COMMISSION

(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, today I
am proud to introduce, along with over
20 of my colleagues from the Hudson
River Valley, a bill to establish a Hudson
River Compact Commission. Its purpose
is to authorize negotiation of a compact
to develop, preserve, protect, and restore
the resources of the Hudson River Basin
and its shores.

In 1966, as a new Member of the 8%th
Congress, I took an active interest in the
future of the Hudson River and the Hud-
son River Basin, introducing and work-
ing for the passage of what is now Public
Law 89-605, the Hudson River Compact
Act. That bill directed the Secretary of
the Interior to cooperate with the five
States in the Hudson River Basin—New
York, New Jersey, Connecticut, Massa-
chusetts, and Vermont—on a program to
develop, preserve, and restore the re-
sources of the river and its shores. It was
our hope back then that these States,
along with the Federal Government,
could negotiate a Federal/interstate
compact which would give the Hudson
the protection it needed if we were to
insure that the Hudson would continue
to be a viable waterway and a living river.

In 1970 Congress passed a 4-year ex-
tension of the Secretary of the Interior’s
review authority over federally sponsored
or federally authorized projects, an au-
thority given to him under the terms of
the 1966 law. That authority gave the
Secretary the responsibility to review
these projects to make certain that they
did not adversely affect the natural,
scenic, historic, or recreational resources
of the Hudson River Basin. Unfortu-
nately, that section of the law lapsed last
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vear leaving the Secretary only to be
the representative of the Federal Gov-
ernment in negotiating a compaect with
the States.

On November 6, 1973, President Nixon
transmitted to Congress the report of the
Secretary of the Interior, a report man-
dated annually in the original compact
law. Included in the brief report was a
proposed bill to repeal the Hudson River
Compact Act. Fortunately, Congress did
not enact repeal of the Compact Act, as
the President had suggested. Instead, my
colleague Mr. BinguaMm, who joins with
me today in the introduction of this bill,
came to the rescue toward the end of the
93d Congress. In legislation to decrease
certain reporting requirements of Fed-
eral agencies, Mr. BineHAM succeeded in
repealing the requirement of an annual
report by the Secretary to Congress, but
left the Secretary with the responsibility
to be the representative of the United
States in negotiations for a compact
agreement. Thus, Congress reaffirmed its
commitment to a negotiated compact for
the Hudson River Basin.

During my absence from the Congress,
it was heartening to know that Congress
had made such a reaffirmation of faith
in the need for a compact to protect the
river. But one major element was still
lacking—negotiations to formulate and
enact a compact had long been stalled
and discontinued. The bill I introduce
today is intended to put compact nego-
tiations back on the track. It represents
a new approach to convening negotiation
discussions, by establishing a Commis-
sion to negotiate the compact composed
of designees of the Secretary of the In-
terior and the Governors of the States
within the Hudson River Basin. The Sec-
retary, in my bill, is given the affirmative
duty of convening the Commission, as
well as the responsibility for reporting
to Congress on or before July 1, 1976, as
to the progress of those negotiations.

The need for a compact and perma-
nent Commission to enforce its terms
is abundantly clear. Many needs will be
fulfilled through such a device: The need
to encourage all beneficial uses of the
lands and waters of the Hudson River-
way, including commercial, industrial,
and other economic development con-
sistent with the preservation of the na-
tural resources of the river; the need to
encourage and support local and State
autonomy and initiative in planning and
action to develop, preserve and restore
the land and waters; the need to abate
water pollution, protect clean water, and
develop the water resources of the Hud-
son for beneficial use; and, the need to
preserve, enhance and develop archae-
ological and historiec sites, shrines, and
structures and to preserve the scenic
beauty of the river.

I wish to thank the 22 Members of the
House who have joined with me today
in introducing this bill, which has strong
regional and bipartisan support. I am
inserting a copy of the bill, along with
its cosponsors, for the benefit of the
Members of the House and any of their
constituents who are concerned and in-
terested in the protection and preserva-
tion of our great American waterways.

The text of the bill follows:
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HR. 5483
A bill to establish a Hudson River Compact

Commission composed of the Secretary of
the Interior and representatives from the
States of New York, New Jersey, Vermont,
Massachusetts, and Connecticut so that
the Commission may negotiate a compact
to develop, preserve, and restore the re-
sources of the Hudson River Basin and
its shores, and to authorize certain nec-
essary steps to be taken to protect those
resources from adverse Federal actions un-
til the States concerned and the Congress
have the oppcrtunity to act on that
compact

Be it enacied by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES

SECTION 1. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) the conservation, utilization, develop-
ment, management, and control of the water
resources of the Hudson River Basin under
comprehensive multiple purpose planning
will bring the greatest benefits and produce
the most efficient service in the public in-
terest;

(2) this comprehensive planning adminis-
tered by a basin-wide agency will provide
the potential for—

(A) flood damage reduction;

(B) conservation and development of
surface and ground water supply for mu-
nicipal, industrial, and agricultural uses;

(C) development of recreational facilities
in relation to reservoirs, lakes, and streams;

(D) propagation of fish and game;

(E) promotion of forest land management,
soll conservation, and watershed projects;

(F) protection and aid to fisheries;

(G) improved navigation;

(H) control of the movement
water;

(I) abatement and control of water pol-
lution; and

(J) regulation of stream flows toward the
attalnment of these goals.

(3) the water resources of the basin are
presently subject to the duplicating, over-
lapping, and uncoordinated administration
of a large number of governmental agencies
which exercise a multiplicity of powers and
the result is a splintering of authority and
responsibility;

(4) in the Act entitled “An Act to direct
the Secretary of Interior to cooperate with
the States of New York and New Jersey on a
program to develop, preserve, and restore
the resources of the Hudson River and its
shores and to authorize certaln necessary
steps to be taken to protect those resources
from adverse Federal actions until the States
and Congress shall have had an opportunity
to act on that program", approved Septem-
ber 26, 1966, the Congress and the executive
branch of the Federal Government recognized
& pational interest in the consummation of
an intergovernmental compact with Federal
and State participation;

(5) approximately 15,000,000 people live
and work in the Hudson River Basin and its
environs, and the government, employment,
industry, and economic development of the
entire region and the health, safety, and gen-
eral well-being of its population are and
will continue to be affected vitally by the
conservation, utilization, development, man-
agement and control of the water resources
of the basin;

(6) demands upon the water resources of
the basin are expected fo mount because of
anticipated increases in population and by
reason of industrial and economic growth of
the basin and its service area;

(7) water resources planning and develop-
ment are technical, complex, and expensive,
often requiring 15 to 20 years from the con-
ception to the completion of large or exten-
sive projects; and

(8) the public Interest requires that facili-
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ties must be ready and operative in the
Hudson River Basin so that the damages of
unexpected floods, droughts, and other disas-
ters may be avoided.

