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MAY 2
10:00 am.
Appropriations
HUD-Independent Agencles Subcommittee
To continue hearings on proposed budget
estimates for fiscal year 1980 for HUD
and independent agencies.
1318 Dirksen Building
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To continue hearings on proposed budg-
et estimates for fiscal year 1980 for
the Smithsonian Institution.
1223 Dirsken Bullding

MAY 3
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed budget
estimates for fiscal year 1880 for HUD
and independent agencies.
1318 Dirksen Buillding
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To continue hearings on proposed budg-
et estimates for fiscal year 1980 for
the Department of Energy.
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed budg-
et estimates for fiscal year 1980 for the
Department of Transportation.
1224 Dirksen Bullding
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MAY 7
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed budg-
et estimates for fiscal year 1980 for the
Department of Transportation.
1224 Dirksen Bullding

2:00 p.m.
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To continue hearings on proposed budg-
et estimates for fiscal year 1980 for the
Department of Transportation.
1224 Dirksen Bullding

MAY 8
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 1980
for the Department of Energy.
1223 Dirksen Building

MAY 9
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To continue hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 1980
for the Department of Energy.
1223 Dirksen Bullding
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MAY 10
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To continue hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 1980
for the Department of Energy.
1223 Dirksen Building
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 1980
for the Department of Transporta-
tion.
1224 Dirksen Building

MAY 17
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 1980
for the Department of Transporta-
tion.
1224 Dirksen Building
2:00 p.m.
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To continue hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 1980
for the Department of Transporta-
tion.
1224 Dirksen Bulilding

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 6, 1979

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rabbi Joseph Hirsch, Temple Shaarei
Tikvah, Arcodia, Calif., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Heavenly Father: We ask You to bless
these men delegated with the responsi-
bility of governing this country, with
Your gifts of wisdom, strength, and per-
severance. Under providence, this coun-
try has grown from humble beginnings
into the great ancd prosperous land that
it is today. We thank You for the privi-
lege of living in such a land, but we also
know that privileges entail obligations.

May our leaders thus be inspired with
a sense of mission. May they realize that
it is in their power to make the prophetic
vision a reality, to create a society where
justice and kindness will always prevail.
May this land then find its greatness in
serving as the example of democracy and
decency for the entire world. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a resolution
of the following title:

S. REs. B8

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow and extreme regret the an-
nouncement of the death of the Honorable

Dewey F. Bartlett, who served in the United
States Senate from the State of Oklahoma
from 1973 until 1879.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resolutions to the House of Representa-
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the
family of the deceased, together with a tran-
script of remarks made in the Senate in praise
of his distinguished service to the Nation,

Resolved, That when the Senate recesses
today, it recess as a further mark of respect
to the memory of the deceased.

The message further announced that
the Vice President, pursuant to section
1024 of title 15, United States Code, ap-
pointed Mr. SAarBaNES fo fill the vacancy
of the majority party membership on the
Joint Economic Committee.

And, pursuant to Public Law 94-304,
appointed Mr. McGoveErN to the Com-
mission on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, in lieu of Mr. Clark, retired.

And, pursuant to Public Law 86-420,
appointed Mr. BENTSEN as chairman of
the Senate delegation to the Mexico-
United States Interparliamentary Con-
ference, to be held in Mexico in May
1979.

And that the President pro tempore,
pursuant to Public Law 93-618, and
upon the recommendation of the chair-
man of the Committee on Finance, ap-
pointed the following Senators as Of-
ficial Advisers to the U.S. delegation
to negotiations relating to trade agree-
ments: Mr. Lonc, Mr. TALMADGE, Mr.
RisicoFF, Mr. DoLE, and Mr. RoTH; and
as alternate Official Advisers to the
above negotiations: Mr. HarrY F. BYRD,
Jr., Mr, NeLsoN, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. BENT-
SEN, Mr. MAaTsUNAGA, Mr. MOYNIHAN,
Mr. Bavcus, Mr. BoreN, Mr. BRADLEY,
Mr. PackwooDp, Mr. DaNFORTH, Mr. CHA-

FEE, Mr. HeEINnz, Mr. WaLLop, and Mr.
DURENBERGER.

WELCOME TO DR. JOSEPH HIRSCH,
RABEI, TEMPLE SHAAREI TIKVAH,
ARCADIA, CALIF.

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to welcome Dr. Joseph Hirsch,
rabbi at Temple Shaarei Tikvah in the
city of Arcadia, Calif., who opened our
session today with his meaningful prayer.

Rabbi Hirsch, a constituent of the con-
gressional distriet which I represent,
California’s 26th, is visiting in Washing-
ton, D.C., with a Jewish leadership dele-
gation to the Community Relations Com-
mittee of the Jewish Federation Council.
In California, Rabbi Dr. Joseph Hirsch is
a spiritual leader of Temple Shaarei Tik-
vah, of Arcadia, Calif., a Conservative
congregation affiliated with the United
Synagogue of America. Rabbi Hirsch has
been with the temple since 1976, after
having served as a chaplain with the Air
Force in Okinawa.

Rabbi Hirsch received his B.A. with
honor in history from Yeshiva College,
in New York City; he received his masters
and was ordained a conservative rabbi at
the Jewish Theological Seminary of
America; he was awarded his doctorate
in modern Jewish history by Yeshiva
College.

In his present position in Arcadia, as
well as his prior pulpits, Rabbi Hirsch
has been active in community and inter-
faith affairs. When he was rabbi of Con-
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gregation Agudas Achim in Malden, a
suburb of Boston, he was vice president
of the clergy association and member of
Boston's New Century Club. As assistant
rabbi in Cincinnati, he was a member of
the Clergy Dialogue of the National Con-
ference of Christians and Jews, and was
active in MARCC—Metrcpolitan Area
Regional Coordinating Council. In Ar-
cadia and Los Angeles, Rabbi Hirsch is
a member of Rotary, is active in local in-
terfaith activities, as well as serving as
a member of the Committee on Interre-
ligious Activities of the Board of Rabbis
of Southern California. Rabbi Hirsch has
also been a guest speaker at many serv-
ice clubs and churches.

Rabbi Dr. Joseph Hirsch is a member
of the following organizations: The Rab-
binical Assembly, Board of Rabbis of
Southern California, the Community Re-
lations Committee of the Jewish Federa-
tion Council of Eastern Los Angeles, the
American Jewish Committee and the
Masons.

It is a great pleasure to have Rabbi
Hirsch and his mother and father, Mr.
and Mrs. Max Hirsch of New York, with
us today and I appreciate the fine prayer
that he offered in the Chamber of the
U.S. House of Representatives.

[ 1205
ANOTHER EXAMPLE OF SENIOR
CITIZENS AND DISABLED PER-
SONS BEING HURT BY FOOD
STAMP PROGRAM CUTS

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

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I was
asked today when I would run out of
examples of senior citizens and disabled
persons who are being hurt by the cuts
in the food stamp program.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, I could
present these daily examples for the next
10 years if the Congress does not act.

The example I have today, Mr.
Speaker, is that of an 81-year-old woman
who has a total income of $286 a month.
Her shelter costs, including rent, utili-
ties, and telephone, are $259 a month.
Presently, Mr. Speaker, she is receiving
$57 a month in food stamps, and as of
last week she was cut to $15 in food
stamps.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that this body will
give active consideration very soon to
correcting the deleterious effects of this
program, which hurts rather than helps
senior citizens and disabled persons.

CENSUS BUREAU SHOULD SEND ITS
LONG FORM TO 1 OUT OF 6 HOUSE-
HOLDS IN ALL COMMUNITIES

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

Mr. HIGHTOWER. Mr. Speaker, I
have just learned that in an attempt to
reduce the sampling error in census data
for communities with a population of
less than 5,000 people, the Census Bu-
reau is planning to send their long cen-
sus form consisting of 61 pages of in-
struction and highly detailed personal

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

guestions to every other household. The
Bureau will send the same long form to
every sixth household in communities of
more than 5,000 people. I can only say
that I am glad that I live in Vernon,
Tex., in a community of over 12,000, and
I will not have a 50-50 chance of having
to spend a week answering questions.
But residents of 52 small towns in my
congressional district will have to suffer
this burden.

I can see how enlarging the sample in
these small communities could possibly
decrease the sampling error and more
clearly reflect the nature of the average
income and other important demo-
graphic details which help to pigeon-
hole the town in this computer-oriented
era. I will also concede that perhaps a
more accurate sample might insure
slightly more revenue-sharing funds or
indicate a higher growth rate than if a
smaller sample is used.

Unfortunately, these factors are al-
most insignificant when you look at the
greatly enhanced potential for error.
Faced with such a dizzying form I doubt
if I would have the time or patience to
devote to making it 100 percent accurate.
The error potential will be increased to a
startling degree. Followup procedures
which involve telephone calls and per-
haps even traveltime will be an enor-
mous part of the census procedures in
these towns and the additional cost will
be staggering. I do not doubt that some
will simply throw the booklet away and
not even register their existence with the
Bureau much less provide accurate in-
formation.

I recognize that the decennial census
is important to business and government.
It is wrong however to saddle those in
smaller communities with the huge bur-
den of filling out such a tediously de-
tailed guestionnaire. The Bureau should
treat all of us fairly and send the long
form to 1 out of 6 in all communities.
Whether you live in mid-town Manhat-
tan or Follett, Tex. we should all have
the benefit of the odds being 1 in 6
against having to fill out the long form.
If it is not too late, I hope even the long
form can be shortened and simplified.
Public funds will be saved and believe
me, many of us will have a much more
contented constituency.

0 1210

ADMINISTRATION OF JIMMY CAR-
TER CONDUCTED IN COMMEND-
ABLE SPIRIT OF CANDOR AND
GOOD FAITH

(Mr. GORE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, as criticism
mounts, I am pleased to have the privi-
lege today of paying tribute to a fellow
southerner and Democrat, a man whose
high principles and dedication have
made him a most worthy occupant of the
office he now holds—President Jimmy
Carter.

In an era when public trust and con-
fidence in elected officials seems to have
reached a record low, it is reassuring to
know that the man who holds the most
important office in the land maintains
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both privately and publicly a character
of the highest order.

We are all aware of the tendency for
public officials to lose sight of the purpose
for which they were clectec and to allow
personal and individual interests to su-
persede those of the people. Positions of
power are rife with such opportunities
to abuse the privilege of leadership. One
who is able to rise above such impulses
is truly a rare individual.

Mr. Carter has proven himself to be
such an individual. Throughout the past
2 years, he has displayed a passion for
justice and forthrightness, not only in
his dealings with the Congress but with
leaders across the Nation and around
the world.

Regardless of political party, regard-
less of policy interpretation, regardless
of priorities, or procedures, or ideology—
one cannot dispute the fact that the ad-
ministration of Jimmy Carter has been
conducted in a commendable spirit of
candor and good faith. it is this spirit
which I wish to wholeheartedly commend
today. Let us not underestimate its value.

THE CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION
FILES OF THE INTELLIGENCE
AGENCIES

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, there are
certain elements in this Nation and over-
seas that would be delighted to destroy
our existing intelligence agencies. One
of the key laws that has been passed in
the Congress of the United States that
is going in the direction of destroying
the intelligence agencies has to do with
the Freedom of Information Act. Any-
one who has ever heen involved in law
enforcement or intelligence knows that
an intelligence agency or a police de-
partment or a law enforcement agency is
only as strong as its sources of informa-
tion. When busybodies, curiosity-seekers,
foreign agents, and nosey people have
access to confidential information from
the files of the intelligence agencies, it
dries up those sources and makes them
virtually ineffective.

Mr. Speaker, as I did last year, I have
just introduced a bill that would modi-
fy the terms of the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act. Rather than going into de-
tail on the bill, I would suggest that the
Members refer to page 16803 of the
June 8 CONGRESSIONAL REcOrp of last
year that cites details. I invite cospon-
sors to this legislation in the public in-
terest.

O 1215

SELECTION OF MEMBERS AS OF-
FICIAL ADVISERS TO VARIOUS
U.S. DELEGATIONS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 161(a), title I, Public
Law 93-618, and upon recommendation
of the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, the Speaker has se-
lected the following members of that
committee to be accredited by the Presi-
dent, as Official Advisers to the U.S. dele-
gations to international conferences,
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meetings, and negotiation sessions re-
lating to trade agreements during the
1st session of the 96th Congress:

Mr. Vanik of Ohio;

Mr. Gissons of Florida;

Mr. RosTeNkKowsKI of Tllinois;

Mr. ConasLE of New York; and

Mr. VaANDER JacT of Michigan.

e ————

BUDGET RESCISSION BILL, FISCAL
YEAR 1979

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the bill (H.R. 2439) to rescind certain
budget authority contained in the mes-
sage of the President of January 31, 1979
(H. Doc. 96-46) , transmitted pursuant to
the Impoundment Control Act of 1974,
and ask unanimous consent that the bill
be considered in the House as in the
Committee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The bill reads as follows:

HR. 2439
A bill to rescind certain budget authority
contained in the message of the President
of January 31, 1979 (H. Doc. 96-46), trans-
mitted pursuant to the Impoundment Con-

trol Act of 1974

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the fol-
lowing rescissions of budget authority pro-
posed in the message of the President of
January 31, 1979 (H. Doc. 96-46), are made
pursuant to the Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, namely:

Chapter I—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
STATE HOUSING FINANCE AND DEVELOPMENT
AGENCIES

Appropriations and contract authority pro-
vided for in the Department of Housing and
Urban Development-Independent Agencies
Appropriation Act, 1976, for interest grant
payments pursuant to section 802(c) (2) of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 1440), are rescinded.

NEW COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE GRANTS

Any amounts not administratively com-
mitted from appropriations provided for
grants, as authorized by section 412 of the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 3911) and sectlons 718
and 720 of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4519, 42 US.C.
4521), are rescinded.

Chapter II—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
HEALTH RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION
HEALTH RESOURCES

Of the funds provided for “Health Re-
sources’” for fiscal year 1979 in the Depart-
ments of Labor and Health, Education, and
Welfare Appropriations Act, 1879, and in
Public Law 95-482, $61,796,000 are rescinded.

OFFICE OF EDUCATION
SPECIAL PROJECTS AND TRAINING

Of the funds appropriated under this head
in the Departments of Labor and Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare Appropriations Act,
1979, £12,500,000 are rescinded.

Chapter IIT

FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT COMMISSION

PAYMENT OF VIETNAM AND U.S.S. 'PUEBLO" PRIS-
ONER OF WAR CLAIMS

Of the funds appropriated under this head

in Public Law 93-50, $9,000,000 are rescinded.
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SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
Of the funds appropriated under this head
in the Departments of State, Justice, and
Commerce, the Judiciary, and Related Agen-
cies Appropriation Act, 1979, £8,925,000 are
rescinded.
Chapter IV—DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR
BUREAU OF MINES
HELIUM FUND
Of the borrowing authority provided in
the Department of the Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act, 1962, Public
Law 87-122, 83,127,000 are rescinded.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the last word.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 2439, and that I may include
in behalf of the committee certain ex-
traneous and tabular matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, this is
the first bill reported by the Appropria-
tions Committee to be considered in the
96th Congress. This is a rescission bill
under title X of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974 in response to the Presidential
message of January 31.

In his message the President proposed
rescissions in 10 separate accounts total-
ing $914 million. The committee is rec-
ommending T full or partial rescissions
totaling $703 million as shown on page
2 of the committee report. I would say
that the proposed rescissions have been
considered by the subcommittees in the
usual fashion. There are four subcom-
mittees involved in this bill: HUD-Inde-
pendent Agencies; Labor-HEW; State-
Justice-Commerce; and Interior. The
appropriations subcommittees considered
the rescission proposals during the weeks
of February 19 and February 26. The full
committee met on March 1 and reported
the bill by a voice vote.

SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE ACTION

As I have indicated, the committee is
proposing rescission of $703 million of
the $914 million recommended by the
President. The committee feels that the
remaining $211 million is necessary for
the Government to continue priority
business.

Mr. Speaker, this bill to rescind $703
million, has been approved by the chair-
man and the membership of the 13 sub-
committees which constitute our Appro-
priations Committee of 54. A small start
you may say, but it is our judgment it
is a start in the right direction and I
am advised it will not harm programs,
and as to nurses training it will with-
hold $13 million for masters and Ph.D.
training for the remainder of the fiscal
year and will save $83 million for nurses
training.

This is my first voyage as chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations, and
I wish to thank all who supported me
for this very responsible position and to
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them and to Members who would have
preferred some other, I assure you that
I shall give to this position the very best
I have.

To all I realize that there is not too
much any one Member can do to change
the course of human events, but each ean
do his part. ’

When I realized that I would likely
become chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, I brought together some
facts, for I believe with any problem we
must first find out the facts.

(1) The dollar has depreciated 50 percent
since 1967. We have continued to buy more
from abroad than we have sold. We have
taken the gold from behind our currency and
the silver out of our coinage. There's virtu-
ally nothing behind our money today except
the promise to pay.

(2) Our public debt has reached nearly $800
billion and from present commitments Is
estimated to increase to $000 billion by 1980.
Due to the higher cost of money, interest
on the public debt will increase by $5.8
billion in 1880 to a total of nearly $60
billion.

(3) Only 57 percent of the Federal Budget
(budget authority) is handled by the Appro-
priations Committee through the annual
budget process, and 24 percent is virtually
uncontrollable. Under present laws, Con-
gress has effective control of only 38 per-
cent of the budget authority proposed for
1980.

(4) About 58 percent of the funds in the
budget are indexed by basic law to guarantee
increases to meet Inflation, regardless of
appropriations cellings. Adding funds to off-
set inflation merely brings on additional
inflation, It is like trying to put out a fire
with gasoline.
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From these facts I am convinced the
best we can hope for is to balance off
income against outgo. We cannot afford
to turn back 20 years or 10 years with-
out a crackup, for our economy is just
as dependent on keeping the economy
strong, the income up, as we are upon
cutting out spending unnecessary at this
time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STacGERS: Page

3, line 9, strike out "“$61,796,000" and insert
in lieu thereof “$24,750,000".

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, this
amendment simply restores those rescis-
sions proposed for capitation grants to
schools of medicine, osteopathy and den-
tistry; and for advanced training, train-
eeships, research and fellowships under
the Nurse Training Act. The amendment
continues to provide for rescissions in the
area of health resources totaling nearly
$25 million—an unprecedented act in
itself.

Mr. Speaker, the many health profes-
sionals of this Nation contribute to our
individual and collective well-being on a
daily basis. Each of us is indebted in
some way to the health community
which serves us all. And, in like fashion,
we have an obligation to our fellow citi-
zens to assure that an adequate supply
of well-trained, highly competent health
professionals continues to be available to
all those in need.

As chairman of the Committee on In-
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terstate and Foreign Commerce, the
committee with authorizing jurisdiction
in the area of health manpower, I am the
first to recognize that the questions of
manpower needs, distribution, and sup-
ply are not questions which are simply
answered. In fact, the nurse training
amendments of 1978, legislation which
was adopted overwhelmingly by the 95th
Congress and subsequently pocket-
vetoed by the President, directed the
Secretary of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to arrange for
a comprehensive study of the need for
continued Federal financial support for
nursing education and to make legisla-
tive recommendations to the Congress
based on the findings of that study. At
the time of our hearings on that legisla-
tion, the administration emphasized the
need for continued and expanded ad-
vanced training opportunities for nurses.

Unfortunately, the administration has
now called for significant reductions in
health manpower appropriations with-
out the data I believe is necessary to
make the informed decisions which are
needed. Even more incredulous is the
fact that the proposed reductions are
greatest in the areas of advanced trai_n-
ing, the very areas which the adminis-
tration has identified as being of greatest
importance.

Mr. Speaker, with all due respect for
my colleagues on the Appropriations
Committee who share my concerns for
a reduction in the budget deficit and for
precise targeting of Federal funds on
areas of greatest need, I must point out
that the rescissions which have been pro-
posed for acceptance today, are, at best,
premature, and should not be accepted
in their totality by this body. As you
know, both nurse training and other
health manpower issues are to be re-
examined by our committee early in this
Congress. Until that comprehensive re-
view can be made by the Subcommittee
on Health and the Environment, whole-
sale rescissions in the nature of those
before us today simply should not be
accepted.

Specifically, I urge my colleagues to
reject any rescission in the capitation
grant program to schools of medicine,
osteopathy, and dentistry: and to restore
to their current appropriation levels ad-
vanced training, traineeships, fellow-
ships, and research programs authorized
under the Nurse Training Act.

Health professions capitation grants
provide crucial support to 189 schools of
medicine, osteopathy, and dentistry.
These important national educational
resources have developed their budget
plans for the coming academic year on
the understandable assumption that
such support will continue at least until
the need for and benefits of such support
are reviewed and reassessed by this Con-
gress. I sincerely believe that it is in-
cumbent on us to act responsibly and
in an informed manner when dealing
with such a critical question as the sup-
ply of this nation's physicians and
dentists.

Rescissions in the areas of advanced
nurse training programs and trainee-
ships would severely hamper the already
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limited training of individuals at the
master's and doctoral levels; even at
existing levels of support there is a seri-
ous shortage of professional nurses with
advanced degrees to serve as nursing
service administrators, nursing super-
visors, faculty in schools of nursing and
in various clinical specialties.

Mr. Speaker, my amendment would
restore proposed rescissions approved by
the Appropriations Committee in the
total amount of $37,046,000 in the areas
of capitation grants to schools of medi-
cine, osteopathy, and dentistry; and ad-
vanced training, traineeships, fellow-
ships and research in nursing. I would
note that even with the reinstatement of
these appropriations, we would still be
approving rescissions in the area of
health resources totaling nearly $25 mil-
lion—an unprecedented action in itself.
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of this important amendment.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I would be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. CAVANAUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the distinguished chairman of the
committee for yielding.

I would like to express my support for
the gentleman’s amendment. As the
chairman of the committee knows, I in-
tend to follow this amendment with an
amendment to restore the entire $61 mil-
lion which has been stricken. This is, I
believe, Mr. Speaker, the first salvo in
this year’s budgetary priorities, and we
are identifying for the country what the
standards and priorities are going to be
for this Congress and the country for the
yvears ahead. The first attack has been
leveled upon tha2 quality of educational
training for our health sciences.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to vigorously urge
support for the amendment offered by
the committee chairman, and hopefully
the Members of the House will not only
go this step but take the additional step
of restoring all the funds.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks.

I wish to repeat again that the Presi-
dent said that his veto of the Nurse
Training Amendments of 1978 would
not take one hit of money away from
Nurse training because of the continuing
resolution. We have a bill in now, and we
are going to hear all these issues this
year.

Why should we approve these recission
proposals before our committee has had
the opportunity to review the guestions
and before a decision has heen made? If
any Member votes for these recissions
and goes to the hospital, I do not know
how he can look any nurse in the eye.

I would say this to the Members, that
the nurses are very important in Amer-
ica. Any of us who have been in hospitals
know it is not only the surgeon who op-
erates but the nurses who take care of us
that are important, and certainly we do
not want to reduce the number of avail-
able nursing professionals.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. 1 yield to the chair-
man of the subcommittee,
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman of the full committee for
yielding to me.

I want to join in the gentleman’s
amendment and urge my colleagues to ac-
cept this amendment to restore funds for
nurse training and health programs that
are proposed for rescission by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

I understand why the Committee on
Appropriations acted. We are all faced
with the necessity in this Congress to try
to cut back on funds that are being spent
by the Federal Government in order to
deal with the outlays, but I am concerned
that the health manpower rescissions
proposed by the Committee on Appro-
priations may be premature and misdi-
rected toward worthy programs.

The Subcommittee on Health and the
Environment of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, will hold
hearings in a few weeks on the Nurse
Training Act. Later on this year we will
hold in depth hearings on the entire
health manpower program. The resecis-
sions proposed by the Committee on Ap-
propriations would in effect cut pro-
grams overwhelmingly endorsed by the
Congress last year without appropriate
evaluation of the programs’' progress.

For that reason I think it is premature
to make these cuts. Our committee may
well want to recommend some reductions
in authorizations when we evaluate the
programs, but I think it is a mistake to
make these reductions at this time. I hope
my colleagues will support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) .
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Mr. STAGGERS. 1 thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to compliment the
Committee on Appropriations. I know
they are doing their job as the adminis-
tration has asked them to. I have never
had any quarrel with them. They are
all men of honesty and integrity, trying
to do what is best for America. But I
would say that there are other places that
we can cut, instead of the health care of
this Nation. We are hitting at the very
foundation and the strength of the land
when we do this. Let use restore these
cuts. I am not asking for the whole thing,
but for those that are essential for the
health of the land.

Mr. Speaker, I hope all of my colleagues
will vote against this rescission and for
this amendment.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the last word. I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by my
distinguished friend, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

Mr. Speaker, as we well know, Presi-
dent Carter has sent up rescissions for
the Department of HEW totaling $227,-
258,000. This is out of a total of $58 bil-
lion appropriated for HEW for fiscal year
1979.

Mr. Speaker, when you speak of Labor
and HEW programs it is right easy at
times to question the President, from the
standpoint of trying to hold the budget
in line. This is the first test now, Mr.
Speaker, as to whether or not we can
move in that direction in the House.
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Mr. Speaker, the Nursing Training
Act—and my distinguished friend, the
gentleman from West Virginia, knows
this—was started in 1956. The rescission
of funds for the Nursing Training Act
as submitted by the President provided
for rescission of $30 million in capita-
tion grants. We did not go along with
the President’'s request for a complete
rescission of this item in this amount.
Instead we recommended that a rescis-
sion take place of only $10 million and
we would leave in the bill $20 million
which we do not approve for rescission.

For advanced training, the amount re-
quested for rescission was $10,300,000
out of a total of $12 million. Mr. Speaker,
we do not approve that. We approve only
$6 million to be rescinded.

Under special projects for the nursing
program, the request was for $7,500,000
to be rescinded. We go along with that
and we recommend that to the House.

For nurse training student loans, out
of $22,500,000 appropriated, the adminis-
tration requested that $9 million be re-
scinded. We do not recommend this re-
scission to the House.

Under scholarships, the total appro-
priation of $9 million was requested to be
rescinded. We recommend that only $3,-
500,000 be rescinded.

Under traineeships, out of $13 million
appropriated, the entire amount is re-
quested to be rescinded. We recommend
to the House only $6,500,000.

Under loan repayments, out of $1,500,-
000, the sum of $750,000 is requested to
be rescinded. Mr. Speaker, we recommend
this to the House.

And under fellowships, out of $1 mil-
lion, the amount of $647,000 is requested
to be rescinded. We recommend the re-
scission of $647,000.

Under research, out of $5 million, the
sum of $3,899,000 is requested. We rec-
ommend that amount to the House.

Mr. Speaker, not a single member on
this subcommittee is against the nursing
training program. There was not a dollar
in the 1979 appropriation bill for the
Nursing Training Act, and my distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) , knows that. Not
$1 was in the bill for 1979.
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The authorization bill was before the
Health Subcommittee of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
and chaired by my friend from West
Virginia (Mr. StacGERs). The authoriza-
tion bill was late and for that reason not
a dollar was in the 1979 appropriation
bill. On our subcommittee we said to the
full committee and to the chairman at
that time. Mr. Mahon of Texas. *“the
Subcommittee on Health has not pro-
duced a bill. The Nurse Training Act ex-
pires the last day of fiscal year 1979.
So we cannot appropriate funds for the
act.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, just to show you
how much we are interested in nurse
training, we got the chairman of our
committee to recommend to this House
a continuing resolution to carry the
Nurse Training Act at the 1978 level in
order to give the gentleman from West
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Virginia, the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Health, an opportunity to
bring out a bill authorizing this program.
'This program is not authorized to this
day, Mr. Speaker. A bill was produced
by the authorizing committee after we
adjourned the 95th Congress. The bill
was vetoed during the month of October.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky has expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. NATCHER
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. NATCHER. Now, Mr. Speaker, in
order to show that we are interested in
this program, we carried it under the
continuing resolution in 1979 at the 1978
level. So far, no authorizing bill has been
produced by the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce. The pro-
gram is still not authorized.

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

Mr. NATCHER. There is not any
money authorized for this program, but
we still carried it under the 1979 con-
tinuing reselution.

Let me say to the gentleman from
West Virginia, and then I will yield, that
as soon as you bring a bill out from the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee that authorizes this program,
then you will permit the Appropriations
Committee to consider any amount that
you would like to have us consider. The
gentleman from West Virginia also
knows that in the budget for fiscal year
1980, that we are now working on, there
is less than $15 million in that budget
for all nurse training programs.

Now, I will yield to my friend.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, because I
would like to straighten out a lot of the
statements just made. I know the gen-
tleman did not make them intentionally.
He knows that last year we authorized a
bill in this House for nursing training,
and only 12 Members of this House voted
against it. That shows how overwhelm-
ing it was.

It went to the President, and the Presi-
dent vetoed it. Then, there was a con-
tinuing resolution by the gentleman’s
committee, and it said they would ap-
propriate $120 million for this year, the
year of 1979. The President said that is
fine. He said, “It will all be carried in
there and you can keep it in there.” Now,
he comes back and asks for a rescission.

A lot of people in the dental schools
and medical schools have made their
provisions and their arrangements. If
this passes, they are going to have to go
back and try to rearrange their whole
schedule, and it is just impossible for
them to do it. The first bill I introduced
this year was the nurses training bill,
because I thought it was necessary to
have it done.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, let me
reclaim some of my time. Will the gentle-
man from West Virginia state to the
members of the committee now, Mr.
Speaker, in all fairness to the commit-
tee, there is no authorization for nurse
training? The gentleman would agree to
that, would he not?

Mr. STAGGERS. I will—
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Mr. NATCHER. The bill was vetoed.
We carried this under a continuing res-
olution to help you and your committee.

Mr. STAGGERS. To help America, not
us.

Mr. NATCHER. All right, to help
America. You know we have never been
against this Training Act.

Let me say to you, Mr. Speaker, we
believe the President of the United
States is correct in the rescissions he
makes.

Mr. STAGGERS. Oh, no.

Mr. NATCHER. We had hearings on
it. We developed the facts. For the
Nurse Training Act over $80 million was
requested for rescission but we only agree
on $34,897,000. We do not go along on his
entire rescission. But when you have no
authorization, and there is less than $15
million in the budget for 1980, what can
the Appropriations Committee do?
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Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NATCHER. I certainly yield to the
gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman knows that there has been no time
to authorize a bill, especially at this time
when the Congress is considering one of
its first bills.

We were depending upon the fact that
there was a continuing resolution for the
year 1979, which was put through last
yvear. The nurses, the doctors, and the
dentists of America were depending on
everybody to keep their word. They were
depending on the Government to keep
its word, and then the administration
comes along and says, “No, we do not
want to keep the promise made last year
to America. We want to cut part of that
out.”

They came to the Hill and asked us
to do that. I do not care how righteous
it might be or anything like that. They
made a promise to American nurses, doc-
tors, and dentists. Now they want to re-
scind that promise.

I say it should not be done. We will
pass an authorization bill just as soon
as we camn.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. Stac-
GERS), my good friend, says to the com-
mittee that we are going to pass an au-
thorization bill. If so, then that puts the
Appropriations Committee in position so
that we can consider it.

The gentleman knows that in the
budget for fiscal year 1980 there is less
than $15 million for the Nurse Training
Act. In addition, the gentleman’s amend-
ment also covers capitation grants for
medical, dental, and veterinary schools.

Mr. STAGGERS. Not veterinary
schools.

Mr. NATCHER. Yes, the gentleman is
right. It is also for schools of osteopathy.

Mr. Speaker, of the $120 million for
capitation grants we recommend that
only $20 million be rescinded.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle-
man from EKentucky (Mr. NATCHER) has
again expired.

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

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
StacGeErs) that he knows this. As far as
capitation grants are concerned, this
$120 million is not one-half of 1 percent
of the amount which is in the HEW
budget for the medical schools in this
country. Mr. Speaker, we have for HEW,
$1.3 billion for medical schools.

The President, Mr. Speaker, is right
with respect to this $20 million. This
capitation grant program was started to
bring in students and increase the enroll-
ment in our medical schools. Now we
have too many doctors in certain sec-
tions of the country and not enough
down where the gentleman lives and
where I live. We have enough in some
places and not enough in other places.

Our recommendation is to rescind only
$20 million of the $120 million. We have
in the regular bill $1.3 billion for our
medical schools. Think about it.

Mr. STAGGERS. If the gentleman will
yield further, Mr. Speaker, that $20 mil-
lion is the most important $20 million of
the whole thing because that is the
money which goes to those who cannot
afford to go to medical schools, those
young men and women who have the
brains and the ability, but do not have
the money. That money does not go to
the rich and those who have the money
at all. The gentleman knows that.

We are trying to equalize a little bit in
America through this money.

As soon as we have time, we will try to
rectify this matter in order to bring a
supply of doctors into the areas which
need doctors. We are saying that if they
are able to get money from the Govern-
ment, they will be able to go there and
supply doctors for those places, as many
of them do.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, not $1
of this money goes to students. It goes to
the schools.

Mr. STAGGERS. Of course, but it goes
to help the students who go there.

Mr. NATCHER. It only goes to the
schools.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that the
gentleman from West Virginia and our
committee have too much of a disagree-
ment.

Mr. STAGGERS. No, we do not.

Mr. NATCHER. On this committee we
have been strong for the Nurse Training
Act all down through the years. We have
gone along on capitation grants; but why
does not the gentleman's committee
bring in a law; why does it not authorize
this program by a set time so that we can
appropriate the money as far as nurse
training is concerned?

Mr. STAGGERS. We will, we will.

Mr. NATCHER. Does not the chairman
think that it would be a much better
practice as far as the President is con-
cerned? The gentleman knows that when
the authorizing bill is brought out, it is
going to have to come to the House, then
go to the Senate. Then the President is
going to have available the same proce-
dure to follow as he did when he vetoed
the last bill. Why not work it out down-
town and put us in a position where we
can go along with the gentleman on this
money?
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Mr. Speaker, there is one other matter
that I would want to point out. the HEW
appropriation bill has been vetoed seven
times since the year 1969. Mr. Speaker,
we do not want this bill vetoed this year.
That is the all-time record—seven times
since 1969.

This is the test as to whether or not
$227 million has to be rescinded. The
President asked for $227 million. We say,
Mr. President, you are right only on $74
million.

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

Mr. NATCHER. I will yield to my
friend, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia, anytime.

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

I would say that the gentleman from
Kentucky is one of the most honorable
gentlemen I know in the House, and I
know that he is very sincere in his argu-
ment in every way. But I would just like
to say this to the gentleman, that last
year, as he knows, the President vetoed
that bill, and he pocket vetoed it. If
we had had a chance, we would have
overridden him 10 to 1. The gentleman
from EKentucky knows that we would
have overridden his veto 10 to 1 at least.
The fact is then that the committee came
along and said, “All right, we will put in
enough money for 1979."” And the Presi-
dent said, “I will go along with that.”
America was led to believe that this was
going to be the level for the year 1979.
We cannot cut him off in the middle of
it. It would not be an honorable thing for
us to do.