(b) The purposes of this Act are—

(1) to establish a Hudson River Compact
Commission composed of the Secretary of
the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the
“Secretary") and representatives from the
States of New York, New Jersey, Vermont,
Massachusetts, and Connecticut so that the
Commission may negotiate a compact to de-
velop, preserve, and restore the Hudson River
Basin and its shores; and

(2) to authorize certain necessary steps to
be taken to protect the resources of the
Hudson River Basin from adverse Federal
actions until the States coicerned and the
Congress have the opportunity to act on the
compact negotiated by the Commission.

DEFINITIONS

Sec 2. For purposes of this Act—

(1} the term “Hudson River” means the
Hudson River and its tributaries from their
source to the mouth of the Lower Bay;

(2) the term “Hudson River Basin” means
the Hudson River and those parts of the
States of New York, New Jersey, Vermont,
Massachusetts, and Connecticut within and
from which water naturally drains into the
Hudson River; and

(3) the term “Hudson Riverway” means the
Hudson River and related land.

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION

Skc. 3. There is established a commission
to be known as the Hudson River Compact
Commission (hereinafter referred to as the
“Commission) .

FURPOSES OF COMMISSION

Sec. 4. (a) The Commission is authorized
to—

(1) negotiate a compact relating to the
preservation, restoration, utilization, and
development of the natural, scenie, historic,
and recreational resources of the Hudson
River Basin; and

(2) to present the compact to the Con-
gress and to the States of New York, New
Jersey, Vermont, Massachusetts, and Con-
necticut for ratification.

(b) In negotiating the compact, the mem-
bers of the Commission shall consider the
following: ;

(1) the need to establish a permanent
Hudson River Compact Commission (to be
funded and operated by the Federal Govern-
ment and any of the States which are sig-
natories to the compact) to enforce the
terms of the compact agreed to and to pro-
vide direction for Federal and State partici-
pation in such enforcement;

(2) the need to encourage all beneficial
uses of the lands and waters of the Hudson
Riverway, including commercial, industrial,
and other economic development consistent
with the preservation and rehabilitation of
the natural, scenic, historlcal, and recrea-
tional resources of the Hudson Riverway;

(3) the need to encourage and support
local and State autonomy and initiative in
planning and action to develop, preserve,
and restore the land and waters of the Hud-
son Riverway, insofar as such planning and
action is consistent with comprehensive de-
velopment, preservation, and restoration of
the natural, scenic, historic, and recreation
resources of the Hudson Riverway:

(4) the need to abate water pollution, pro-
tect clean water, and develop the water
resources of the Hudson Riverway for bene-
ficial use;

(6) the need to preserve, enhance, and de-
velop archaeological and historic sites,
shrines, or structures along the Hudson
Riverway;

(8) the need to preserve, enhance, and re-
habilitate the scenic beauty of the Hudson
Riverway; and

(7) the need to protect and enhance the
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fish and wildlife and other natural rescurces
of the Hudson Riverway.
MEMBERSHIF OF COMMISSION

Sec. 5. (a) The Commission’s membership
ghall be as follows:

(1) the Secretary, or his delegate;

(2) the Governor of New York, or his dele-

ate;
. (3) the Governor of New Jersey, or his
delegate;

(4) if the States of Connecticut, Massa-
chusetts, or Vermont so desire, the Governor
of those States, or their delegates.

{(b) The Secretary shall convene the first
and all subsequent meetings of the Commis-
slon, until such time as the members shall
choose another member to act as chairman
Or cCOnvenor.

(c) Members of the Commission shall serve
without compensation from the Commission
but may be reimbursed by the Commission
for necessary expenses Incurred in and ineci-
dent to the performance of their duties for
the Commission.

POWERS OF COMMISSION

Skc. 6. (a) The Commission may hold hear-
Ings, sit and act at such times and places,
take whatever testimony and receive what-
ever evidence it may deem advisable.

(b) The Commission may secure directly
from any department or agency of the United
States Information necessary to enable it to
carry out this Act. Upon request of the Chair-
man of the Commission, the head of such
department or agency shall furnish such in-
formation to the Commission.

ORGANIZATION OF COMMISSION

Sec. 7. (a) The Commission shall provide
for its own organization and shall adopt the
rules governing its meetings and transac-
tions.

(b) Each member is entitled to one vote
in matters voted on by the Commission.

(c) The Commission shall provide by its
rules for the appointment by each member
of an advisor (to serve without compensa-
tion from the Commission) who may attend
all meetings of the Commission and its com-
mittees.

REFORT

Sec. 8. On or before July 1, 1976, the Secre-
tary shall transmit a report to the Congress
and the President of the Unifted States re-
lating to the status of the negotlations by
the Commission. The report may include the
Secretary's recommendations concerning any
matter relating to the Commission. The re-
port shall include the Secretary's recom-
mendations coneerning the need for carrying
out the purposes of this Act and concerning
the manner in which any compact which
has been agreed to by the Commission should
be enforced. The President shall transmit to
the Congress such recommendations con-
cerning the Secretary’s report as he may deem
appropriate.

TRANSMISSION OF COMPACT TO CONGRESS

Sec. 9. The Commission may not submit
a compact to the Congress until the legisla-
tures of the States represented on the Com-
mission have ratified it.