I say we must keep our promise as a
government and do what we said we were
going to do for 1979 and keep this
amount. I do not ask for the full amount
but for the nurses. I do ask for those peo-
ple certain things they do not demand.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle-
man has expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. Nart-
cHER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, let me
say to the chairman of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
one of the great Members in the House
and my firend, why do we not do it the
right way? Why do we not authorize the
program and bring a law in here and give
these Members a chance to vote on it?
Remember for that there is less than
$15,000,000 in the 1980 budget for the
entire Nurse Training Act.

We want to be in a position, Mr.
Speaker, to go along and cooperate with
the committee of the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

Let me say this to the gentleman about
overriding vetoes. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman knows a lot more about this than
I do. I do not believe that any bill during
the calendar year of 1979 that carries
any money in it and is vetoed by the
President of the United States will be
overridden on this floor. All we have to do
is travel in any one of the 50 States and
talk to the people. They want a balanced
budget. They want to reduce Federal
spending.

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. O’'BRIEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Just as recently as Friday there was
a forum in my district of some 250 people
representing all aspects of my constit-
uency. The gentleman is exactly right.
They expect us to represent all of the
people, and they know that we are
going to have to make cuts and they are
going to become painful and difficult all
along the line.

It seems to me if we yield right here
on a very touchy point, we are going to
bring the President's program down in
flames, and I do not think we should do
that.

Mr. Speaker, I support the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. NATCHER).

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CARTER. I move to strike out the
last word.

Mr. SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kentucky is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, as much as
I dislike to disagree with some of my
good friends on both the left and the
right, as ranking minority member of
the House and Environment Subcom-
mittee I am deeply concerned about the
rescissions in health programs contained
in HR. 2439. I submit that rescinding
these funds would have a severe impact
on programs throughout the country
which train our nurses, doctors, osteo-
paths, and emergency medical personnel.
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Mr. Speaker, I share the President's
concern about inflation and the commit-
tee’s desire to moderate Federal spend-
ing.

However, I believe we must reduce ex-
penditures responsibly, not in the pre-
cipitous manner proposed by this
legislation.

For example, according to the Ameri-
can Nurses’ Association, cutting almost
$39 million from our nurse training pro-
grams would have the following adverse
impact:

Advanced nurse training: If the rec-
ommended rescission of $6 million is
allowed to stand, then 23 graduate nurs-
ing programs will lose funds for continu-
ing projects. A cutback of this size would
lead to abrupt termination of faculty for
these programs and disruption of nurs-
ing education.

Traineeships: If the $6!% million re-
scission for traineeships goes through,
then 2,000 nursing graduate students who
already are enrolled will lose tuition sup-
port, and we will have no new nurse
clinicians in our coronary care and in-
tensive care units.

Special projects: If the $7.5 million
rescission for special projects is approved
then more than 60 ongoing projects will
go unfunded.

Scholarships: If the $3.4 million rescis-
sion for scholarships is adopted, then
3,500 undergraduate nursing students
stand to lose funds—and most of the
scholarship recipients are students from-
low-income families.

In addition to these cuts, the proposed
rescission in nursing capitation grants
would affect nursing schools across the
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Nation by reducing the level of insti-
tutional support by 33 percent.

Finally, if the rescissions are adopted,
more than 30 nursing research projects
would have to be terminated abruptly.
Clearly, these cuts would have an adverse
impact nationwide.

I am particularly concerned about the
problems that such funding cuts would
cause in my own State of Kentucky. Our
nursing schools have been allocated some
$259,000 for scholarships alone this fis-
cal year.

Approval of these rescissions would re-
duce that figure by about one-third. In
all the nursing programs for which cuts
are proposed, Kentucky stands to lose
about a half a million dollars.

Since many students from Kentucky's
nursing programs remain in the State to
practice—the effect of these cutbacks
would be to reduce the availability of
nursing services in medically under-
served areas. I submit that the effect
would be similar throughout the coun-
try.

Mr. Speaker, in considering the budget
rescission proposal today—1I hope my col-
leagues will keep in mind the fact that
just last year this body approved a 2-
year extension of the nurse training
authorities by an overwhelming vote of
393 to 12.

As you know, that bill did not cut nurs-
ing funds.

Instead, we kept the nursing authori-
zations at essentially the same level as in
the previous year.

However, because there was uncer-
tainty about whether we have an ade-
quate supply of nurses, we required that
a major study be done on our Nation's
nursing needs. That study was to give us
a definitive assessment of the need for
continued Federal financial support for
nursing education.

In other words, by passing last year’s
nursing amendments Congress acknowl-
edged that there was not enough data
to justify any cuts in nurse training
funds.

However, as you know, the President
vetoed that legislation. But in my view,
the situation has not changed. We still
do not have data sufficient to justify
such drastic cuts in nurse training pro-
grams as are proposed today, and I urge
you to reject the nurse training rescis-
sions today.

Mr. Speaker, I also oppose the $20 mil-
lion rescission in capitation grants to
our medical, dental, and osteopathic
schools.

Over the years capitation has been an
important source of institutional sup-
port for which our health professions
schools have fulfilled various obligations
to meet national needs in the health
field.

For example, medical schools have in-
creased their first-year enrollment 100
percent since 1962. They have also ex-
panded the number of primary care
specialties and have established training
programs in medically underserved

areas.
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They have also expanded the number
of primary care specialities and have es-
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tablished training programs in medically
underserved areas.

Frankly I do not believe it is fair or
responsible for us to cut back on funding
which already has been appropriated
for this fiscal year.

Medical, dental, and osteopathic
schools already have planned their budg-
ets for the coming school year based on
amounts that were appropriated.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. CARTER) has
expired.

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

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, these
schools have already taken steps to be
eligible for capitation this year. I have
in mind the University of Kentucky, the
University of Louisville, and other
schools throughout our area with which
I am familiar and which are in a pre-
carious financial condition.

Mr. Speaker, these schools have ex-
panded enrollment, set up special pro-
grams, purchased equipment and sup-
plies, and hired faculty, all in good faith,
expecting that our appropriation, which
we voted for when we appropriated the
funds, would go through, and now in
spite of these expectations, this rescis-
sion is taking place and these programs
will be cut out and our professors in
medical schools and schools of dentistry
and osteopathy will lose.

In light of the commitments that have
been made by these institutions, I urge
that Congress not retreat on the fund-
ing commitment we have made.

We will have ample opportunity to re-
view these authorities in the near future,
and I urge that we wait until then to
consider altering our policies.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I must oppose
the $3 million rescission in emergency
medical training.

I submit that training is the most im-
portant component of the EMS program
and that to reduce it at this time would
be premature and unwise.

Many, many counties in the district I
represent and many other counties
throughout Kentucky have serious dif-
ficulties in funding these emergency
medical systems programs, and I want
to tell the Members that I believe
throughout our country we will find
those same programs in financial dis-
tress. I think this $3 million is absolutely
necessary. In fact, I feel that it should
be increased. I urge that this Congress
wait until a comprehensive review of the
program has been completed before ap-
proving cuts.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that I under-
stand well the desire to cut Federal
spending, and I have voted that way
quite often, as we all know. But in this
case it produces too few results at a cost
of only a few million dollars. I myself
have pledged to accomplish this goal,
and I will try to do so as we continue.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that such spend-
ing cuts must be evaluated carefully and
made with complete information as to
who will be hurt and as to how our action
will affect ongoing programs.

I submit that to act precipitously to
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cut programs willy-nilly for the sole sake
of supposed savings to the taxpayer is
irresponsible.

I submit that these rescissions before
us today are just the sort of unwise,
precipitous spending cuts which serve
little purpose other than needless dis-
ruption of educational programs which
have brought direct benefits to the
American people.

I urge my colleagues to consider the
impact of these funding cuts on your
constituents, on your State’s health care
training programs, and on our health
care system as a whole.

We still have time to plan responsibly
for the future through the regular au-
thorizing process.

Let us also vote responsibly today and
reject these health rescissions

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, in view of my
concerns, I rise in strong support of the
amendment offered by the distinguished
chairman of the Commerce Committee,
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
STAGGERS) .

His amendment would restore proposed
rescissions approved by the Appropria-
tions Committee in the total amount of
$37 million and $4,600 in the following
areas:

Capitation grants for schools of medi-
cine, osteopathy, and dentistry;

Advanced nurse training;

Nursing traineeships; and

Nursing fellowships, and nursing re-
search.

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of this amendment.

] 1255

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
amendment which would restore the
$61.8 million in fiscal 1979 health re-
source funds, slated for rescission in this
measure. This sum represents a reduction
of $38.8 million for nurse training pro-
grams, $20 million for capitation grants
to health professions schools and $3 mil-
lion for emergency medical training.

I would like to address the issue of
nurse training. Last November the Pres-
ident pocket-vetoed the Nurse Training
Act which was overwhelmingly approved
by this body in September of 1978. In
his message of disapproval, the Presi-
dent stated his belief that there is no
longer a need for the Federal Govern-
ment to subsidize nurses training with
special programs. He also noted that his
action “would not cause an abrupt ter-
mination of funding of nurse training
programs, since funds are available for
fiscal year 1979.”

Yet, just a few months later, the ad-
ministration sought to rescind 67 percent
of the funds Congress made available for
nurse training programs in fiscal 1979.
Although this measure does not approve
the entire rescission, it would require a
cutback of $38.8 million or 31 percent of
the fiscal 1979 appropriation for nurse
training programs.

The cutback is bound to have a detri-
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mental effect on nursing education and
our health care delivery system. In
Massachusetts there are 10,000 students
in nurse training. About one-third are
enrolled in hospital diploma programs,
another third in associate degree pro-
grams and the final third in college de-
gree programs. Tuition at private nurs-
ing colleges and hospital diploma schools
in Masachusetts ranges from $4,000 to
$5,000 a year.

A survey conducted by the National
Student Nurses Association revealed
that 51 percent of the students respond-
ing came from families with incomes of
$15,000 or less. Sixteen percent were the
breadwinners for their families and 81
percent of the respondents expressed the
need for some type of tuition assistance
to complete their educations. In Massa-
chusetts one nursing school dean esti-
mates that 65 percent of the undergrad-
uate nurses are completely dependent
on Federal tuition assistance as are 95
percent of the nurses in graduate train-
ing.

If we approve the $3.5 rescission for
scholarships, some 3,500 undergraduate
nursing students from low income fami-
lies will be without assistance. Some may
be forced to forgo their educations. The
rescission of $6.5 million for trainee-
ships would cut tuition support to 2,000
already enrolled graduate students. The
rescission of $6 million for advanced
training would cut funds from 23 grad-
uate programs. Since women still com-
prise the majority of nurses an addi-
tional effect of the rescission will be to
further limit their career opportunities
and advancement.

It is unrealistic to expect other student
loan and grant programs to meet the
needs in nurse training assistance. The
result of that assumption will be a severe
drop in enrollment at a time when con-
tinued support of nurse training is eriti-
cal. Also a drop in support at this time
could mean the closing of our smaller
nursing schools.

Continued support of nurse training is
critical at this time because we are in
the process of a metamorphosis in nurse
utilization. Use of specially trained
nurses as major health care providers is
a relatively new phenomenon which ap-
pears to be working very well especially
in physician shortage areas. Nurse prac-
titioners are becoming increasingly pop-
ular in the areas of family medicine,
gerontology and pediatrics. This is prov-
ing not only cost effective but vital in
making quality health care available to
more of our citizens. As we move toward
a program of national health insurance,
we can only expect these roles to be fur-
ther expanded. We must continue to fully
support the specialized training needs
which accompany the changes in our
health care delivery system.

This rescission would also withdraw
specific support for research projects. It
is reasoned that the National Institutes
of Health could fund such efforts. How-
ever, we are all aware of the keen compe-
tition for NIH research funds and I
question how well nursing research
would fare in competition with other in-
terests. Nurses and nursing care are the
major determinants of how rapidly and
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sufficiently a patient will recover from
serious health care problems. This direc-
tly effects their length of stay in a hos-
pital and thus has a bearing on hospital
costs.

In my view it is not in our national
interest to cut back on nurse training
and related programs at this time. Be-
sides the ongoing need for special sup-
port because of the changing roles of
nurses in our health care programs, there
is no evidence to substantiate the charge
that we have met our personnel needs in
this area.

The extremely low unemployment rate
for nurses shows that there is no surplus
at this time. Of the 50,507 nurses li-
censed in 1977, only 1.9 percent were
looking for jobs in 1978. While on the
other hand nursing shortages have been
reported nationwide in urban as well as
rural areas.

According to occupational projections
made by the U.S. Department of Labor,
the need for nurses will steadily rise over
the next decade. It is expected to be one
of the professions in greatest demand.

We as policymakers invest in health as
well as the treatment of disease. Nurses
play an important role in both under-
takings. As the Nation moves toward a
commitment to preventive health care,
we will require more services from our
nurses. Cutting back on nurse training
at this time will reflect an insensitivity
not only to the health care needs of the
Nation but to our own policies of best
providing that care.
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Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I think this discussion
on the nurses training program is the
tip of the iceberg. In our discussions in
the HEW Subcommittee, it should be
noted, and Congress should know, in-
cluding authorization committee of
which Mr. WaxmMan is chairman, the fol-
lowing facts should be noted:

No. 1, most of us were disappointed at
the administration pocket vetoing the
Nurses Training Act. No. 2, we were dis-
appointed that the administration is now
attempting to gut the continuing resolu-
tion which is the 1978-79 funding docu-
ment as recommended by the Office of
Management and Budget. No. 3, what
concerns me to a greater degree in the
long run is that the nurses profession
in the United States is not getting any
input into this decisionmaking process
either at OMB or HEW. From discussions
with HEW's professional staff, Dr. Henry
Foley, the Health Administrator of Re-
sources Administration, in our testi-
mony, indicated that the nurses had not
had any major input into these decision-
making processes. This couestion was
raised by members of our HEW Subcom-
mittee.

What concerns me in the long run in
our discussion today, germane to this de-
cision, is the fact that the propssed new
Nurses Training Act, is being developed
by a task force in the administration
without any input at this time from the
nurses profession in the United States of
America—TI think that is an insult to the
nurses. That is a great mistake, and per-
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haps the authorizing committee and our
appropriations committee should ad-
dress that major fact, that if we are
going to have some changes in this pro-
gram, the administration in fact has the
cart before the horse. If we are going to
have a good bill, a good proposed piece of
legislation, we ought to be talking about,
No. 1, looking at the legislation and go-
ing into a transition with good planning,
good management, and good budgetary
decisions.

The very fact that the administration
elected to reverse the process, is very
disturbing to some of us who would re-
quire some credibility of the govern-
mental decision and policy setting re-
sponsibilities of HEW, OMB, and con-
gressonal committees must have a ra-
tional plan from present nurses pro-
grams to any new programs that have
been openly reviewed and studied.

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

Mr. PURSELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I fully
share each and every one of the points
the gentleman from Michigan expresses
to the Members of this House. I was very
disturbed that the President vetoed the
authorization bill last year, leaving us
without an authorization for the Nurses
Training Act program.

I would prefer, rather than have the
rescissions being proposed today, to have
us accept the amendment offered by the
chairman of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, Mr. STAGGERS; to
put the money back in so that we do
not do any harm to the program that is
ongoing now. We are quite busy with the
authorization process. We are cer-
tainly going to take into consideration
all the views expressed. I think we act
too hastily if we go along with these
rescissions now. Let us move in the or-
derly procedure the gentleman suggests,
get an authorization bill considered and
passed, and the appropriations passed
thereafter.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I sug-
gest that is what Mr. NATCHER suggested.
That is what we should be doing, and I
just hope the Authorization Committee
is aware of the fact that the present
discussion on the new administration bill,
the figures reported are less than $14
million or $17 million. No. 2, my major
point there is not any professional
input from the nurses. I think we ought
to look into that quickly and immedi-
ately to make sure the nurses authoriza-
tion bill we get does not have this major
flaw in it. I am only making that as a
point of fact today. I ask the adminis-
tration to correct this omission. Invite
the nurses to participate.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentleman
for his effective statement.

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to reiterate my
support of the prospect before us offered
by the chairman, Mr. StAGGERS. I was so
impressed by the remarks of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts which were
made about the impact of these cuts, and
particularly the remarks of our distin-
guished colleague from Kentucky, Tim
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LeE CArRTER, who was one of the archi-
tects of the whole health-manpower law
on the books today. He has warned us
about the impact of these rescissions on
the training programs. I think it is a
warning we ought to take to heart.

Dr. CarTER went through a number of
the items that will be affected according
to the American Nurses Association.
Rescissions today would have the fol-
lowing effect:

First, 33 research projects would be
abruptly terminated;

Second, 40 nurse researchers will lose
support this year and 3 graduate
programs will lose institutional research
training awards;

Third, 23 graduate programs for ad-
vanced training will lose funds;

Fourth, 2,000 already enrolled gradu-
ate students will lose tuition support;

Fifth, 68 noncompeting special proj-
ects will be cut off. Special projects in-
clude support for recruitment of stu-
dents from disadvantaged backgrounds;
continuing education projects; retrain-
ing programs for older nurses who have
not been working; inservice programs
for aides in nursing homes; and funds
for developing new curriculums for
schools of nursing; and

Sixth, 3,500 nursing students on schol-
arships will lose funds. Most of these
students are from low-income families.

I came from an urban area, but I
think we ought to consider carefully the
implications of hasty action today to
rescind funds for training programs for
health professionals as it would affect
the rural areas. It is virtually impossible
for some poor communities to attract
and retain doctors to meet their health
needs. Nurses and allied professions may
be the only providers. Health problems
that are considered routine in many
areas of the country and rich urban
communities can be fatal in towns with-
out qualified nursing and other medical
personnel.

[J 1305

The result is higher infant mortality
rates, shorter life expectancies, malnu-
trition, and anemia, all of which con-
tribute to reinforcing the circle of pov-
erty and low economic productivity.

I appreciate why the Committee on
Appropriations has gone along with the
rescissions proposed by the administra-
tion. I would think that even though
they acted with sincerity and good faith,
their actions are hasty. We ought to wait
until the authorization committee goes
forward with full hearings, as suggested
even by the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr. CAVANAUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s yielding, and I
thank the chairman for raising the point
of rural health care.

I come from Nebraska. The national
average of availability of physicians is
1.62 per thousand. In Nebraska it re-
mains at 1.3, substantially below the na-
tional average.

I think it is very difficult for this Con-
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gress to say to the country that we have
met the health manpower needs of this
country and that we are providing ade-
quate health care throughout the width
and breadth of this country, when the
facts are clearly contrary to that.

I think we should carefully consider
what is in issue in this rescission mo-
tion.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for bringing the issue of rural
health care to the attention of the Con-
gress.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks. His point
is an excellent one.

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

Mr, WAXMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. MAGUIRE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman for his leadership,
and I also thank the chairman of the
full committee.

Obviously, there are a couple of key
underlying questions here. One is,
frankly, whether we are going to cut the
heart out of social programs at the same
time as we go ahead with guestionable
defense weapons systems such as the MX
and Trident II.

Second, there is a question if we are
going to have to cut a certain number
of health dollars, where do the cuts come
from and what is the procedure we
follow?

Mr. Speaker, the cuts and rescissions
proposed here will have an enormous im-
pact across the country on programs
which have been carefully considered. In
particular, we are talking about trainee-
ships and graduate programs and in-
creasing student and faculty opportuni-
ties for minority students.

We simply cannot afford and should
not be participants in any effort to dev-
astate those programs.

Again, I thank the chairman for his
leadership.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentleman
for his views.

Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this opportunity to join with those
of my colleagues who have stood up to-
day in opposition to the proposed rescis-
sion of the 1979 funds for advanced
nurse training and nurse training re-
search.

As a supporter of the Nurse Training
Act Amendments of 1978, I feel that the
budget rescission under consideration is
both irresponsible and premature. More
important than my personal belief that
the need for continued support in these
areas still exists is the fact that the pros
and cons of the matter have not been
adequately aired. Before such an action
as the one proposed today is undertaken,
I feel that the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee’s Subcommittee
on Health and the Environment should
have held hearings in this regard. It is
critical to point out that the proposed
rescissions would have a tremendous im-
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pact on the future of the Nurse Training

Act amendments and that at no time
was the input of the nursing community
solicited.

Over and above the matter of the pre-
cipitous nature of this action, we must
address the question of the responsibil-
ity of the Congress to honor its commit-
ments. I recognize that we will have to
consider reductions in these programs
as in others; however, I question whether
this is the appropriate time and means
for implementing such measures.

As you know, the funds we are being
asked to rescind were provided by a con-
tinuing resolution to continue funding
of programs in this fiscal year at the
1978 level, which was passed on October
18, 1978, by an overwhelming vote of
396 to 12. I believe that this Congress
has an obligation to those students and
schools, which acting in good faith have
undertaken programs and contracts on
the basis of Congress actions and assur-
ances. Likewise, they have undertaken
these obligations on the assurances of
the President in the message accom-
panying his veto of the Nurse Training
Act authorizing legislation, as has been
so aptly pointed out today by many of
my colleagues.

I am convinced that to act today to
restore the 1979 funds, we are not acting
in conflict with the administration’s goal
and the American public's desire to re-
duce spending. Rather, we have a moral
responsibility to uphold our previous
commitments. I think that there is no
alternative to the view that H.R. 2493
is in direct conflict with the standing
commitment of the 95th Congress and
the President’s assurance that there
would be no abrupt termination of pro-
grams, because of continued funding
through the continuing resolution.

It is for this reason, in addition to the
importance I personally place on the
nursing programs and research involved,
that I feel compelled to support Repre-
sentative Sraccers' amendment to re-
store $37 of the $39 million for nurse
training programs and capitation grants
for schools of medicine, osteopathy, and
dentistry. Contracts have been signed;
students are enrolled in programs; and
obligations have been undertaken based
on the commitments of Congress and
assurances from the President. There
are no immediate alternatives for the
colleges, junior colleges, universities, and
students in my State and around the
country, if their programs are brought
up short in midstream.

I would ask my colleagues to join me
in supporting the restoration of funds,
and, further, I would ask that you sup-
port those today who have requested
that in any future considerations of this
matter by the authorizing committee,
they solicit and evaluate the comments
and input of the nursing community. As
you know, the health and care of the
American public rests largely in their
hands.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, in con-
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nection with the question of priorities, I
point out to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr, Waxman) that I will be offer-
ing an amendment which will reinstate
the rescission of $37 million for bricks to
build a building at the NIH facility. I
think that if we do have to make a choice
on priorities, the gentleman’s approach
is far preferable to building such a build-
ing with 650 more parking spots, which
very few people think is important.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman's yielding.

I want to associate myself fully with
the remarks of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN) .

I think that one of the most unsup-
portable aspects of the proposed rescis-
sion, is that institutions and students
would be cut off in mid-term and mid-
year. It would be totally unconscionable
and unjustifiable.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

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

Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, I support the rescissions which
have been recommended to the House,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia.

Mr. Speaker, our committee had a dif-
ficult choice to make in recommending
these rescissions which we have brought
before the House today. Bear in mind
that this is not going to be the only dif-
ficult decision which this Congress is
going to have to face on levels of ex-
penditure. There may very well be some
other rescissions coming down the line,
and we simply cannot back off.

In my judgment, the integrity of the
rescission process is at stake here, if
we simply fold under pressure.

Mr. Speaker, it should be kept in mind
that only one-third of the HEW rescis-
sions recommended by the President are
included in this bill. The other two-
thirds were rejected by our committee.
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The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. Drinan) made mention of the
nurse practitioners who are going to go
by the wayside. We did not touch the
practitioners in the rescission. They were
not bothered at all.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Waxman) made mention of how the
rural areas are going to be hurting, be-
cause of what we are doing here. In last
yvear's bill we had a 25-percent increase
for the National Health Service scholar-
ship program, which is designed to serve
those rural areas.

Our problem today is one of maldis-
tribution, and capitation grants as such
do not solve the problem of maldistri-
bution. Capitation grants represent only
3 percent of medical school non-Federal
operating cost expenditures, and this
rescission reduces capitation grants by
only 17 percent. So the net effect on
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the medical school budgets is only one-
half of 1 percent.

I was not here on the floor at the
time, but I am advised my good Chair-
man, the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
NarcHER) made mention of the fact that
this $20 million here represents only 114
percent of the $1.3 billion in Federal
funds that are currently going to medi-
cal schools each year. Capitation grants,
as I said, do not solve that problem of
the maldistribution of health manpower
in this country, and there is no shortage
of students trying to get into medical
school.

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

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

We do not mention anything under
rescission of nurses’ capitation grants.

Mr. MICHEL, On the medical schools.

Mr. STAGGERS. But the gentleman
said nurses there. I would like to say
to the gentleman even where some doc-
tors are in short supply we have a greater
chance of getting some of them into
areas where they are needed.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I would like to say to the gentleman
that because of our long friendship he
knows that I am going to exercise every
reasonable or responsible vote that I can
to reduce spending on the part of the
U.S. Government. But I have a question
of the gentleman. I wonder if he might
help me and the rest of our colleagues.
When we are voting to reduce spending
for some of these programs like nurses
training and various educational grants,
and things like this for our own home
folks back in our district, how in the
world do we explain to these folks that
the President, who is requesting these
reductions, is the very same President
who is requesting an increase of 18 per-
cent in his foreign aid program this year?
I find that a little incompatible, and I
am looking for some good answers. I won-
der if the gentleman might be able to
suggest some answers to that question.

Mr. MICHEL. I think probably the
other side of the aisle would have to an-
swer as to the President’s recommen-
dations. I happen to be in opposition to a
number of things he has proposed over
the course of the last 2 years.

My own feeling is that that foreign
aid bill ¢an be the bill which will like-
ly come in for significant cuts by this
Congress when all is said and done. I do
not know that we can equalize the argu-
ment by saying that we just cannot af-
ford to cut anything domestically because
we still have some significant sums be-
ing spent in foreign aid.

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.
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Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

How, then, given the focus of the gen-
tleman, can the gentleman and the com-
mittee recommend reinstating $37 mil-
lion for construction of a building and
a parking garage on the NIH facilities
when that money theoretically could be
used in the transfer of research func-
tions and those kinds of things?

Mr. MICHEL. It might surprise the
gentleman to know that this Member did
not support the committee’'s action. I
offered the amendment in full commit-
tee to also include in the rescission bill
that building, and I made the argu-
ments that the gentleman may very well
be prepared to use today for including
that in the rescission, because they are
very solid arguments to use.

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

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

Mr. MICHEL, Our nursing programs
have helped to substantially increase the
supply of nurses over the past decade to
the extent that we now have 395 for
every 100,000 population in this coun-
try. That is compared to only 300 per
100,000 10 years ago. But again I say
that that increase has not solved the
problem of maldistribution.

One of the problems Dr. Foley cited
before our committee was the problem
of filling swing shifts. We have had that
trouble with us for a long time, and the
only answer to that lies in the wage levels
paid.
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You are not going to do it by capita-
tion grants or through a bigger supply.
You have got to pay them to serve at
ungodly hours or in less populated areas.
That is the answer to it, not simply sub-
sidizing the training of more numbers.
When you get into advanced training, in
how many other professions does the
Federal Government subsidize advanced
training for advanced degrees? Why
should this be singled out as one profes-
sion that the Federal Government is
obligated to do that?

Once you are going for a graduate
degree, a fellowship, or advanced train-
ing, it seems to me you are going to get
a bigger remuneration and reward. Why
not have that burden on the individuals
themselves, if that is their inclination?

You will find some of the professionals
in the nursing field arguing for the
advanced degrees and all this assistance
for advanced training as being more
important than simply helping young
nurses get started in nursing schools.

We have been working, the adminis-
tration and our subcommittee, toward
having the aid follow the student, rather
than subsidize the institution, Capitation
grants do nothing more than subsidize
the institution. The student does not get
that particular assistance. I think we
ought to realize that difference.

If I might make one or two more argu-
ments here. According to the material
from the nurses’ own associations, the
number of graduates from nursing pro-
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grams is way up, compared to a decade
ago. For instance, the number of stu-
dents graduating from all nursing pro-
grams 10 years ago was 38,000. In 1977,
it was 77,000, more than a 100-percent
increase.

Breaking that figure down, gradua-
tions from baccalaureate programs in
1967 were a little over 6,000. In 1977, they
were 23,000, nearly a fourfold increase.
Graduates from associate degree pro-
grams increased from 4,600 10 years ago
to 36,000 in 1977. That is an 800-percent
increase. So we have not, in other words,
shortchanged the nurses.

If I might make one final point, when
that authorizing committee gets to talk-
ing about a new nurses training act, the
committee’s last bill that was vetoed car-
ried an authorization of over $200 mil-
lion. We have never appropriated much
over $100 million in all the years I have
been on the subcommittee; so what we
authorize in that legislative committee
is not necessarily a sacrosanct figure, nor
has it been to the entire House, after
they have taken the recommendations of
the Committee on Appropriations.

I hope that you will be thinking very
seriously about what the administra-
tion's views are, lest we get another veto
and no nursing bill at all.

So I urge that we oppose the amend-
ment and stick with the limited number
of rescissions contained.

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I supported and voted for
the Nurse Training Act last year and
confess I was mildly surprised when the
President decided to pocket veto that
measure.

In terms of bringing down the cost of
health care and in providing and making
available wider accessibility to the health
care system, we get an excellent return
for our tax dollar in the nurse training
area and the nursing care field. However,
I said if the President has reasons why
he vetoed the bill then we ought to listen
and take the opportunity to reassess the
programs to see if there is some way to
redirect our emphasis in this area. I felt
this was the least we could do if the Presi-
dent asked us to.
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Maybe he is correct that we can use
other student support programs such as
the BEOG's program rather than use
special purpose scholarships, and maybe
he is correct that we ought to get away
from certain types of funding of special
programs.

But what caught my attention at the
time of veto was the memorandum of
disapproval, which is the veto message
dated November 11, 1978. In referring to
this veto, the President said this, and I
am quoting:

Disapproval of this bill will not cause an
abrupt termination of funding of the nurse
training programs, since funds are avallable
for fiscal year 1979 under the continuing
resolution.

I interpret that to mean that he had
made a commitment, that the continu-
ing resolution would be the fund level
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at which this program would operate for
the 1979 fiscal year. Consequently, I was
more than mildly surprised to see the
administration propose a rescission mes-
sage on this program after the President
in his veto message had said that there
would be a continuation of funds under
the continuing resolution for 1979.

So I think that if we want to save
money—and we should, and there are
many areas where we can cut the
budget—we ought to take the President’s
statement in his veto message that this
is not the place to do it. If we want to
evaluate the entire nurse training pro-
gram, let us do it. Let the authorizing
committee evaluate it and then we can
vote it up or down on their recom-
mendation.

But insofar as the rescission is con-
cerned, it seems to me it is unfair and
unwise and inconsistent with what the
President had in mind when he sent his
veto message over. What we do for the
future in fiscal year 1980 may be quite
different from what we should do for the
fiscal year in which the continuing res-
olution applies, namely 1979.

I disagree with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey. This is not a
question of where we are going in our
social programs or priorities or whether
we need to increase defense spending or
cut defense spending. It is not even a
question of whether this is going to be
the acid test of this Congress and as to
whether we are going to hold the line on
the budget. It is not that at all.

The President said in his veto message
that there would be no abrupt cutoff of
funds for the nurse training programs
and the 1979 continuing resolution would
provide that funding. Rescission of those
1979 funds is contrary to the President’s
expressed purpose in the veto message.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

I do not think there is any Member
here who is more interested in our nurse
training programs than I am. I come
from an area where nurses are in ex-
ceedingly short supply. Part of that is
because lots of nurses who are active in
the field for awhile quit because of their
families and then perhaps come back to
nursing later on.

I have checked to see what the facts
are in this matter. If we are going to
vote, let us vote with the full facts before
us.
It has been repeated here that there
is no authorization at the present time.
Whether the President should have
pocket-vetoed the authorization or not,
it is provided for in the Constitution and
he had his legal right to do it. I am one
of those who felt it would have been
better for the President to veto the bill
and send it up and let us consider the
facts, because the bill he vetoed did not,
as far as nursing training is concerned,
meet the needs where the shortage ex-
ists. It applied just as equally to an area
where there is an adequate supply as it
did to an area where there is a short
supply.
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But the point I want to make is that
only $13 million of this $37-million
amendment relates to nurse training.
Do the Members know what that is for?
It is to enable certain nurses to get a
graduate degree or a Ph. D. degree. The
$83 million which goes to help to get
nurses is not proposed for rescission. I
hope my friend, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. StacceErs) will come
up with a law which would give some at-
tention to where the need is instead of a
law which would just give money to
schools in places where there is an ade-
quate supply and distinguish between
where a nurse would get a degree at
Government expense and also a master’s
degree or Ph. D. degree at Government
expense.

The subcommittee is the one we look
to to carry this program on, and the
question is whether we are going to cut
$13 million. Let us slow down a little en
these master's and Ph. D. degrees, be-
cause those are not our primary prob-
lems.

I just want the Members to know
what the facts are. The facts are that
there is $13 million in the bill which
goes for graduate students to get mas-
ter's degrees and Ph. D. degrees, and
those are rescinded.

We all know why we have got to do
some of this, although we do not like to
do it this year. Since 1967 the American
dollar has depreciated 50 percent in its
value. They do not want dollars any-
where around the world; they want Ger-
man marks or Japanese yen or money
from some other country. We are going
to have to do some of these hard things
in order to help strengthen the dollar.
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Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentleman
from West Virginia will give some atten-
tion to this legislation, to see that the
money authorized goes where the need
is and not to double the availability in
places where they do not need it.

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

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman mentioned the fact that this
goes to graduate students; it goes to
places which teach our nurses. We need
nurses who have advanced degrees. We
need nurses who have advanced degrees
to run our hospitals.

Mr. WHITTEN. We are both inter-
ested in nursing. But let us not forget
there is $83 million available to help the
nurses. I believe we should stay with the
committee recommendation because this
is a kind of test about our fiscal resolve.
None of the reductions we are going to
have to make through the years are
going to be easy.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I really had not intended
to speak on this, but after hearing some
of the remarks I think that we ought to
clear the air on it.

I was unhappy about some of these re-
scissions. Debate was very heated, both
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in the Labor-HEW Subcommittee, on
which I have had the honor to serve for
many years, and in the full Committee on
Appropriations. No member of either the
Labor-HEW Subcommittee or the full
Committee on Appropriations is happy
at the prospect of recommending these
rescissions, for all of the effeted budgets
provide moneys for very popular health
and education programs. But there is a
sense of fiscal responsibility that impels
us to urge the Members to accept the
recommendations that we have made
today.

The rescission that attracted the most
attention is the proposed reduction of
funds for health manpower programs.
The Committee on Appropriations, I be-
lieve, suggested relatively sober cutbacks
which reduce but do not fundamentally
weaken the programs involved.