FEDERAL ACTIVITY AND LICENSING OF ACTIVITIES
IN THE HUDSON RIVERWAY

Sec. 10. In order to avoid, insofar as possi-
ble, decisions or actions by any department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United
States which could unfavorably affect or
alter any resource of the Hudson Riverway
having substantial natural, scenie, historie,
or recreational value until such time as the
States represented on the Commission and
the United States have had an opportunity to
negotiate a compact, all departments, agen-
cles, and instrumentalities of the United
States shall consult with the Secretary con-
cerning any plans, programs, projects, and
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grants under their jurisdiction within or af-
fecting the Hudson Riverway. Any Federal
department, agency, or instrumentality be-
fore which there is a license application pend-
ing for an activity which may affect the re-
sources of the Hudson Riverway shall notify
the Secretary and, before taking final action
on such application, shall allow the Secre-
tary 90 days from the date he Is notified to
present his views on the matter. The require~
ments of this section shall not apply to any
applicant for a license which was pending
and belng actively pursued on the date 90
days before the date of the enactment of this
Act and shall cease to apply b years after the
date of the enactment of this Act, or when-
ever a compact submitted by the Commis-
sion has been approved by the Congress,
whichever cecurs first.
REPEAL OF ACT OF SEPTEMEER 26, 1966

Sec. 11. The Act entitled “An Act to direct
the Secretary of the Interlor to cooperate
with the States of New Ycrk and New Jersey
on a program to develop, preserve, and restore
the resources of the Hudson River and its
shores and to authorize certain necessary
steps to be taken to protest those resources
from adverse Federal actions until the States
and Congress shall have an opportunity to
act on that program”, approved Septem-
ber 26, 1966, as amended, is repealed,

AUTHORIZATION FOR APFROPRIATIONS

Sec. 12, There is authorized to be appro-
priated not more than §75,000 for fiscal year
1976 to carry out the purposes of Sections
6, B, and 10 of this Act. Expenses incurred
by the Secretary or his delegate pursuant to
Section 5(b) of this Aet may be reimbursed
with funds authorized to be appropriated
under this Section.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jerronps) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. J. WiLLiam Srantow, for 10 min-
utes, today.

Mr. TarLcorT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RAILSBACK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ARMSTRONG, for 60 minutes, today.

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Evans of Indiana) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. McFavLr, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLEz, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Ropixo, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Vanix, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. Horrzman, for 15 minutes, today.

Ms. Aszug, for 15 minutes, today.

Mrs. Corrins of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. MaTsunaca, for 15 minutes, foday.

Mr. Forp of Michigan, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. Duxcan of Oregon, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. OBERSTAR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DanieLsoN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. PrHiLLie BurtoN, for 30 minutes,
today.

Mr. RosTENKO'WSKI, for 5 minutes, to-
day.

Mr. MoaxLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McDowaALD of Georgia, for 20 min-
utes, March 26.

Mr, ParTEN, for 30 minutes, April 9.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission fo
revise and extend remarks was granted
m.

Mr, Parman, for 45 minutes, today, and
tomorrow March 26, and to include ex-
traneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JeFrForps) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. FORSYTHE.

Mr. AnpeErsow of Illinois in two in-
stances.

Mrs. FEnwIick in two instances.

Mr, WYDLER.

My, GrinMan in two instances.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. EMERY.

Mr. Symms in three in:tances.

Mr. DErWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. GrapisoN in two instances.

Mr. BELL,

Mr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. Tarcorr in fwo instances.

Mr. ABDNOR.

Mr. RAILSBACK.

Mr. HeEmz in two instances.

Mr. THONE.

Mr. Bos WiLsoN in three instances.

Mr. Tavror of Missouri.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Evans of Indiana) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. GonzaLez in three instances.

Mr. AnpersoN of California in three
instances.

Mr. McDonaLp of Georgia in two in-
stances.

Mr, Won PaT.

Mr. GAYDOS.

Mrs. CHISHOLM.

Mr. Lroyp of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. Evans of Indiana.

Mr. Loxna of Louisiana,

Mr, SYMINGTON.

Mrs. SCHROEDER.

Mr. VANIK.

Mrs. SPELLMAN in fwo instances.

Mr. Rees in two instances.

Mr. BRODHEAD.

Mr. Sorarz in three instances.

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr, Suare in two instances.

Mr, TeacuE in two instances.

Mr. Downey in three instances.

Mr. COTTER.

My, MURTHA.

Mr. HOWARD.

Mr. RokE in three instances.

Mr. Bap1rro in 10 instances.

Mrs. SULLIVAN,

Ms. Aszua in two instances.

Mr. Russo.

Mr. Fror1o in five instances.

Mr. DaNIELSON in five instances.

Mr. JouxNson of California.

Mr. MOFFETT.

Mr. OTTINGER.

Mr. DERRICK.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker's table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

B. 1307. An act to amend the McIntire-
Stennis Act of 1962 to promote forestry re-
search at private university forestry schools;
to the Committee on Agriculture.,
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ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. HAYS of Ohio, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill of the House
of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

HR. 4592. An act making appropriations
for Foreign Assistance and related programs
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and
for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 O'CLOCK
WEDNESDAY

Mr. EVANS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 51 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until tomorrow, Wednesday, March 26,
1975, at 10 o’clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

655. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting no-
tice of the intention of the Department of
the Army to offer to sell certain defense ar-
ticles to the Government of Iran, pursuant
to section 36(b) of the Foreign Military Sales
Act, as amended; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

656. A letter from the Administrator, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to ex-
tend provisions of the Noise Control Act of
1972, for 2 years; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

857. A letter from the Chairman and mem-
bers, U.8. Commission on Civil Rights, trans-
mitting a report on the extent of clvil rights
progress in the United States since Brown v.
Board of Education, pursuant to section
104(b) of Public Law 83-315, as amended; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

RECEIVED FrROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

658. A letter from the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs, transmitting the annual
report of the Veterans' Administration for
fiscal year 1974, pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 214
(H. Doc. No. 94-62); to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs and ordered to be printed
with illustrations.