Mr. Speaker, nurses never had a
greater friend than myself in the 21 years
that I have been in the Congress. I have
never voted against a nursing program.
I always said—and my former chairman
always said—"You do not turn your back
on a nurse.,” And I never did turn my
back on the nurses. My wife is a regis-
tered nurse. She has been a registered
nurse for a good many years. That is how
I met her. She is not only a registered
nurse, she was an officer in the Navy dur-
ing World War II. I think I know some-
thing about nurses, and it hurts me to
stand up here and support my chairman,
but I think he is right. It also upsets me,
Mr. Speaker, when Members up here are
going to be against the rescissions that
we have made, and support the gentle-
man from West Virginia. and then come
in here to cut $37 million for a badly
needed facility for the National Insti-
tutes of Health for child health care.
But unfortunately those women who are
interested in prenatal research, and those
unborn children, just did not have a big
lobby to send a lot of people telegrams
here in the House of Representatives. If
Members want to put this money back in,
fine. But do not cut it out of another
worthy program.
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Mr. Speaker, the other day I was one
of three over here on this side of the aisle
supporting you, Mr. Speaker, and sup-
porting the President, to increase the
debt limit many Members voted against
it, and then they come up here and vote
for every program that comes down the
pike, and they go back home to their
people and say, “Look at that rollcall.
I am a conservative; I am for a balanced
budget.”

If I sound upset, I am upset, because I
will tell you, Mr. Speaker, it grieves me
and it hurts me to get up here, to have
to go along with these rescissions.

We have worked hard; we have worked
over this in the subcommittee, and I
think the subcommittee came out with a
good recommendation. Out of $176 mil-
lion in health resources rescissions rec-
ommended by the President, we only
went along with $61 million. As for the
new chairman of that subcommittee, the
gentleman from Kentucky, I want to give
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him all of the plaudits he deserves. He
has been a good chairman. He has been
very fair. Some of the Members on our
cide of the aisle had amendments to in-
crease money here which they felt neces-
sary. We went along with it. He went
zlong with it. Some of us wanted some
more money in other programs. He went
along with it, and we came out with what
was a compromise solution.

Everybody wants to balance the budg-
et. Everybody wants to be for fiscal aus-
terity and fiscal integrity. Today is your
chance.

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

Mr. GONTE. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, with his
usual brilliant and incisive rhetoric, the
gentleman has gone to the heart of the
matter. I think he is correct in calling
this the first test of the intentions of the
House toward economy in Government.
The other day 222 Members of this House
voted against a $40 billion national debt
increase; 197 Members voted to balance
the Federal budget by September on the
same day.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has expired.

(At the request of Mr. Bauman and by
unanimous consent, Mr. CoNTE was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. BAUMAN. Those two rollcalls
seem to indicate a hopeful trend in this
House. This is the first political bullet-
biter that has come before us, and there
will be many, many more such issues in
this Congress. But, I do not think the
nurses of the United States, the farmers,
or the Defense Establishment, or any
program is sacrosanct when we have 9-
percent inflation and are facing a $40
billion Federal deficit for the 4th year in
a row. If you cannot exercise the judg-
ment the people want and vote in favor
of a balanced budget as you promised in
the recent elections, then the people
ought to watch closely each Member's
records and act accordingly in 1980.

Mr. CONTE. As the gentleman knows,
I was one of three on this side of the
aisle who voted to increase the debt ceil-
ing. I took a lot of heat—I was thinking
of buying an asbestos suit—but my logic
was that I voted for these programs, and
now I have got to foot the bill.

Mr, CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the pro-
visions of H.R. 2439 which would reduce
capitation grants and other health re-
sources programs to schools of the health
professions. I represent a district where
there is a need and a shortage of train-
ed personnel in the health field, and
these programs have been operating
very effectively.

The University of Puerto Rico as well
as Catholic University would be severely
affected by these unconscionable cuts.
GAO has issued a report pointing to the
proper use and effectiveness of capitation
grants, Commitments for tuition for the
coming academic year have already been
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made, and schools or the students would
have to seek alternate funding. As long
as there is a demonstrated need, and I
have not been persuaded that we have
overcome this, we should continue to sup-
port this segment of the higher educa-
tion community, whose graduates have a
direct and tangible impact on the lives
of the rest of us. I urge you to reject these
rescissions and to support the Staggers
amendment.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the first
occasions that we have had in the House
to indicate our intentions and the seri-
ousness of our purpose to get control of
the Federal budget and to reduce ex-
penditures wherever possible. The way in
which we reduce expenditures is not to
vote against debt ceiling limitations.
That does not reduce expenditures. It
may appear to, but it does not; nor do
votes against budget resolutions or any
of that type of vote reduce expenditures.
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The time to reduce expenditures is
when the money bills are before us.
What we have here today is a money
bill.

After wisely and carefully looking at
this rescission bill, the committee is
recommending reductions, reasonable,
but nevertheless real reductions.

It is not easy to vote against money
for existing programs. Today it is the
nurses who are unhappy, plus those who
are the beneficiaries of capitation grants.
Tomorrow it will be another segment of
our society, and the day after it will be
someone else. I dare say that before this
vear is over we shall have many, many
special-interest groups unhappy with us.

However, if we are serious about our
commitment to hold the line on spend-
ing, if we are truly trying to make re-
ductions in the Federal budget and in
Federal spending and in the Federal
deficit, then we have to make unpleasant
decisions, such as we have to make today,
and vote, wherever possible, for reduc-
tion.

That means that we have to look at
existing programs such as the ones pro-
posed here today. It is not enough to
say, “But you are hurting them; you are
taking away something which they had
last year.”

What it is doing is compelling us to
examine programs, to make the kind of
judegments which the committee wisely
did, and say that they can do without
some of the money which they received
in the past.

The committee has not cut out all of
the money. There is a great amount of
money in here for the nurses training
program. The committee has cut out
some of the money; and certainly it is
going to hurt; certainly it is going to be
unpleasant.

It does not please me to say “no” to
my friends in the nursing profession, for
whom I have the highest regard and
appreciation. It does not please me to
say ‘mo” to many of my constituents,
all of whom will have their special con-
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cern in this year's budget. However, if we
are serious about holding the line on
spending, we have to go along with these
types of recommendations which the
committee is making. They are not pleas-
ant, nor easy, but I submit that they
are necessary, because by these actions
we are reevaluating these programs,
looking at them with a finer tooth comb
and, if you will, saying ‘“We can do with
a little less; we must tighten our belts.”

The result will be that we will pick up
some savings here and some savings in
other programs, the cumulative effect of
which will be to help hold the line on
Government spending.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge the
Members to go along with the committee.
Let us begin to hold the line on spending,
as we must, this year.

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

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

Mr, SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, how
does the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. Giammo) intend to apply that posi-
tion when we get to the 3-percent real
increase in the defense budget?

Mr. GIAIMO. We are going to scruti-
nize the defense budget, as we have done
each and every year in the past and as
we hope to do this year. We will scruti-
nize the defense budget as we will every
other budget.

Mr. EARLY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, this is a tough decision
to make. I am on this subcommittee.
During our markup I recommended that
the major part of this suggested amend-
ment be restored. This is a $37 million
cut. Mr. Speaker, $20 million of that $37
million is in capitation.

There is no bigger booster than I on
this whole capitation matter, but for
reasons different from those of the
gentleman from West Virginia and the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. Speaker, I support capitation be-
cause I believe it is the only vehicle
through which the Congress has any im-
pact on the 124 medical schools in this
country.

Several years ago, when we had a
problem with the lack of general prac-
titioners, it was capitation which allowed
us to dictate to medical schools that they
should train more GP’s. It was just 2
years ago that this Congress, upon the
suggestion of the committee of the
gentleman from West Virginia, acted to
have the American medical schools ac-
cept qualified American youngsters who
had to study abroad, because spaces were
not available in U.S. medical schools.
They were taken bazk into our system in
their second, third, or fourth year.
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It was capitation that insisted that the
124 medical schools do that. Almost all
medical schools did not want to par-
ticipate, but it was the threat of losing
capitation funds which made them do it.

Today one of our problems in the
health field is maldistribution of doctors.
I suggest that it is capitation that is
going to increase the supply of doctors
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and is going to enable us to address that
problem. Two years down the road it is
going to be a different problem in our
health area. If we terminate capitation,
then we will have no tool to address those
problems. Let us look at capitation. This
amendment suggests that the Subcom-
mittee on Labor-HEW is wishy-washy
on the medical schools. Last year it was
the subcommittee that increased the
funding level for capitation from less
than $100 million to $120 million. This
capitation item was the only item in con-
ference in which the Senate recommend-
ed a lesser amount than the House. They
put a ceiling on all other items.

Let us look at this rescission. The
President suggests that we rescind $58
million in capitation for our medical
schools. I offered my amendment to re-
store the entire amount. The amount of
money is not the sole factor. Rather it is
the signal we send that is important.

The President’s fiscal 1980 budget con-
tains no funds for capitation—absolutely
none. I will ask the subcommittee to re-
store the full $120 million and am pre-
pared to make my case for the inclusion
of this money. However, during our de-
liberations today, I think it is important
to note two things. This subcommittee
has recognized what we all talk about,
and that is the need for fiscal responsi-
bility. But more than this, this subcom-
mittee has recognized that it is both nec-
essary and desirable to strike a balance
between fiscal and social responsibility.
And, I think it has attempted to do this.
They have gone into sensitive areas to
suggest reductions.

What effect will that have on the
medical schools this year? The $58 mil-
lion rescission proposed by the adminis-
tration would have required almost all
of the private medical schools to increase
their tuition by $700 this September.
However, with a $20 million rescission
the medical schools will be able to ab-
sorb that amount of money. It will let
this House indicate that there are no
longer any sacred cows. A big constitu-
ency does not necessarily mean that the
Congress is going to get in line and fol-
low them down the road. They are going
to have to prove their case, and I suggest
to all Members in here, what is wrong
with that?

There is no one in this hall who is
more attentive and favorable to the
nurses and the doctors of this coun-
try than the gentleman from Kentucky.
In the first bill he reports as subcom-
mittee chairman we get a suggested
amendment to it, a small rescission, of
$37 million. This House is about to vote
on the amendment. And I suggest that
the amount of money is not the issue. It
is what the gentleman from Illinois and
the gentleman from Connecticut have
suggested. That is, are we going to go
down the same road? Just because of a
big constituency are we going to go
against what the American public is tell-
ing us—to get a dollar's value for each
tax dollar?

This rescission is something that ap-
parently was not of great concern to the
medical schools and the nursing frater-
nities because they did not participate
until after the process. They said, “Oh,
don’'t worry. We'll go to the Congress;
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we'll go to the Senate, and they’ll buckle
like they always have.”

I am opposing this amendment and
at the same time I support full capita-
tion—full capitation—in our move to
put the $120 million of the medical
school money back in. I suggest that the
nurses are going to have to remake their
case.

A large part of this money goes to
my State, Mr. Speaker. A large part of
this money goes to Massachusetts. This
is no political matter. I just say that
if we mean what we have been talking
about, we are not going to balance the
budget. All I am suggesting is that we
show some fiscal accountability, and I
hope this amendment is rejected.
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Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise in support of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) .

Mr. Speaker, I regret that I must op-
pose the Appropriations Committee’s
recommendation for education of nurses,
physicians, osteopathic physicians, and
dentists. My regret is sincere—I am com-
mitted to cutting spending and I respect
the committee for its toughness and
courage in doing the unpopular thing.

My objection is not to making cuts in
the health field, but to making such
large cuts in the middle of a fiscal year.
These are cuts which have come, in
effect, out of the blue, out of funds which
have been authorized, appropriated, and
relied on by our institutions.

This budget, as proposed by the Appro-
priations Committee, is asking schools
of medicine, osteopathy, dentistry,
and nursing to revise their budgets for
the current academic year. There is no
way that lopping off $20 million from
medical and dental schools and $38 mil-
lion from nursing schools will not have a
devastating effect on the education of
students currently in these programs.

Budget consciousness is sound policy.
But budget cutting should be orderly and
rational. The fiscal year 1979 rescission
acts more as an authorization cut than
anything else. Furthermore, it was made
without hearings.

I would suggest, as the wiser alterna-
tive, that the Health and Environmen-
tal Subcommittee review manpower leg-
islation in this Congress, and report its
findings to the Appropriations Commit-
tee. I am quite confident that responsi-
ble cuts can he made as a result of these
hearings.

Through such hearings is the proper
way to address the important changes
taking place in health education. For
example, just as there is clear evidence
of a surplus of hospital beds, there now
aprears to be clear evidence that, in the
next few years, there will be a surplus
of physicians—perhaps more than a
25,000 surplus by 1985.

But to terminate or slash capitation
grants abruptly because of this fact
seems to me irresponsible. A brief his-
tory of Federal involvement in medical
education will indicate why this is the
case.

Federal funds for direct support for
medical education began in 1963. The
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reason was to increase the number of doc-
tors. There was a magic number, a 50,000
shortage” of doctors.

In 1971, manpower capitation grants
appeared, and these were “conditioned
funds.” One of the conditions was in-
creasing the number of students enrolled
by the medical schools.

The magic “50,000 shortage” figure has
now disappeared almost overnight. It
never went down to 40,000 or 20,000. It
just vanished. It caught us all off guard.
The medical schools have become very
dependent on these Federal funds. We
helped make them dependent. They are
now faced with inevitable reductions in
Federal funds. But they have the right
to expect these reductions will not be
done in midstream and without warn-
ing.

I think some reduction in capitation
is wise and should result in a desirable
shift to more State support. But it is un-
wise and unfair to make these cuts at
too rapid a rate.

To slash Federal capitation funds by
20 percent in 1979 and to eliminate them
in 1980 is irresponsible. After all, the Fed-
eral Government encouraged, and even
mandated, these increased enrollments.
The increased numbers that were enrolled
in 1978 will not graduate until 1982.

There is a moral obligation to continue
some substantial degree of capitation for
the period of time schools must carry
the increased numbers of students man-
dated by Federal law.

These are the kinds of fundamental
questions which the Health and Environ-
ment Subcommittee must address in
its hearings. And what has been said
about medical schools also applies to
nursing education. We must carefully
reassess our needs in nursing as well.

If we are to balance the budget, we
all must share some of the responsibility
for cuts, and health services must bear
their fair share. When these cuts are to
be made, they ought not to be done in
the middle of a fiscal year, and without
full concentration.

I am confident that the Health and En-
vironment Subcommittee will make re-
sponsible cuts after hearings on these
fundamental questions. But, for now, I
intend to oppose these rescissions in the
health budget. And I urge support for the
Staggers amendment.
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PREYER. I am glad to yield to
the gentlewoman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
want to compliment the gentleman on
his statement. I certainly concur with
him in supporting the amendment.

I was going to ask for time on my own,
but since the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. Prever) put it so elo-
quently, I just want to join with him and
underline his statement and put excla-
madtion points around it.

Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs.
SCHROEDER) .

I just want to point out that these are
the kinds of fundamental questions
which ought to be considered by the
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subcommittee and in the full hearing,
and that the same sort of fundamental
gquestions apply to nursing education.

Mr. Speaker, let me just close by say-
ing that finally, once again, the Subcom-
mittee on Health will make responsible
cuss after considering these basic and
fundamental questions, and in the
meantime I urge the support of the
Staggers amendment. I remind the
Members that we are talking about a
continuing resolution, meaning that
this is funding at the 1978 level, which
already discounts for inflation, and that
the Staggers amendment still cuts $25
million over and beyond that.

Mr. CAVANAUGH. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I had not intended to
speak again on this amendment until my
good friend, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. ConNTE), sought to inject
my name and character and courage into
the comity of this debate.

I would say it is disappointing to me
that the gentleman would seek to de-
tract from the debate and distract the
attention of the House from the substan-
tive issues before us and question my
motives or my courage in supporting this
amendment. I do not feel that I deserve
lectures on political courage from the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Each of us here has to make those
judgments that we think are appro-
priate, and we are going to have many
difficult judgments to make in the year
ahead. In the last Congress I think that
I made my share of difficult judgments.

My district contains the home of the
Strategic Air Command. In the course of
the last Congress I actively and continu-
ously opposed the B-1 bomber, which is
a matter of great interest to that con-
stituency and one on which they strenu-
ously objected to my disagreement with
them. And I will in the future disagree
with major portions of my constituency.

This is not the basis upon which I
approach this issue, and I do not think
the gentleman is correct in attempting
to impugn my motives, since I have
never impugned his.

The real issue here is not whether or
not the Congress is going to balance the
budget this year. We are not going to
balance the budget this year. The real
issue is not whether we will try to make
a commitment to balance the budget.
Clearly we should have an obligation to
move in that direction. But the real issue
is whether or not we are going to carry
out the commitment we made to the
American people in the past Congress in
1979.

The fact is that we did not pass the
authorizing legislation, but we did pass
a continuing resolution by a vote, I be-
lieve, of 396 to 12, and I believe the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts was prob-
ably in the majority there. I believe that
there has been a commitment which the
gentleman made and which I made and
one that this Congress made.

In addition, the administration fol-
lowed us in that commitment at the same
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time, and I quote from the memorandum
of disapproval:

Disapproval of this bill will not cause an
abrupt termination of funding of the nurse
training programs, since funds are available
for fiscal year 1979 under the continuing
resolution.

That was a commitment. That was the
word that was given. That is the word
that these institutions have relied upon.
They have a right to rely upon it. They
have a right to rely on the gentleman
from Massachusetts who voted last Sep-
tember and to expect he would not
change his mind this March. They had a
right to rely on my vote, and they had a
right to rely on the President’s commit-
ment.

I think the other gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. EarLy) eloquently out-
lines the nature, need, and substance of
these programs. These programs are not
grab bags. They are not “goodies” that
have been bestowed on constituencies.
These gentlemen have served on the
Committee on Appropriations for many
years, and I presume the integrity of
these programs has been evaluated over
and over again. Now Members who sup-
port the program are accused of being
Members without integrity. It is sup-
posed that those who have abandoned it
are the repositories of legislative integ-
rity.

That is simply not the fact. The fact is
that this Congress made a commitment
to the people for 1979, and we ought to
live up to it. We ought to live up to our
commitment the best we can. Maybe the
best way to live up to it is by the amend-
ment the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. StacGers) offers us today, and I
support the amendment. This is not a
gratuity; it is an obligation and it is one
I think we owe to the American people.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CAVANAUGH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, at the out-
set I am sorry if the gentleman feels I
impugned his motives. I have nothing
but the highest respect for him. But the
record speaks for itself.