6569. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on budget authority released in response to
congressional disapproval of deferrals on
March 12 and 13, 19756 (H. Doc. No. 94-89);
to the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

B60. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on opportunities for improving the Defense
Department's computerized civilian payroll
processing operations; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Government Operations, and
Armed Services.

661. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on data-reporting requirements im-
posed upon State and local educational agen-
cies; jointly to the Committees on Govern-
ment Operations, and Edueation and Labor.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 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. MURPHY of Illinois: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 366. Resolution pro-
viding for the consideration of H.R. 3786. A
bill to authorize the increase of the Federal
share of certain projects under title 23,
Unlted Sates Code (Rept. No. 94-115). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar,

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 368. Resolution providing for the
consideration of HR. 4723. A bill authoriz-
ing appropriations to the National Science
Foundation for fiscal year 1976 (Rept. No. 04—
117). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 367. Resolution providing
for the consideration of H.R. 4224. A bill to
authorize supplemental appropriations to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission for fiscal
year 1975 (Rept. No. 94-116). Referred to the
House Calendar.

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. DANIELSON:

HR. 5422. A bill to amend the Compre-
hensive Employment and Training Act of
1973 to provide that a unit or combination
of units of general local government having
a population of 50,000 or more shall be
eligible to be a prime sponsor, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R. 5423. A bill to regulate commerce and
conserve gasoline by improving motor wve-
hicle fuel economy, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

HR. 5424. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide for a tax
on every new automobile with respect to its
consumption rate, to provide for public dis-
closure of the fuel consumption rate of every
new automobile, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr.
Bauvman, Mr. Bearp of Tennessee,
Mr. BurLEsOoN of Texas, Mr. BYRON,
Mr. CoLLINs of Texas, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
DERRICK, Mr. DicKINSON, Mr. ESHLE-
MAN, Mr. MannN, Mr, MarTIN, Mr.
RoussgLoT, Mr. SNYDER, Mr, STEIGER
of Arizona, Mr, Symms, Mr. TREEN,
and Mr. WiNN)

H.R. 5425. A bill to repeal the Davis-Bacon
Act; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. BLOUIN:

H.R. 5426. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Transportation to make a loan of
$100 million to the Chicago, Rock Island &
Pacific Railroad Co.; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BOWEN:

H.R. 5427. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the estate
tax exemption from 860,000 to $100,000; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mr. HasT-
INGS, Mr. Brown of California, Mr.
DomiNick V. DaniEns, Mr, DowNEY,
Mr. EMERY, Mr. HicKs, Mr. PATTI-
son of New York, Mr. RamLseack, Mr,
SARASIN, Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. SoLARZ,
and Mr. VIGORITO):

HR. 5428. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish a Health
Education Administration within the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to provide for the development and im-
plementation of a national health educa-
tion program; to the Commerce on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. ESCH:

H.R. 5429. A bill to discourage the use of
painful devices in the trapping of animals
and birds; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.
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HR. 5430. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and certain other pro-
visions of law to provide for automatic cost-
of-living adjustments in the income tax
rates; the amount of the standard, personal
exemption, and depreciation deductions; and
the rate of interest payable on certain obli-
gations of the United States; to the Com-
mitiee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FLOOD:

H.R. 5431. A bill to provide authorizations
for the Department of State, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on International
Relatlons,

By Mr. GRADISON:

H.R. 5432. A bill to amend title 30, United
States Code, to prohibit certain franked
malilings by Members of the Congress during
certain perlods before elections; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HENDERSON:

H.R. 5433. A bill to temporarily suspend re-
quired emissions controls on automobiles
registered In certain parts of the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 5434. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make certain that re-
cipients of veterans' pension and compensa-
tion will not have the amount of such pen-
sion or compensation reduced because of in-
creases in monthly social security benefits;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. HORTON:

H.R. 5435. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act to provide
additional benefits to persons recelving emer-
gency loans under subtitle C of such act;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. EARTH:

H.R. 5436. A bill to provide for the tem-
porary suspension of duty on the importa-
tion of silver nitrate; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mrs.
SCHROEDER, Mr. SOLARZ, Mrs. SPELL-
MAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. SToKES, Mr,
WAXMAN, Mr. CHARLES H. WiLsoN of
California) :

H.R. 5437. A bill to protect the constitu-
tional rights of citizens of the United States
and to prevent unwarranted invasion of
their privacy by prohibiting the use of the
polygraph for certain purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Ms. Ag-
Zu6G, Mr, BapiLLo, Mr. Brown of Cali-
fornia, Mr. Bavcus, Mr. Jouw L.
BurTON, Mr. PHiLLir BURTON, Mr.
CARNEY, Mr. Cray, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
HANNAFORD, Ms. HoLTZzMAN, Mr. Han-
RINGTON, Mrs. MEYNER, Mr. MIKva,
Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland, Mr.
MorTL, Mr. PAaTTISON Oof New York,
Mr. RaNGEL, Mr. RicHEMOND, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr. RoyeaL, Mr. RyYaN,
and Mr. SCHEUER) :

H.R. 5438. A bill to protect the constitu-
tional rights of citizens of the United States
and to prevent unwarranted invasion of their
privacy by prohibiting the use of the poly-
graph for certain purposes; to the Commis-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself, Mrs.
Mmk, and Mr. Wown Par):

H.R. 5439. A bill to provide for the normal
flow of maritime Interstate commerce be-
tween Hawail, Guam, American Samoa, or
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
and the west coast, and to prevent certain
interruptions thereof; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. MOLLOHAN:

H.R. 5440. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41 et. seq.)
to provide that under certain circumstances
exclusive territorial arrangements shall not
be deemed uniawful; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. NEDZI:

H.R. 5441. A bill to authorize the Secre-

tary of Agriculture to make grants to cities
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to encourage the increased planting of trees
and shrubs and to encourage other urban
forestry programs; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. NOLAN:

HR. 5442, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that pen-
sions paid to volunteer firemen or their de-
pendents, or to the widows or other survivors
of deceased volunteer firemen, shall not be
subject to the income tax; to the Commitiee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, Mr.
Broumd, Mr. Eocar, Mr. FoLEY, Mr,
FrAsSER, Mr. HaLn, Mr. HARKIN, Mr,
HuGHEsS, Mr. McHUGH, Mr. MADIGAN,
Mr. MazzoLr, Mr. Mezvinskr, Mr.
Mmnrer of California, Mr. MorFrETT,
Mr. Moss, Mr. MureHY of Illinois,
Mr. Nmx, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr, RISEN-
HOOVER, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr,
SArRBANES, Mr. SHIPLEY, Mr. SIKES,
Mr. StacGERs, and Mr. TRAXLER) :

H.R. 5443. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of an American Folklife Center in
the Library of Congress, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

By Mr. RICHMOND (for himself, Mrs.
Mink, Mr. Harn, and Mr. MILLER of
California) :

H.R. 5444. A bill to continue the special
food service program for children through
September 30, 1975; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. RISENHOOVER:

H.R, 5445. A bill to provide for the con-
struction of a loop road at the Kaw Dam and
Reservoir, Osage County, Okla.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr.
RUPFE, Mr. Biagel, Mr. ouv PonT, Mr.
MurPHY of New York, Mr. DE LA
Garza, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. ErLeerc, Mr.
DE Luco, and Mr. EMERY) :

HR. 5446. A bill to implement the Con-
vention on the International Regulations for
Preventing Collisions at Sea, 1972; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr.
RUPE, Mr. MurPHY of New York, and
Mr. MOSHER) :

H.R. 5447. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 16, 1971, as amended, which established
the National Advisory Committee on Oceans
and Atmosphere, to increase and extend the
appropriation authorization thereunder; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. WALSH:

H.R. 5448. A bill to amend title XVI of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the present
prohibition against payment of supplemental
security income benefits to individuals who
are residents of certain public institutions;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WINN (for himself, Mr. Burg-
ENER, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. EscH, Mr.
FASCELL, Mr. FuQua, Mr. HARRINGTON,
Mrs. Lroyp of Tennessee, Mr. LoTr,
Mr. PRessLER, Mr. Rog, Mr. THONE,
and Mr, WHITEHURST) :

H.R. 5449. A bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration to conduct research and de-
velopment programs to increase knowledge
of tornadoes, hurricanes, large thunder-
storms, and other types of short-term waath-
er phenomena, and to develop methods for
predicting, detecting, and monitoring such
atmospheric behavior; to the Committee on
Sclence and Technology.

By Mr. WON PAT:

H.R. 5450. A bill to authorize grants, loans,
and loan guarantees for the government of
Guam, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Ms. ABZUG:

H.R. 5451. A bill to allow Federal employees
to participate in a flexible work scheduling
program which, for an initial period, shall
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be established on a temporary basis, and
thereafter, subject to congressional disap-
proval, on a permanent basis; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.
By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mr. Joun
L. Burton, Mr. KocH, Mr. Nix, Mr.
Derrums, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. Har-
RINGTON, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. STARK,
Mr. Sorarz, Mr. RicaMoND, Mr, BINg-
HAM, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. MrrcH-
ELL of Maryland, Mr. FrAser, Mr.
3rown of California, Mr. MINETA,
Mr. Waxman, Mr. BapmLro, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mrs., CHIsHOLM, Ms, HOLTZMAN,
Ms. ScHROEDER, and Mr. Stupps) :

H.R. §5452. A bill to prohibit discrimina-
tion on the basis of affectional or sexual pref-
erence, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mitiee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASHLEY :

H.R. b453. A bill to amend title II of the
Bocial Security Act so as to liberalize the
conditions governing eligibllity of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committes on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. COTTER:

H.R. 5454. A bill to amend the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1872 to pro-
vide that taxes received by certain special
districts which are not units of local govern-
ment but which perform municipal services
within cities and other units of local gov-
ernment shall be included in the tax effort
of such cities and other units; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

H.R. 5455. A bill to amend the Regional
Rall Reorganization Act of 1973 to provide
that the Federal share of a rail service con-
tinuation subsidy shall be 90 percent and the
State share shall be 10 percent; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. DRINAN:

H.R. 5456. A bill to direct the Administra-
tor of Energy Research and Development to
establish a system of research and develop-
ment of energy-conserving industrial tech-
nologies with due regard for the need to op-
erate such a system in a manner which will
stimulate depressed sectors of the American
economy; to the Committee on Science and
Technology.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr.
BucHANAN, and Mr, DERWINSKI) :

H.R. 5457. A bill to authorize U.S. payment
to the United Nations for expenses of the
United Nations peacekeeping forces in the
Middle East, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr,
BINGHAM, Mr. UpaLL, and Mr. OBER-
STAR) : )

H.R. 5458. A bill to provide that all petro-
leum imported into the United States after
September 1, 1975, shall not be available
for purchase other than by the Government
of the United States; jointly to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, and Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GILMAN:

H.R. 5450. A bill to reestablish November
11 as Veterans Day; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Services.

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. MIiTcH-
ELL of Maryland, Mrs. FEnwick, Mr.
MaNN, Mr. JENRETTE, Mr. STOKES,
Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts, Mr.
BLANCHARD, Mr. HANNAFORD, Mr.
CLEVELAND, and Mr. WmTH):

H.R. 5460. A bill to establish in the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
a direct low-interest loan program to assist
homeowners and builders in purchasing and
installing solar hecting (or combined solar
heating and cooling) equipment; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Currency and Housing.

By Mr. HARSHA

H.R. 5461. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act: to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, and Mr,
STUCKEY) :
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H.R. 5462. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Code to provide for the appoint-
ment of a commission in certain proceed-
ings for the condemnation of real property
in the District of Columbia; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr., HASTINGS (for himself and
Mr. WAMPLER) :

H.R. 5463. A bill to establish an office of
rural health within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and to as-
sist in the development and demonstration
of rural health care delivery models and com-
ponents; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts
(for herself and Mr. Forp of Ten-
nessee) :

H.R. 5464. A bill to extend for 1 year the
authorization for the emergency jobs pro-
grams under title VI of the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973; to
the Commitiee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HENDERSON:

H.R. 5465. A bill to allow Federal employ-
ment preference to certain employees of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, and to certain
employees of the Indian Health Service, who
are not entitled to the benefits of, or who
have heen adversely affected by the applica-
tion of, certain Federal laws allowing em-
ployment preference to Indians; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mrs. HOLT:

HR. 5466. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize a program of assist-
ance to States for the establishment, expan-
sion, improvement, and maintenance of vet-
erans cemeteries, and to provide for trans-
portation of bodies to a national cemetery;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mrs. CHis-
HoLM, Mr, CorRMAN, Mr, CORNELL, Mr.
HapgIN, Mr. JENRETTE, Mr, LEHMAN,
Mr. LENT, Mr. McHUGH, Mr, Nix, Mr.
SanTINI, and Mr. WonN PaTt):

H.R. 5467. A bill to amend part B of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to broaden
the coverage of home health services under
the supplemeuntary medical insurance pro-
gram and remove the 100-visit limitation
presently applicable thereto, to amend part
A of such title to liberalize the coverage of
postal-hospital home health services there-
under, to amend title XIX of such act to re-
quire the inclusion of home health services
in a State's medicald program and to permit
payments of housing costs under such a pro-
gram for elderly persons who would other-
wise require nursing home care, to require
contributions by adult children toward their
parents’ nursing and home health care ex-
penses under the medicaid program, to pro-
vide expanded Federal funding for congre-
gate housing for the displaced and the elder-
ly, and for other purposes; jointly to the
Committees on Ways and Means, and Int-;-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, KOCH (for himself, Mr. Beipn
of Rhode Island, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr,
CormMAN, Mr. CORNELL, Mr. FASCELL,
Mr. JENRETTE, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr, Mc-
HucH, Mr. Mixva, Mr. MortL, Mr.
Nix, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr.
TraxLER, and Mr. Won Par):

H.R, 5468. A bill to amend part B of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to broaden
the coverage of home health services under
the supplementary medical insurance pro-
gram and remove the 100-visit limitation
presently applicable thereto, to amend part
A of such title to liberalize the coverage of
posthospital home health services thereun-
der, to amend title XIX of such act to re-
quire the inclusion of home health szervices
in a State’s medicaid program and to permit
payments of housing costs under such a
program for elderly persons who would other-
wise require nursing home care, to provide
expanded Federal funding for congregate
housing for the displaced and the elderly,
and for other purposes; jointly to the Com-
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mittees on Ways and Means, and Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. LITTON (for himself, Mr. BuTLER,
Mr. MappEN, Mr., HANNAFORD, Mr.
OpensTAR, Mr. Boruiwe, Mr. Frow-
ERs, Mr. Hamitton, Mr. McHUGH,
Mr. Reuss, Mr. WHITEHURST, Ms,
FENWICKE, and Mr, MaxNN) :

HRE. 5469. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to restrict the au-
thority for inspection of tax returns and the
disclosures of information contained therein,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCORMACEK (for himself, Mr,
Broww of California, Mr. TEAGUE,
Mosaer, and Mr. GOLDWATER) :

H.R. 5470. A bill to authorize in the Energy
Research and Development Administration
A Federal program of research, development,
and demonstration designed to promote elec-
tric vehicle technologies and to demonstrate
the commercial feasibility of electric ve-
hicles; to the Committee on Sclence and
Technology.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself and Mr.
BADDILLO) :

HR. 56471. A bill to establish an inde-
pendent board which shall have the au-
thority to require prenotification of price
increases, delay proposed price increases, dis-
approve proposed price increases, and roll
back excessive prices with respect to com-
panies in concentrated industries, in order
to reduce Infiation in the United States; to
the Committee on Banking, Currency and
Housing.

Mr. McFALL (for himself, and Mr,
BENNETT) .

H.R. 5472. A bill to establish an Inde-
pendent board which shall have the au-
thority to require prenotification of price
increases, delay proposed price Increases,
disapprove proposed price Increases, and roll
back excessive prices with respect to com-
panies in concentrated industries, in order
to reduce Inflation in the United States; to
the Committee on Banking, Currency and
Houslng.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself and Mr.

BOLLING) :

H.R. 5473. A bill to establish an independ-
ent board which shall have the authority to
require prenotification of price increases, de-
lay proposed price increases, disapprove pro-
posed price increases, and roll back excessive
prices with respect to companies in concen-
trated Industries, in order to reduce infla-
tion in the United States; to the Committee
on Banking, Currency and Housing.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself and Mr.
ANNUNZIO) &

H.R. 6474. A bill to establish an independ-
ent board which shall have the authority to
require prenotifications of price increases,
delay proposed price increases, disapprove
proposed price increases, and roll back ex-
cessive prices with respect to companies in
concentrated industries, in order to reduce
infiation in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Currency and Housing,

By Mr. MATHIS:

HR. 5475. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to assure consideration of the total en-
vironmental, social, and economic Impact
while improving the quality of the Natlon's
alr; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce,

HR. 5476. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Bafe Streets Act of 1968
to require as a condition of assistance under
such act that law enforcement agencies have
in effect & binding law enforcement officers’
bill of rights; to the Comunittee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MILLER of Ohio:

HR. 5477. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make certain that re-
clpients of veterans’' pension and compensa-
tlon will not have the amount of such pen-
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slon or compensation reduced because of in-
creases in monthly soclal security benefits; to
the Committee on Veterans' Aflairs.

H.R. 5478. A bill to amend title XI of the
Social Security Act to repeal the recently
added provision for the establishment of
professional standards review organizations
to review services covered under the medicare
and medicald programs; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means, and Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, MINISH (for himeself, Mr. An-
wuNzro, Mr., Brawcmarp, and Mr,
LAFALCE) :

HR.5479. A bill to authorize temporary
assistance to help defray mortgage payments
on homes owned by persons who are tem-
porarily unemployed or underemployed as
the result of adverse economic conditions;
to the Committee on Banking, Currency and
Housing.