The gentleman did vote against in-
creasing the debt ceiling, and at the same
time, when we try to save a few dollars
here, he opposes it.

Is the gentleman saying that every
time this Congress votes for an appro-
priation of any kind, the administration
cannot send up a rescission?

Mr. CAVANAUGH. No; that is not true
at all.

Mr. Speaker, I support other portions
of the rescission, but I think when we
look at this particular item the Congress
made a firm commitment to the health
manpower professions to continue this
funding for 1979. It was clearly debated
and thoroughly debated in the last Con-
gress. Our intentions were clear.

In addition, the President’s veto mes-
sage on the Nurse Practice Act contin-
ued his commitment to that funding.
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I think we both share an obligation to
stand by that commitment, That com-
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mitment does not extend into 1980. This
Congress, I think, is free to evaluate, to
put those professions on notice.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. CAVANAUGH)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. ConTE and by unan-
imous consent, Mr. CavaANAUGH was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. CAVANAUGH. We put these medi-
cal health professions on notice that the
Congress is now under different pressures
and obligations, that it is going to view
these obligations differently than in the
past.

But the honest thing to do, the decent
thing to do, is to do that in the future
and not cut them down in midstream
when they have had a right to rely on
our previous commitments and exten-
sions and to develop their programs on
the basis of those commitments.

Mr. CONTE. If the gentleman will
yield, we have made very minimal cuts.
We went along with only a small fra-tion
of what the President requested in his
rescissions. We were very thoughtful. We
were not cutting out any commitment to
the nursing profession or medical profes-
sion. The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. EarLY) tried to get the full amount
back in, and he was voted down. I was
with him.

You talk about the B-1 bomber. I voted
against the B—-1 bomber.

Mr. CAVANAUGH. I have never ques-
tioned the gentleman's courage or politi-
cal motives in attempting to ingratiate
himself with his constituency. I know
the gentleman is a man of great political
courage. I have seen it on this floor many
times. I simply extend to the gentleman
that he has an obligation not to question
mine.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I am sorry
that we are getting a lot of pressure here
and I feel our subcommittee has done a
fair and equitable job.

Incidentally, before the rescission, we
had a meeting. It was an open meeting.
There was nobody there except the ad-
ministration. We did not hear a word
from outsiders about rescissions or what
the rescissions would do for these partiz-
ular programs.

Mr. CAVANAUGH. Mr. Speaker, I am
sorry to learn that the Committeee on
Appropriations would act in ignorance as
to the impact of its actions. It was stated
earlier that these were minimal cuts.

Mr. CONTE. They do not act in igno-
rance.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 262, nays 139,
not voting 31, as follows:

Abdnor
Addabbo
Akaka
Ambro
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Anthony
Applegate
Archer
Aspin
Balley
Baldus
Barnard
Barnes
Beard, R.I.
Bedell
Beilenson
Bereuter
Bethune
Bevill
Biaggl
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Bouquard
Bowen
Breaux
Brodhead
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Burton, Phillip
Byron
Campbell
Carr
Carter
Cavanaugh
Chappell
Chisholm
Clausen
Clay
Cleveland
Coelho
Collins, Il
Conyers
Corman
Courter
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
Davis, 8.C.
Deckard
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinski
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dodd
Donnelly
Dornan
Dougherty
Downey
Drinan
Duncan, Tenn.
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif,
Emery
Erdahl
Ertel
Evans, Del.
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fascell
Fazio
Ferraro
Fish
Fisher
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.

Albosta
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Atkinson
Badham
Bafalis
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Benjamin
Bennett
Boland

[Roll No. 21]
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Fowler
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Gonzalez
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Gray
Green
Grisham
Guarini
Guyer
Hall, Ohio
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Harkin
Harris
Harsha
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Holland
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Jeffords
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeier
Kildee
Eogovsek
LaFalce
Latta
Leach, Iowa
Leach, La.
Leath, Tex.
Lederer
Lee
Leland
Lent
Levitas
Livingston
Lloyd
Loeffler
Long, La.
Lowry
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
McClory
McCormack
Madigan
Maguire
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Mathis
Matsui
Mattox
Mavroules
Mica
Mikulski
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead, Pa.

NAYS—139

Brademas
Brooks
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Burgener
Burlison
Butler
Carney
Clinger
Coleman
Collins, Tex.
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Mottl
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, Pa.
Mpyers, Ind.
Myers, Pa.
Neal

Nedzi
Nichols
Nolan
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Ottinger
Panetta
Patterson
Pease
Perkins
Peyser
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Rahall
Ralilsback
Rangel
Ratchford
Richmond
Rinaldo
Roberts
Rodino

Roe
Rosenthal
Santini
Satterfield
Sawyer
Schroeder
Selberling
Shannon
Shelby
Simon
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spellman
Spence

St Germain
Stack
Staggers
Stangeland
Stark
Stewart
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Tauke
Treen
Trible
Udall

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vento
Walgren
Wampler
Waxman
Weiss
White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Williams, Mont.
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wirth
Wolff, N.Y.
Wolpe, Mich.
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Mo.
Zablocki
Zeferettl

Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Cotter
Crane, Daniel
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Dannemeyer
de la Garza
Devine

Dicks
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Roth
Rousselot
Roybal
Rudd
Runnels
Russo

Sabo
Schulze
Sebelius
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shumway
Shuster
Skelton
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Stanton
Steed
Stenholm
Stockman
Symms
Synar
Taylor
Thomas
Thompson
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Volkmer
Walker
Weaver
Whitten
Wilson, Tex.
Wright
Yates
Young, Fla.

Dixon
Duncan, Oreg.
Early
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Pary
Fenwick
Findley
Foley
Forsythe
Fountain
Frost
Gephardt
Giaimo
Ginn
Glickman
Goodling
Grassley
Gudger
Hance
Hansen
Hightower
Hinson
Hollenbeck
Hopkins
Hyde
Ichord
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffries
Jenkins
Jones, Okla.
Kazen
Kelly
Kemp
Kindness

Kostmayer
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Lehman
Lewis
Long, Md.
Lungren
McCloskey
McDade
McDonald
McEwen
McHugh
McEay
Martin
Mazzoli
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mollohan
Moorhead,
Calif.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Natcher
Nelson
O'Brien
Obey
Patten
Paul
Pickle
Quayle
Regula
Reuss
Ritter
Robinson
Rose
Rostenkowskl

NOT VOTING—31

Edgar Pashayan
Edwards, Okla. Pepper
English Rhodes
Flood Scheuer
Frenzel Swift
Goldwater Traxler
Hagedorn Watkins
Hillis Williams, Ohlo
Jones, N.C. Wilson, C. H.
Lott

McKinney

] 1410

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr, Traxler with Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. John L. Burton with Mr. Pashayan.

Mr. Flood with Mr. Swift.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Hagedorn.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with
Mr. Hillis,

Mr. AuCecin with Mr. Lott.

Mr. Ashley with Mr. Coughlin.

Mr. Brinkley with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. Gold-
water.

Mr. Scheuer with Mr. McKinney.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Willlams of Ohlo.

Mr. Bonker with Mr. Frenzel.

Mr. Edgar with Mr. Cheney.

Mr. Watkins with Philip M. Crane.

Mr. English with Mr. Edwards of Okla-
homa.

Messrs. GONZALEZ, DICKINSON,
and DORNAN changed their vote from
“no” to “aye.”

Mr. BROWN of Ohio changed his vote
from ‘‘aye” to “no.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

O 1415

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, GLICEMAN

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GLICKMAN:
After line 3, page 3, insert the following:
“National Institutes of Health
Buildings and Facllities

“Of the funds appropriated under this
head in the Departments of Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare Appropria-
tions Act, 1979, $37,000,000 are rescinded.”

Mr. GLICKMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent

Alexander
Anderson, Il
Ashley
AuCoin
Bonker
Brinkley
Buchanan
Burton, John
Cheney
Coughlin
Crane, Philip
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that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WricHT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Kansas?

There was no objection.
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Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, we just
voted on an amendment to increase ap-
propriations. My amendment cuts ap-
propriations by $37 million.

Now, the President has asked that we
rescind $37 million for the construction
of a new facility for the National Insti-
tute of Child Health and Human Devel-
opment program, which is a very good
program. The committee disagreed and
voted to add the $37 million because they
felt the facility was “needed to carry out
the research necessary to the National
Institute of Child Health and Human
Development as well as to free up the
existing laboratory space by other insti-
tutions.”

According to the subcommittee staff,
the subcommittee has always supported
the NIH very well, and this project is for
$37 million. This proposal has been on
the drawing board since 1966, and the
committee decided we should go ahead
with construction.

The fact is that it has been in the
planning stage since 1966 and has never
been funded to this time, and that is an
argument against moving ahead now
when the pressure is even greater to put
a limit on Federal spending.

The supporters of the new facility
argue that they need to have the staff
all in one building. The committee
amendment does not directly affect pro-
graming at all. It is to coordinate people
at different sites on NIH facilities. This
is true of all Federal agencies. HEW is
working on an overall plan for meeting
space needs, as is NIH right now.

It does not make sense and it com-
plicates matters to select out this one
Institute for $37 million for special treat-
ment.

Let me talk for a moment about space.
The average space for this facility is 237
square feet for research employees. It
varies from 200 square feet per em-
ployee to 296 square feet per employee.
If the proposed building is constructed,
the requirements for space for each em-
ployee would be 330 square feet.

I suppose the main point, Mr. Speaker,
above all this kind of thing is a “bricks
before people” argument. It may be nice
to coordinate all these functions in one
building. By the way, part of the $37
million is for a parking garage for 650
cars.

All T am asking the House today to
recognize is whether this is a compelling
Federal expenditure that we will die
without. I think the obvious answer is,
no, that there are many, many priority
functions for research and development
in Government, not a $37 million
building.

I would ask the House to show the
people that we do have some fiscal re-
straint and at the same time recognize
that this does not curtail the program
whatsoever. This only curtails the con-
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struction of a new building for $37 mil-
lion. We do not have $37 million to
throw around very often. I have seen this
argued very hard for $100,000 or $500,-
000.

Here is some money we can save. The
President is right. We do not need to
spend the money.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge that the
Members vote aye on my amendment to
save this House and our constituents $317
million.

Mr. EARLY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
particular amendment to delete funds
for the construction of new facilities for
the National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development which was
proposed in 1966. If we had proceeded
with construction then, we could have
built this facility for $12 million.

When Dr. Fredrickson and Dr.
Kretchmer testified—I cannot say too
enthusiastically—and when this decision
by OMB was made, they said the cost of
the building would not go down. They
also suggested in some of their earlier
testimony, Mr. Speaker, that there was
a necessity for the building. In testimony
in the previous year, Dr. Kretchmer,
when asked what was the significance of
this building, replied: ‘“Yes, this build-
ing would be the only one of its kind in
the Western World. It would bring to-
gether research on the special health
problems of women, mothers, children,
and families, with studies of reproduction
and developmental biology. It would be
a symbol of our commitment to research
in these fields.” "

This building would be built on the
only available land there today, and this
building would house programs on basic
research related to such problems as
birth defects, reproductive abnormalities,
genetic disorders, child development,
learning disabilities and nutrition.

This, Mr. Speaker, I suggest, is spend-
ing money to save money. We talk about
the importance of preventative medicine.
With this facility we can really address
and impact upon the health problems of
our women and children,

So, Mr. Speaker, I urgently suggest
that this Congress reject the amendment.

Mr. CONTE. I move to strike out the
last word.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recognized
for 5 minutes.
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I must rise
to oppose the amendment offered by my
good friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Kansas. While I can only praise my
friend’s sense of fiscal responsibility, I
can only deplore his lack of vision in this
matter.

I wish all of you could have been pres-
ent when the administration’s witnesses,
led by Dr. Donald Fredrickson, the Direc-
tor of NIH, lamely tried to convince the
Labor-HEW Subcommittee that this re-
scission was justified. I produced mem-
oranda signed by Dr. Fredrickson himself
which I will include in the REecorp in
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which he stated what a high priority he
assigned to building this new facility. Dr.
Julius Richmond, the Assistant Secretary
for Health, feels exactly the same way. I
will also include his memorandum in the
Recorp. At present, the NICHD research
facilities are located in no less than nine
separate buildings, many of which are
antiquated and cannot even pass Federal
safety codes.

Dr. Andre Helligers, a world famous
researcher and physician, and Director
of the Kennedy Center for the Study of
Human Reproduction and Bioethics, tes-
tified last year before the Select Commit-
tee on Population. He said there that
NICHD as it is now could not attract top
people because of its poor facilities. He
also said that he had twice turned down
an offer to become the Director of
NICHD. A top scientist turning down the
Directorship of one of our National In-
stitutes of Health is to me both shocking
and disgraceful. We give them large
sums of money precisely so that they can
attract the best people and do the best
possible research; here we are failing.

I have already briefly cited some of the
benefits we can hope for from the re-
search that would take place in this fa-
cility. Perhaps I should repeat a few of
them, both for my distinguished col-
league from Kansas, and for the benefit
of all my fellow Members. This new build-
ing will house important research in fetal
development and hopefully we will live
to see the breakthroughs mothers today
dream of that will give us a cure for many
dread birth defects. What a joy it will be
for mothers of future generations to
carry their children to term without the
fear that their infant might be crippled
or handicapped by some presently incur-
able disease.

This new center will also provide an
excellent place for research to develop a
safe, effective contraceptive. Not only in
this country, but throughout the world,
there is a pressing need to find a means
to check the burgeoning growth of our
population,

By building this center, America will
be giving a sign to the world that we are
deeply committed to research to help
mothers and children. We will be build-
ing one of the top facilities in the world.

In opposing this expenditure, my col-
league does not in fact oppose research
of this kind. He feels that this research
can be carried on as it is now, in nine
distant and inadequate buildings. If we
are only committed to mediocre, sub-
par research efforts, he is correct; we
can continue this way. I believe that the
House of Representatives ought not
commit itself to poor guality ventures,
especially where the health of mothers
and children is concerned. I urge all
Members to vote for full funding for this
building. Today we can show the world
our commitment to the health of future
generations. This commitment is not
contrary to our common desire to bal-
ance the budget,

Let us not, in the name of fiscal re-
sponsibility, cut funding for so worthy a
project. There are other, better ways to
balance the budget. Together, I hope we
can find them, so that America can re-
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turn to an era of prosperity and of
health.

The memoranda of Donald S. Fred-
rickson, M.D., and Julius B. Richmond,
M.D., follow:

MEMORANDUM

From: Director, NIH.

Subject: Proposed Research Facllity for the
National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development—Information.

This responds to your telephone reguest
of today for information on the above sub-
ject. The National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development (NICHD) is &
component of the National Institutes of
Health (NIH). The NICHD was established
in 1963, and has the primary Federal re-
sponsibility to conduct research on ma-
ternal, child, and family health and in the
reproductive sclences. The major objectives
of research efforts at the Institute are:

To advance knowledge that will assure
those who want children the birth of a
healthy baby;

To develop through research the means to
prevent life-long disability and death in
children that result, for example, from con-
genital defects which now affect seven per-
cent of all newborns; and

To provide to those who do not want
children a choice of safe, effective, and ac-
ceptable methods for regulation of fertility.

The pace toward achieving these objec-
tives, however, depends upon the Institute's
realizing its plan for an integrated Intra-
mural Research Program.

Construction of a research facility at NIH
to accommodate this program has my strong-
est support, for the following reasons:

At the present time, the intramural scien-
tists of this Institute are scattered in no
fewer than nine different buildings on the
NIH campus and in an offsite rental build-
ing. At best, this situation is logistically dif-
ficult; at worst, it diminishes the communi-
cative environment so necessary for multi-
disciplinary sclentists who share common
objectives.

The NICHD Intramural Research Program
space allocation is the lowest at the NIH
(114 net square feet per staff member, as
compared with an average of 210 net square
feet for the other Institutes on campus).
The space is overcrowded and poorly de-
signed for its present occupancy.

$602,000 has been spent in the design and
development of construction plans for

Building 33. The original plans, drafted in

1966 and modified in 1973, still meet the

NICHD program of requirements and need

no expensive or time-consuming revision.

Bullding 33 as presently projected will
contain approximately 85,400 net square feet
of laboratory and support space. Anticipated
cost of the construction as currently planned
is approximately $37 million.

Construction of Building 33 would meet
an additional important need, Seven older
laboratory buildings at NIH have deterio-
rated seriously and cannot meet Federal
safety standards. It has been determined
that two buildings will ultimately have to
be dismantled, Five bulldings, however, can
be renovated, provided that their scientist
occupants can be displaced from one build-
ing at a time and each bullding restored in
succession. The space necessary to initiate
this process is now totally lacking but can
be provided by Building 33 if a minimum of
one additional floor is added to the present
plans. Cost estimates are:

One additional floor:
feet—&5 million.

Two additional floors: 47,000 net square
feet—$10 million.

A new building equivalent in size to the
two-floor addition would cost in excess of
$12 million, so potential savings would be at

23,500 net square
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least 2 million. Further delay will escalate
the cost.

In the entire Western world, there is not
a single national research facility where sci-
entists committed to improvement of the
health of mothers, children, and families can
pool their expertise under one roof. Crea-
tlon of such a facility at the NIH would
provide & physical, conceptual, and organi-
zational focus for research efforts aimed at
improving each infant's chances in life. A
critical mass of scientists will be assembled
in Building 33 to concentrate on problems of
early development. The results of this re-
search will contribute to prevention of those
diseases and disability increasingly en-
countered in later life. It will consequently
make an important contribution to the effec-
tiveness of the emerging National Health
Flan being developed by this Administration.

DoNaLp S. FREDRICKSON, M.D.

MEMORANDUM

From: Assistant Secretary for Health.

Subject: Proposed Research Facility for the
National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development—Information.

This is in response to your request for a
briefing on the present status of the research
building for the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development (NICHD).

The NICHD is a component Institute of
the National Institutes of Health (NIH).
Established in 1963, the NICHD has the pri-
mary Federal responsibility to conduct re-
search on maternal and child health and in
the reproductive sclences. Two major objec-
tives of research at the Institute are: to ad-
vance knowledge that will assure those who
want children the birth of a healthy baby,
free from disease and disability; and to
provide to those who do not want children
a choice of safe, effective, and acceptable
methods for regulation of fertility.

From its inception, the Institute has em-
phasized the importance of early human
development and its relationship to adult
health and well-being. The Institute’s lead-
ership has served to focus multidisciplinary
efforts on the field of human development
to the degree that significant contribu-
tions to fetal and preventive medicine
have been possible. The pace of these
acccmplishments, however, depends upon
the Institute’s realizing its plan for an inte-
grated Intramural Research Program. It is
the youngest Institute among those having
an intramural program located on the NIH
campus.

At the present time, the inframural sci-
entists of this Institute are housed in no
less than nine different buildings scattered
over the NIH campus and a rental bullding
in Bethesda. At best, this situation is logis-
tically difficult; at worst, it diminishes the
communicative environment so necessary
for multidisciplinary scientists who share
common objectives. Moreover, the NICHD
Intramural Program space allocation is the
lowest at the NIH (114 square feet per staff
member, as compared with an average of 210
square feet for the other Institutes on
campus).

As early as 1965, it was determined that a
building should be designed and constructed
on the NIH Bethesda campus to house the
NICHD intramural research activities. The
attached architect’s rendering of this build-
ing shows its general features (see Tab A). At
that time, the northwestern area of the NIH
campus was selected as the site for the build-
ing because it would place the facility within
close proximity to the Clinical Center (Bulld-
ing 10). This fact is important because it
eliminates the necessity for the construction
ot an independent pediatrics hospital, which
is not economically defensible. An appropri-
ate area in the D wing of the Clinical Center
has been specially constructed for the treat-
ment of pediatric patients under the super-
vision of the NICHD.
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The proposed bullding for the NICHD,
known as Building 33, has been given a high
priority by the directorate of NIH. This proj-
ect, however, has been superseded by the es-
sential modernization of the Clinical Center
and construction of its Ambulatory Care Re-
search Facility, the Lister Hill National Cen-
ter for Biomedical Communications of the
National Library of Medicine, and the new
construction of the National Institute of En-
vironmental Health Sciences at Research Tri-
angle Park, North Carolina. With these three
construction programs now under way, the
construction of Bullding 33 is of the highest
prioriuy.

To date, $602,000 has been spent in the de-
sign and development of construction plans
for Building 33. The original plans, drafted in
1966 and modified in 1973, still meet the
NICHD program of requirements and need
no expensive or time consuming revision. The
bullding as presently projected will contain
approximately 85,400 net square feet of lab-
oratory and support space. It will not contain
clinical space, since that is more effectively
provided in Building 10 where all the clinical
services are immediately avallable. The antic-
ipated cost of the construction exclusive of
parking facilities as currently planned is ap-
proximately $32 million.

In considering and evaluating other space
needs on the NIH campus, it is increasingly
apparent that the more ancient laboratory
buildings—namely, buildings 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8,
and 9, all built between the years 1938 and
1946—have deteriorated significantly and
presently need extensive modernization (see
Tab B). Indeed, buildings 7 and 9 have been
judged beyond the point of useful recon-
struction and are earmarked for ultimate
elimination. The remaining buildings listed
above, however, can effectively be modern-
ized, provided they can be vacated for signifi-
cant perlods of time. To achieve such a mod-
ernization, & program has been developed
whereby in succession each building is freed
of occupants, restored, and then occupied by
stafl presently situated in the bullding next
scheduled for restoration. In order to initiate
this process, it is necessary to find turn-
about space which, at the moment, is totally
lacking.

A Committee on Laboratory Space, which
has studied the problem, has strongly recom-
mended to the Director, NIH, that Bullding
33 be built immediately with two additional
floors, thereby providing the needed turn-
about space. This action would permit initia-
tion of the plan to modernize buildings 2,
3, 4, 5, and 8, and at the end of the cycle
to dismantle bulldings 7 and 9. The NIH
Division of Engineering Services indicates
that this is entirely feasible and that the
additional costs will be substantially lower
than constructing another independent,
free-standing new laboratory bullding, as-
suming that a construction site were avail-
able. It has been estimated that an addi-
tional two floors containing approximately
47,000 net square feet would cost $0 mlillion,
resulting in a total Building 33 cost of 841
million. A new building equivalent in size
to the two-floor addition would cost in excess
of $11 million, so that the potential savings
would be at least $2 million.

The foregoing plan thus will provide not
only for the modernization of several older
NIH laboratory buildings but will, for the
first time, permit NICHD scientists to coop-
erate fully and to exchange information,
ideas, and advances. Additionally, it will
place them in reasonably close proximity to
the hospital beds that contain the patients
who are the ultimate objective of study.

The benefits to be realized by the enhanced
ability of NICHD to promote research on
fetal medicine and human development
through the new facility are manifold.

Among the dramatic advances of recent
years in clinical medicine has been the devel-
opment of means to approach the problem
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of diagnosis of disease in the fetus and
thereby reduce fetal wastage. Techniques
including those of aminocentesis and direct
fetoscopy, and the recently developed
capacity to secure fetal blood samples with
minimal hazard to mother or fetus, provide
the obstetrician and pediatrician with pre-
viously unavailable means of diagnosis and
detection. Such advances in research have
contributed to technigques and knowledge on
the identification, management, and treat-
ment of problems detected in utero. Not only
have these advances permitted the physician
to anticipate the birth of a distressed baby
and thereby prepare for corrective treatment
upon delivery, but they have also made pos-
sible the correction of certain deficlencies
and problems prior to conception and dur-
ing gestation.

For example, it is known that certain
genetically caused disorders can be corrected
in utero by management of the mother's
diet. New knowledge on pregnancy mainage-
ment has decreased the threat of maternal
and infant mortality and morbidity for dia-
betic women. A major advance occurred with
the development of techniques that permit
treatment, in utero, of the Rh baby. Physi-
cians may now advise against smoking and
drinking on the basis of research findings
that illustrate the adverse effects on the
fetus of these habits In the mother. Epi-
demiological research has contributed to
defining populations at risk of delivering
premature and low-birth weight infants.
New findings in research on the Sudden In-
fant Death Syndrome (SIDS) indicate that
the origin of SIDS may reside within some
period of antenatal development.

The practice of fetal medicine and the
physician’s ability to treat a diseased fetus
depend upon advances in research such as
those described above. Further, it is criti-
cally important that there is continued op-
portunity for multidisciplinary research and
cooperation.

The need for biological and behavioral re-
search to advance fetal medicine is fully
acknowledged by the NICHD. The comple-
mentary activities of NICHD-supported re-
search on the health of mothers and chil-
dren and in the reproductive sciences com-
prise an ideal milleu for a focus of study
on fetal and human development and on
antenatal origins of disease and disability.
These are realistic objectives of the research
programs of the NICHD that will be signif-
icantly facilitated and enhanced by con-
struction of this Intramural NIH research
facility.

JuLivs B. RICHMOND, M.D.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. CoNTE) has expired.

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

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

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

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to make it clear
that this funding does not go in any way
for program activity or for personnel
activity. It is only for construction of a
building and a parking lot.

Mr. CONTE. That is right. If the
gentleman wants to talk about parking
lots, why does he not start right here in
the Capitol and get rid of some of these
parking lots? And I am going to give the
gentleman a chance, when the legislative
appropriations bill comes up, to knock
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out $30 million in construction for the
House of Representatives. We have so
many employees they should get work-
men's compensation, so in case they trip
over each other they will have some in-
surance to take care of them.
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Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. I want
to associate myself with his remarks. I
strongly support his position. I think this
building is desperately needed to im-
prove research on maternal, child, and
family health. I want to compliment the
gentleman on his statement.

Mr. CONTE., I thank the gentleman.

Mr. EARLY. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to my colleague
from Massachusetts.

Mr. EARLY. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to ask the gentleman in the well, the pur-
port of the amendment offered did not
really deal with service or effective serv-
ice. What was the testimony of the car-
riers? Did they suggest what effect it
had on recruitment of researchers over
there, that they could not reeruit many
researchers who would come in because
of the poor facilities? Did they suggest
what effect this building would have on
that?

Mr. CONTE. The gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts is absolutely right. I just said
on the floor that one of the best scientists
in the field, Dr. Hollinger, refused to be-
come Director twice when he was asked
to go there because of the poor research
facilities at NIH. It is disgraceful. This
building has been planned; blueprints
have been printed since 1965, and it is
high time that we finish it.

Mr. EARLY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr., Speaker, this is a subject matter
that was thoroughly discussed by the
committee, after testimony was given by
experts in the medical field. I do not
know that I can recreate the atmosphere
created by the expert testimony before
the committee at that particular time,
but I can assure that those who testified
for the administration did not have their
plea for rescission at heart. They, in fact,
were saying, “Yes, we are requesting this
rescission,” but on the other hand they
were admitting that just a year before
they had testified strongly in favor of
making possible the construction of this
facility because of its great need.

Now, we all know that there is a great
need for this facility. We know it be-
cause, in answer to various questions, the
experts did in fact admit that they were
unable to get the top scientists of the
country to come to work for them be-
cause of the lack of space in the facility
that they now have. In a direct answer
to my question, one of the witnesses told
the committee that they had over-
crowded conditions, that they could not
attract the necessary scientific person-
nel to do the job properly, and that the
facility that they were trying to rescind
the funds for was definitely needed.
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These witnesses, all experts in the field
of medicine, were testifying on behalf of
the administration, requesting a rescis-
sion that they themselves based on their
professional opinion did not believe in.

The truth of the matter is that this
facility is needed. Testimony before the
committee confirms that in 1979 alone,
over 3.2 million infants will be born with
birth defects in the United States. Child-
hood disease and the developing prob-
lems which in most cases we know too
little about, have lasting effects through-
out adult life. Even worse is the shock-
ing and appalling infant mortality rate
we have in this country. Since 14 other
countries in the world have lower infant
death rates, I refuse to believe that we
cannot give our resources to addressing
this critical problem.
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May I repeat that there are 14 other
countries in the world which have a
lower infant mortality rate than the
United States does; and we are sup-
posed to be the most developed na-
tion, have the best scientists, and the
best overall medical know-how in the
world.

When it comes to infant mortality,
however, we are still lagging far behind.
One of the reasons for it is that we do not
have the proper facility and that the
proper facility can now be built with
$37 million which this amendment be-
fore us seeks to rescind.

Had we built this facility, when it
was first brought up by the committee,
the cost would have been anywhere be-
tween $12 million and $14 million. If we
wait another year or two, the cost will
continue to increase, and -every year
of delay will be a setback for the chil-
dren of America, those now living and
yvet to be born. The need for the facili-
ty is not in contention. We do know
that when it is built in the future,
that it will cost more money. Therefore,
let us build it now so that we cannot
only meet the need but give us the op-
portunity to catch up with the 14 other
countries which have a better record
when it comes to infant mortality than
we have in the United States.

Mr. Speaker, the time to do it is today
by not agreeing to the amendment be-
fore us.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, when our subcommittee
was initially considering this rescission
which totals $236 million, I was hoping
that we would have included in the re-
scission this building for $37 million, for
then we would have had in total a rescis-
sion of $111 million, or about half of
what was proposed. That would have
given a really good indication of where
we were going in this whole area of
spending in this coming year.

The gentleman from Connecticut some
time ago, in the earlier debate, made
mention of what kind of signals we ought
to be giving. We saw as a result of that
last vote, when one gets down to the
individual line items, how much differ-
ent it is to go to the well on one of those
items than it is simply to vote for a bal-
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anced budget or to vote for an expendi-
ture ceiling of some kind. It is these indi-
vidual items, one on one that make the
difference, At some time we have to face
up to that fact in this House; we have
to make the difficult decisions.

Mr. Speaker, in my judgment, at a
time of budget constraint, new facilities
that are not urgently needed ought to
be the first to go as far as funding is
concerned.

Dr. Frederickson, the director of NIH,
says that while the Child Health Insti-
tute can use a new facility—who can-
not?—it can certainly go without it at
this time: but, more importantly, that
its research will not be hampered.

HEW is currently undertaking a com-
plete review of NIH space needs. We
ought to wait for completion of this re-
view before unilaterally going ahead with
a new facility for one institute.

The author of the amendment, the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN) ,
made mention of the square footage of
the average institute out there. As a mat-
ter of fact, construction of this building
would give the Child Health Institute 330
square feet per employee, which is 50
percent more than the average for every
other institute at NTH.

The argument is made that the Child
Health Institute activities are located in
several buildings, and therefore, they
should be consolidated. The Child Health
Institute is not unique in this respect be-
cause virtually every one of the NIH in-
stitutes has programs located in more
than one building.

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

Mr. MICHEL. Yes, I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, is the
gentleman saying that if we vote for this
amendment, we are in no way jeopardiz-
ing the program?

Mr. MICHEL. That is correct .

Mr. ROUSSELOT. And we cannot be
accused of doing great damage to the
program because the space already ex-
ists for this purpose; is that correct?

Mr. MICHEL. Right. As a matter of
fact, this facility would provide space
for 241 people. They only have 170 on
board currently.

" Mr. ROUSSELOT. Will the gentle-
man repeat that? They have only 170 on
board?

Mr. MICHEL. They have 170 on board
in that institute currently.
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If they had the building, they would
have room for 241. That is not to suggest
that if additional people are really de-
sirable in the future we could not still
be housing them in some other facility.
Again, it is not saying that in the future
it would not be desirable to have them all
under one roof in a beautiful, more so-
phisticated kind of laboratory environ-
ment. Every one of us, I guess, would like
to have the ultimate, but we are in a
period of budget restraint.

The other point is that when we look
at the square rootage provided for here,
there are 531,00 square feet, of which
only 85,000 are net square feet insofar
as research is concerned. In other words,
16 percent of the space is for research
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and the other space is for ancillary ac-
tivities or parking, as the gentleman
mentioned, for 600 cars or more. But
the point we have got to make here is
these designed plans were initiated in
1966 when we did not have a Metro. We
are going to have a Metro stop out there
now, so there is no need to have that
parking facility. In my judgment, if we
build the building in the future, it ought
to be with a new design to accommodate
research activities and people, and not
cars.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Do we have a Metro system here on
the Hill?

Mr. MICHEL. Oh, yes.

Mr. CONTE. Why in the world do we
have all of these parking lots?

Mr. MICHEL. Because we had the
parking places before we had the Metro.

Mr. CONTE. Metro had been planned
for years. The gentleman from Illinois is
very fair. When I asked Dr. Frederickson
whether it was true that he was having
difficulty attracting top scientists to the
National Institute for Child Health Care
because of poor research facilities, did
hesay “Yes"”? .

Mr. MICHEL. Yes, he did. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts makes a
good point, but my view is that if there
is all that motivation on the part of
these scientists to do what ought to be
done, it is not going to be the building
that is going to make the difference
about whether or not they are going to
sign on. Maybe they have to have a deep
seated feeling down here that under the
most minimum facilities, they will serve.
That tells me something, as opposed to
one who says, You give me everything I
would like, boys, and only then will I
come and serve.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WRrIGHT) . The time of the gentleman has
expired.

(At the request of Mr. DicKs, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MICHEL Was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. DICKS. Is it not true that we will
still go ahead after the facility study is
done, when we really know what the
space is, and look this thing over again,
say, in a year or so when we have gotten
through this period of inflation and high
Government spending, and with every-
one trying to balance the budget? Could
we not wait until a year or two and still
go ahead and do this when we have a
new design?

Mr. MICHEL. This would not be the
first time we have had to exercise that
kind of restraint, and I would be the
first one to say that they would probably
give first priority to this facility when
they get to building buildings again.

Mr. DICKS. I am very concerned. This
design was done some 10 years ago.

Mr. MICHEL. Thirteen years ago.

Mr. DICKS. And a lot of people object
to the serious problems with the design.
We ought to go back and take a fresh
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look, and we can defer this for another
year.

Mr. MICHEL. I agree with the gentle-
man.

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. EARLY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The design was 1966, but the plans
were revised in 1973. In the testimony
did they not tell us they could start con-
struction in 3 months?

Mr. MICHEL. Yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman has expired.

<At the request of Mr. ConTE, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MICHEL was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. CONTE. Again I repeat, the gen-
tleman has been most fair and forthright
in his answers. But in answer to the gen-
tleman from Washington, if we are
against brick and mortar, the place to
start would be right in the Congress.
They are going to do a great deal of
research on prenatal care, et cetera.
Why do we not stop that mausoleum
over in the Senate, the Senator Hart
Building for $50 million? What are they
ever going to research in that building.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the remainder of my time.
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Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the requisite number of words
and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I dislike finding myself
in disagreement with my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Illinois, the
ranking minority member of our sub-
committee. The gentleman from Illinois
is one of the ablest Members in this
House. I say that quite frankly.

Mr. Speaker, at the beginning of 1966
we started planning this building. For
a number of years it was the priority
number one building at the National
Institutes of Health. If this building is
constructed, Mr. Speaker, we will con-
tinue our research in matters concern-
ing the health of children, birth defects,
reproductive abnormalities, genetic dis-
orders, child development and nutrition.