By Mrs. MINK:

HR. 5480. A bill to permit citizens of the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands to col-
lect survivor benefits under the Soclal Secu-
rity Act; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. NATCHER:

HR. 5481. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to Increase the ex-
emption for purposes of the Federal estate
tax, to increase the estate tax marital deduc-
tion, and to provide an alternate method of
valuing certain real property for estate tax
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. OTTINGER (for himself, Mr.
LeEGGETT, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr. BING-
HAM, Mr. Eoce, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr.
UpaLr, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. MOSHER,
Mr. MoorHEAD of Pennsylvania, Mr,
RaNGEL, Mr. Stupps, Ms. HOLTZMAN,
Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr. Drinaw, Mr.
MiLLER of California, Ms. Aszueg, Mr.
Parrison of New York, Ms. SPeELL-
MAN, Mr. Sornarz, Mr. SmowN, Mr.
WirTH, Mr. Hannarorp, Mr. RiICH-
MOND, Mr. Mrxva, and Mr. ASHLEY) :

H.R, 5482. A blll to prohibit the production
and procurement by any agency of the
United States of any delivery system designed
to disseminate any binary-type chemical
warfare agent; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

By Mr. OTTINGER (for himself, Ms,
Apzuc, Mr. Bapmro, Mr. Braccr, Mr.
BincaEAaM, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. DOMINICE
V. Damiers, Mr. DErANEY, Mr, FisH,
Mr. Gmmaw, Mr. Heusrosk:i, Ms,
Horrzmawn, Mr., Howarp, Mr, KocH,
Mr. MurpHY of New York, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. RopINoO,
Mr. Rog, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr,
ScHEUER, Mr. SorLarz, and Mr.
WoLrr) :

HR.5483. A bill to establish a Hudson
River Compact Commission composed of the
Secretary of the Interlor and representatives
from the States of New York, New Jersey,
Vermont, Massachusetts, and Connecticut so
that the Commission may negotiate a com-
pact to develop, preserve, and restore the
resources of the Hudson River Basin and Its
shores, and to authorize certaln necessary
steps to be taken to protect those resources
from adverse Federal actions until the States
concerned and the Congress have the oppor-
tunity to act on that compact; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. PICELE (for himself, Mr,
Roserts, Mr. Teacve, Mr. CHARLES
Wosonw of Texas, Mr, CorLrmws of
Texas, Mr. BurLEsow of Texas, Mr.
WHITE, Mr. DE LA GarzA, Mr. PoAGE,
Mr. StTEELMAN, Mr. WricHT, Mr.
Ervecer, Mr. Manmow, Mr. MILFORD,
and Mr. GONZALEZ)

H.R. 5484. A blll to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (156 U.S.C, 45) to pro-

March 25, 1975

vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.
By Mr. RHODES (for himself and Mr.
StEIGER of Arizona) :

H.R. b485. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture and the BSecretary of the
Interior to cooperate with States, local
agencles, and individuals in the planning
and carrying out of practices for water yield
improvement, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. RICHMOND (for himself, Mr.
Emneerc, Ms. Burge of California,
and Mr. MoaxLEY):

H.R. 5486. A bill to amend the Nationzal
School Lunch and Child Nutrition Acts In
order to extend and revise the speclal food
service program for childran, the special sup-
plemental food program, and the school
breakfast program, and for other purposes
related to strengthening the school lunch
and child nutrition programs; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. ROGERS:

H.R. 5487. A bill to amend the Solid Waste
Disposal Act to provide for a comprehensive
system of waste management and resource
recovery, to protect the public health and
environment, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr, ROSTENKOWSKI for himself,
Mr. Burxe of Massachusetts, Mr.
Cormaw, Mr. FrEnzEL, Mr. GREEN,
and Mr, VANTE) ©

HR. 5488. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to subject Federal
land banks, Federal land bank assoclations,
and Federal intermediate credit banks to
the taxes Imposed by such code; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. SPELLMAN:

H.R. 5489. A bill providing for the review
of executive agreements; to the Committee
on International Relations.

By Mr. SOLARZ:

H.R. 5490. A bill to direct the National In-
stitute of Education to develop curriculum
concerning the destruction of the European
Jewish community by Nazi Germany prior to
and during World War II, for dissemination
to elementary and secondary schools; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 5491. A bill to establish a National
Forelgn Investment Control Commission to
prohibit or restrict foreign persons from
acquiring securities of certain domestic is-
suers of securities deemed vital to the eco-
nomiec security and national defense of the
Unlited States; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

H.R. 5492. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that an Indi-
vidual who is entitled both to an old-age or
disability insurance benefit and to a sur-
vivor's benefit may simultaneously receive
the larger of such benefits plus one-half of
the smaller; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. THONE:

H.R. 5493. A bill to amend the Packers and
Stockyards Act of 1921, as amended, to re-
quire packers or other persons buying or
acquiring livestock or poultry to provide
adequate bonding or other security to pay
the producers for such commodities and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. THORNTON (for himself, Mr,
Derwmeskr, Mr. Joxes of Oklahoma,
Mrs., Lroyp of Tennessee, Mr. Ma-
THIS, and Mr, CHARLES WiLson of
Texas) :

H.R. 5494, A bill to create a Natlonal Power
Resources Authority for the development of
nuclear power facilities, and for other pur- -
poses; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.
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By Mr. THORNTON (for himself, Mr,
HammerscaMior, and Mr. ALEX-
AMNDER) :

H.R. 5495. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to authorize a demonstration
program for the purpose of eliminating high-
way railroad grade crossings; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. TRAXLER:

H.R. 5496. A bill to enable cattle producers
to establish, finance, and carry out a co-
ordinated program of research, producer
and consumer education, and promotion to
improve, maintain, and develop markets for
cattle, beef, and beef products; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

H.R. 5497, A bill to retain November 11 as
Veterans Day; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WHITE:

H.R. 5498. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to eliminate the re-
duction made to retired or retainer pay, for
purposes of providing a surviving spouse
with an annuity under the Survivor Benefit
Plan, during periods when the person en-
titled to such pay is unmarried; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Mr. WYLIE:

H.R. 5499. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ESCH:

H.J. Res. 358. Joint resolution to designate
April 24, 1975, as National Day of Remem-
brance of Man’s Inhumanity to Man; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FLOWERS:

H.J. Res. 359. Joint resolution to amend
title 5 of the United States Code to provide
for the designation of the 11th day of No-
vember of each year as Veterans Day; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SEBELIUS (for himself, Mr.
ABDNOR, Mr. BLANCHARD, Mrs. CoL-
Lins of Illinois, Mr. CorNELL, Mr.
Duxecan of Oregon, Mr, Keme, Ms.
SPELLMAN, and Mr. SYMINGTON) :

H.J. Res. 360. Joint resolution to amend
title 5 of the United States Code to provide
for the designation of the 11th day of No-
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vember of each year as Veterans Day; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.
By Mr. FLOOD:

H. Con. Res. 194. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress concerning
recognition by the European Security Con-
ference of the Soviet Union’s occupation of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT:

H. Con. Res, 195. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress concerning
recognition by the European Security Con-
ference of the Soviet Union's occupation of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. FLORIO:

H. Res. 359. Resolution relating to restrict-
ing transmission of sports contests by cable
television; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HAYS of Ohio (for himself and
Mr. ANNUNZIO) :

H. Res. 360. Resolution creating additional
positions on the U.S. Capitol Police Force for
duty under the House of Representatives; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. DOWNEY (for himself, Mr.
BINGHAM, Mr. Carr, Mr. CoNTE, Mr.
CoORNELL, Mr, DoMINICK V. DANIELS,
Mr. DrIiNAN, Mr. Epcar, Mr. For-
SYTHE, Mr. GUupe, Mr. HARRINGTON,
Mr. Harris, Mr. Kress, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. Long of Maryland, Mr. MazzoLr,
Mr. MeEps, Ms. MEYNER, Ms. SCHROE-
DER, Mr. SiMoN, Mr. SoLarz, Ms,
SPELLMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. SYMING-
TON, and Mr. THOMPSON) :

H. Res. 361. Resolution relating to food
assistance for Cambodia; to the Committee
on International Relations,

By Mr. DOWNEY (for himself and Mr.
MINETA) :

H. Res. 362. Resolution relating to food as-
sistance for Cambodia; to the Committee on
International Relatlons.

By Mr. EKOCH (for himself, Mrs.
HecrLEr of Massachusetts, and Mr,
WIRTH) :

H. Res. 363. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the President should submit an action plan
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to correct abuses in nursing homes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. LITTON (for himself, Ms. Ap-
2uG, Mr. pu PonNT, Mr. SoLarz, Mr,
HANNAFORD, Ms. MEYNER, Mr. DeRr-
WINSKI, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. O'Hagra,
Mr. Lowe of Maryland, Mr. DowNEY,
and Mr. JENRETTE) :

H, Res. 364. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives concerning
the need for immediate and substantial pub-
lic investments in agricultural research and
technology for the express purpose of in-
creasing food production; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WYLIE:

H. Res. 365. Resolution in support of con-
tinued undiluted U.S. sovereignty and juris-
diction over the U.S.-owned Canal Zone on
the Isthmus of Panama; to the Committee
on International Relations,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DODD:

H.R. 5500. A bill for the relief of Rafael
Strochlitz Wurzel; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HORTON:

HR. 5501. A bill for the relief of Carl
B. Malcolm; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 5502. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Di Maria; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. MINK;

H.R. 55603. A bill for the relief of Divina

Mamuad, to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT.

65. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Chamber of Commerce, Camden, Ark.,
relative to adjournment of Congress for at
least 4 months each year; to the Committee
on Rules.
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H.R. 5414 AND 5415

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER

OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 25, 1975

Mrs., SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I introduced two bills, HR. 5414
and H.R. 5415, to assist veterans with
less than honorable discharges.

The text of the bills follow:

HR. 5414

A bill to prohibit the use of discharge cer-
tificates which indicate the reason why, or
conditions under which, any individual is
discharged or released from active duty; to
deem all living individuals discharged or
released from the Armed Forces to be eligi-
ble for all benefits provided by law by rea-
son of military service; and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) sec-
tion 1168 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“§ 1168. Discharge or release from active
duty; certificate of service; limita-
tions

“i{a) No member of any armed force may be
discharged or released from active duty until
the certificate of service of the member, and
the final pay of the member or a substantial
part of that pay, are ready for delivery to the
member or to the next of kin or legal repre-
sentative.

“(b) A certificate of service issued pur-
suant to subsection (a) may not set forth,
with respect to the member concerned, any
information other than—

*{1) the name, rank, and service number
of the member; and

“(2) the period of active duty served by
the member.

“(e) No certificate of service may set forth,
or contain any notation of any kind which
indicates or may indicate, the reason w" ¥y, or
the conditions under which, a member was
discharged or released from active duty.

“(d) This section does not prevent the
immediate transfer of any member to a Vet-
erans’ Administration facility for necessary
hospital care.”

(b) The analysis of chapter 59 of such title
10 is amended by striking out
“1168. Discharge or release from active duty:

limitations."
and inserting in lHeu thereof

*1168. Discharge or release from active duty:
certificate of service; limitations.”

8ec. 2. The amendments made by the first

section of this Act shall apply with res:uect
to members of the armed forces who are dis-
charged or released from active duty on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary of the appropri-
ate military department shall promptly is-
sue to any living member (upon request
therefor by the member) who was discharged .
or released from active duty before the dato
of the enactment of this Act a certificate ¢f
service provided for in section 1168 of title
10 of the United States Code (as amendod
by the first section of this Act).

(b) After issuance of any certificate of
service to any individual pursuant to sub-
section (a) of this section, any dischargas
certificate or certificate of release which was
issued to such individual before the date of
the enactment of this Act shall not be
deemed to have any legal force or effect.

SEC. 4. Any individual who is issued, or is
entitled to be issued, a certificate of service
under the amendments made by the first sec-
tion of this Act or the provisions of section
3 of this Act shall be deemed to be—

(1) a veteran within the meaning of sec-
tion 101(2) of title 38, United States Code:
and

(2) a veteran discharged under conditions
other than dishonorable for the purposes of
any other law of the United States under
which benefits of any kind are made avail-
able to such individual by reason of the
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