Mr. Speaker, this building ought to
be constructed. I hope this amendment
is defeated.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr, Speaker, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. I think it would be fair to
say that the subcommittee chairman, in
this case the gentleman from Kentucky,
is the one who either has a lack of under-
standing about public buildings or what
they might cost, and second, that he is
not one who has a reputation for being
“terribly loose with a buck.” But also I
rise because we are starting to see an
argument that will be coming forth for
the rest of this year until the mood of
the country changes, until we address
some fundamental problems we have with
the operation of this Government.

Last year, we discussed budgets, by dis-
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cussing only dollar figures, as if there was
nobody behind those dollars. Now this
year, in the height of the hysteria about
spending we discuss facilities designated
for research on maternal and child
health and well-being. There are no chil-
dren involved in this facility, we are told.
We are being asked to con ourselves into
believing that we are voting against a
building. We are not voting against a
building; we are voting against the future
of a lot of children who are not yet born,

Let me tell you, that on the Committee
on Education and Labor, we try to come
up with solutions to the problems of de-
fective births, of generic diseases. Let me
state that it is very expensive to try to
come back to pick up the pieces after we
have ignored the preventive approach. It
is very expensive, after a child has suf-
fered a birth defect, after mental retard-
ation has captured a child, to come back
and talk about what we are now going to
do for that child. Are we going to create
a bionic child? Are we going to add on
sophisticated limbs? Are we going to
mainstream that child in school? How
are we going to take care of these chil-
dren, and how much will that cost us, for
the rest of that person's life?

We know in the past we have made
major discoveries about the relationship
of fetuses to the mothers’ use of alcohol.
her nutrition, and her intake or use of
drugs and chemicals. We have saved a
great number of children from tragedies
of life by establishing preventive health,
nutrition and diagnostic programs. So we
are not postponing a building. We are
postponing the ability to attract leading
scientists.

We are postponing developing the
knowledge that may save those children.
By refusing to make an investment in
the future, assuring that we will have to
spend money in the future. Now, we can
stop deceiving ourselves and decide to
invest in preventive care through the
study that will be undertaken in this
facility, or we can defer action and wait
to pick up the pieces in the future, when
the costs are far greater.

Do we know that in the International
Year of the Child? As politicians. we are
very fond of telling audiences that we
consider our children are our most im-
portant resources. Do we tell them that
17 million of our children have never
seen a dentist? Do we know that the
third leading cause of death among 10-
to 14-year-olds is suicide? Do we know
that 1 million of those children are
abused and neglected? Do we know that
if their parents are abused that, the
likelihood of those children, and their
children, being abused and neglected
dramatically increases?

We have all made speeches about cut-
ting the welfare cycle, in a truly preven-
tive and constructive sense, to cut that
cord that ties generations of poor, mal-
nourished, disabled, and abused people
together?

We may have a chance when we bring
a healthy child into the world.

We spend a great deal of money to try
to give children an equal chance out of

the starting gate. But when a child
comes into the world engrossed in pov-

erty, when it suffers from birth defects,
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when it suffers from mental retardation,
that child does not have an equal chance
ne matter what subsequent action we
take. So let us not sit back and con our-
selves into believing that we are voting
only against a building. Let us not sit
back and con ourselves, because we would
be ignoring the plight of children in this
country.
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We can talk about facilities instead
of children, we can talk about budget
cuts instead of children. But behind
those budget sums, behind those facili-
ties, are people who are dedicated to
research and the taking care of children.
They are not asking to work in lavish
quatters, but they want good rsearch
facilities. Somebody may say that they
have the welfare of our children in their
hearts but that they want to save some
money. The next time we have an office
space problem in the Rayburn Building,
let us not run over there and suggest that
we can do a better job if we have larger
staffing quarters and if we have larger
offices in which to meet our constituents
who come to see us.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from California (Mr.
MiILLER) has expired.

(On request of Mr. GLICKMAN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MiLLER of Cali-
fornia was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.)

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

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

Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. Speaker, I share
the gentleman’s concern. I would just
point out that again, as I said before,
that it is clear from both the NIH people
and from reading the record myself, that
research programs are not going to be
affected, but I would point out that there
are several institutes in the NIH that
are housed in several different buildings.
This happens to be one of them.

Now, it would be nice, it would be
helpful to have them all located in one
facility. But the point is this: The
gentleman mentioned the International
Year of the Child, and we can also say
that we have the “International Year of
Fiscal Prudence."”

The point is that there is some point
at which we have to say what is com-
pelling to spend money on. We should
not cut the research being done for those
people, but this is to build a parking lot
and a building that will not supply ade-
quate working space for the people. We
might combine the House and the
Senate in one facility and it might make
it more efficient, I do not know.

I suppose all of us have to reach down
in our guts and say what is the com-
pelling expenditure. At this point, as I
see it, it is not a $37 million building,
especially in view of the remarks of the
gentleman from Washington as to new
needs analyses that are not compelling
right now.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I just find that ironie, if the gentle-
man will allow me to continue, because

I think it does affect the research. I
think that is a con game that we go
through and I think it does involve the
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Congress in a priority setting. I do not
know, in the short tenure that I have
spent here, anywhere that we have been
terribly lavish on the future of children
in this country.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from California (Mr.
MiILLER) has again expired.

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, the testimony that the committee has
received is that it has had an impact on
throwing these researchers and scientists
together here. Why would they come
here if they had things better elsewhere?

The reason I raise the question of the
International Year of the Child is that
the conclusions the sponsors have
reached are the same conclusions that
have been reached every decade. The
children of this country are in deep
trouble.

So I am willing to risk a little expendi-
ture on their behalf with this research
building to those researchers the facili-
ties they need, because it may mean that
in one of these years the children are a
little better off as a result.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I hesitate to oppose the
efforts of my good friend, the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. GrickMman), to cut
spending because I think we are going
to be trying to balance the budget all
yvear, and I think this is a reasonable
argument that he makes.

But this particular building, as the
gentleman from Kentucky pointed out,
has been in the works for 10 years; as
we studied NIH last year and we found
that they spent nearly $3 billion each
yvear in research, we found that only a
paltry fraction of that sum was spent in
research for contraceptive development.
We found that the private drug com-
panies, which used to put substantial
funds into contraceptive research and
development have found they could no
longer do so because of the increasing
time frame and investment costs.

But most of all, we found that of all
the 11 institutes of the National Insti-
tutes of Health, the only one that did
not have its own in-house laboratory
facility, the only one which could not
provide a focal point in the National
Center of Government for Research, was
in this particular area of research of
child and maternal health research.
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I would beg my colleagues that, in a
yvear when we are, hopefully, going to
balance the budget, that we not side-
track this plan which has been under
way for some 10 years, the final culmi-
nation of making the U.S. seat of gov-
ernment as the center for in-house gov-
ernmental research in maternal and
child health. If any of the other national
institutes did not have their inhouse
laboratory, I would not be making this
argument. But if there is a basis at all
for the National Institutes of Health
that basis lies in having a focal point
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for research throughout the world. With-
out this building it cannot be. I would
urge a vote against this amendment.

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

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, one cannot argue with
the point the gentleman from California
makes and the point which his predeces-
sor in the well, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MILLER) made, on the lauda-
ble objectives of improving the health
and welfare of our children.

The point is, we are at that juncture
where we have to make a choice. Now, if,
when we write up the regular bill, I am
given a choice of $37 million for programs
to do what the gentleman is talking
about, as distinguished from a facility in
which to do them, this Member is going
to opt for the program all the time. And
that may very well be the choice we will
have to make, if these programs are all
that good, for the future of our children.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I just voted against
funds for my own medical school at
Stanford University, and for its nursing
school. I do not make this argument be-
cause I do not accept what the gentle-
man says. What I can say is that, in con-
traceptive and biomedical research, we
cannot effectively contract that out
around the country unless there is an
inhouse focal point at NIH as the basis
for those operations in the country.

If we stand at all behind the concept
of national medical research, then this
institute, at least in this particular year,
deserves the same dignity and the same
credibility of the other institutes at NIH.

As we examined the question last year,
it appeared that we are doing an inordi-
nate amount of research into diseases of
elderly men, cancer and heart disease
and other diseases which affect elderly
Members of Congress, yet we have to be
embarrassed at the lack of research for
the benefit of our young women.

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

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

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

Mr. Speaker, I have tried to listen to
these arguments carefully, and I think
the point my colleague, the gentleman
from Illinois, a member of the commit-
tee, is trying to bring to the attention
of the House is that this building and
the constructon of it, in no way affects
all of the programs for which my col-
league just made an appeal. None of the
programs for which my colleague, the
gentleman from California (Mr. MILLER)
made such a strong appeal, would be af-
fected. This amendment does not affect
the worthy research portions of the bill.
It is only the $37 million facility. Other
facilities now exist to house the person-
nel. It does not cut off the program.
And at some time and place we have to
stop building all of these huge buildings
in this town.

thie gentleman does not disagree with
that,

Mr. McCLOSKEY. No, I do not dis-
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agree with that. But I do respectfully dis-
agree with the assumption the gentleman
makes that the programs can proceed
without the building in this particular
case.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. That is what we
have been assure¢c by members of the
committee and by the Director of NIH.
The elimination of the $37 million will
not affect the important research pro-
grams.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. We respectfully dis-
agree,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from California (Mr.
McCLosSKEY) has expired.

(On request of Mr. VoLKkMER and by
unanimous consent, Mr. McCLOSKEY was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

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

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to ask
a further question in regard to the same
items. We have the program ongoing
now. It is just diversified into this strue-
ture. This proposal, as I understand it,
is to have a central facility as a focal
point, to upgrade it. Are we going to
take the people, assuming the building
is built, from other buildings in the
area and put them in this one building?
Is that correct?

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I cannot honestly
answer that question.

Mr. VOLEMER. Then what is going
to happen to the facilities in the other
building? Are we going to add people
in there? How much are we going to add
to this one building?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, all of the
equipment and the facilities we have, and
the people, will move into this particu-
lar facility. Maybe the gentleman was not
here when I was speaking, but the build-
ings are now nine antiquated buildings,
including the rental downtown.
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Some of those buildings cannot even
pass the Federal Safety Code, so that
most likely most of those buildings will
be ripped down. I might mention that
the gentleman is very strong for the
Hyde amendment——

Mr. VOLKMER. What has that got
to do with this?

Mr. CONTE. This is an area in which
we can really do a tremendous amount
of work prior to the birth of a child in
studying the fetus and preventing.a lot
of handicapped children from being
born. We are doing a tremendous amount
of work in the field.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. In further answer
to this question, we actually received
testimony that these good researchers
are in great demand. We actually re-
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ceived testimony that good researchers
have refused to operate under the condi-
tions that they have out there now.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The time
of the gentleman from California has
again expired.

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

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

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. According to the
committee, this $37 million laboratory
would include 192,000 gross square feet
and 85,400 net square feet. The parking
facility would include 254,000 gross
square feet.

How much research do you do in a
parking facility? I know that my col-
league did not mean to imply that great
advances in medical research will be ac-
complished in this proposed parking fa-
cility.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. CONTE. To answer the gentleman
from California, how much legislating is
being done in all these parking lots that
we have in the Rayburn Building, the
Cannon Building, out behind the Con-
gressional Hotel?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. No legislation that
I know of is being written in our parking
facilities.

Mr. CONTE. Then why have it?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Maybe we should
cut it back.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad to be the focal point of this increas-
ingly enlightening debate, but I will yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN) .

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore being in doubt, the
House divided, and there were—ayes 74;
noes 59.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 290, nays 114,
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 22]
YEAS—290

Barnard
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bethune
Blanchard
Boner
Bonker
Bouquard
Bowen
Breaux
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfleld

Abdnor
Albosta
Ambro
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak,
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Archer
Ashbrook
Ashley
Atkinson
Badham
Bafalis
Bailey
Baldus

Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill
Burgener
Burlison
Butler
Byron
Campbell
Carney
Cavanaugh
Chappell
Cheney
Clausen
Cleveland
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman
Collins, Tex.
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Conable
Corcoran
Cotter
Courter
Crane, Daniel
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
de la Garza
Deckard
Derrick
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dornan
Dougherty
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
Edwards, Ala.
Emery
Erdahl
Ertel
Evans, Del.
Evans, Ind.
Fary
Fazio
Fenwick
Findley
Fish
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Frenzel
Frost
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gephardt
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Grisham
Guarini
Gudger
Guyer
Hall, Ohio
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hance
Hanley
Hansen
Hefner
Heftel
Hinson
Holland
Holt
Hopkins
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Ichord

Addabbo
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Aspin
Barnes
Beilenson
Bevill
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bonior
Brademas
Brown, Calif.
Burton, Philllp
Carr
Carter
Chisholm

Clay
Collins, Il1,

1979

Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Kelly
Eemp
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kostmayer
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach, Iowa
Leath, Tex.
Lederer
Lee
Lehman
Lent
Levitas
Lewis
Livingston
Lloyd
Loeffler
Long, La.
Lowry
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
McClory
McDonald
McEwen
icHugh
McKay
Madigan
Maguire
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Matsul
Mattox
Mavroules
Mazzoll
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Mottl
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Myers, Ind.
Myers, Pa.
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
Oakar
Panetta
Pashayan
Paul
Pease
Pickle
Price
Pritchard

NAYS5—114

Conte
Conyers
Corman
Davis, 5.C.
Dellums
Diggs
Dixon
Dodd
Donnelly
Downey
Drinan
Early
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Callf.
Erlenborn
Evans, Ga.
Fascell

Ford, Mich.
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Quayle
Quillen
Rallsback
Ratchford
Regula
Rinaldo
Ritter
Robinson
Roe

Rose
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Rousselot
Rudd
Russo
Santinl
Satterfield
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Simon
Skelton
Slack
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Staggers
Stangeland
Steed
Stenholm
Stockman
Stratton
Stump
Symms
Synar
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas
Treen
Trible
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Weaver
White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker

Williams, Mont.

Williams, Ohio
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Tex.
Winn

Wirth

Wolpe, Mich.
Wright

Wratt

Wydler

Wylie

Yates

Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zablocki
Zeferetti

Garcia
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gray
Green
Harkin
Harris
Harsha
Hawkins
Heckler
Hightower
Hollenbeck
Holtzman
Horton
Jeflords
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Kastenmeier
LaFalce
Leland
Long, Md.

Solarz
Spellman
8t Germain
Stack
Stanton
Stark
Stewart
Stokes
Studds
Thompson
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Waxman
Weiss
Whitten
Wolff, N.Y.

McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
Markey
Marks
Mathis
Miller, Calif.
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moffett
Natcher
Nedzi

Nolan
O'Brien
Oberstar
Obey
Ottinger
Patten

Patterson
Perkins
Peyser
Preyer
Pursell
Rahall
Rangel
Reuss
Richmond
Roberts
Rodino
Rosenthal
Roybal
Runnels
Sabo
Scheuer
Shannon
Smith, Iowa
NOT VOTING—28

Dannemeyer Lott
Edwards, Okla. McEKinney
English Pepper
Ferraro Rhodes
Flood Swift
Goldwater Traxler
Hagedorn Watkins
Hillis Wilson, C. H.
Jones, N.C.

Leach, La.
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The Clerk announced the following
palrs:

Mr. Traxler with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. McKinney.

Mr. John L. Burton with Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Flood with Mr, Dannemeyer.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Edwards of Oklahoma.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with
Mr. Coughlin.

Mr. AuCoin with Mr. Hagedorn.

Ms. Ferraro with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. Lott.

Mr. Leach of Louisiana with Mr. Hillis.

Mr. Watkins with Mr. Philip M. Crane.

Mr. Beard of Rhode Island with Mr. Swift.

Mr. Brinkley with Mr. English.

Mrs. HECKLER and Mr., FOLEY
changed their vote from “yea’” to “nay.”

Messrs. ULLMAN, LATTA, HALL of
Ohio, ICHORD, LUKEN, PRICE,
KAZEN, McEWEN, SPENCE, MAR-
LENEE, FORSYTHE, and WRIGHT
changed their vote from “nay” to “yea.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

O 1520

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

Mr. Speaker, the President recom-
mended that all the funds in the Career
Education Act be rescinded; the com-
mittee recommended that only $12.5 mil-
lion be rescinded.

[ 1525

The committee recommended the re-
scission of the $8!2 million, insofar as
postsecondary education is concerned,
and $4 million taken from elementary
and secondary education.

Leaving $20 million in the bill for ele-
mentary and secondary education was
the committee’s recommendation on the
career education bill.

But, Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask
the chairman of the committee a ques-
tion.

As I understand the committee's ac-
tion, $12.5 million of the $32.5 million
appropriated for fiscal 1979 for the
Career Education Incentive Act would be
rescinded. And, as I understand the com-
mittee’s report explaining this action, no
funds would be available under the act
relating to postsecondary educational

Anderson, Ill.
AuCoin
Beard, R.I.
Blaggl
Bolling
Brinkley
Buchanan
Burton, John
Coughlin
Crane, Phllip
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demonstration projects as a result of this
rescission. I understand that $8.5 million
is presently earmarked from the $32.5
million appropriation for that purpose.

I believe that I understand all of that
correctly, but where I am confused in-
volves the remaining $4 million of the
rescission. The committee’s report says
that no funds would be available for na-
tional demonstration projects in elemen-
tary and secondary education under this
rescission.

I am concerned about that statement
because the Office of Career Education is
presently funding a number of exemplary
elementary and secondary demonstration
programs throughout the country. And,
if we were to send all of the money to
the States and permit no funding at all
for exemplary projects from the national
level, there would be a grave danger that
these programs would have to be cut
back.

Therefore, I would like to ask the
chairman of the subcommittee whether
he might interpret the committee's in-
tention for us. Would outstanding ele-
mentary and secondary demonstration
programs still be eligible for funding
from the mnational level under this
rescission?

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

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to assure the
gentleman from Kentucky that the com-
mittee’s intention was to focus all of
these funds in career education on
elementary and secondary education.
That was the intention of our commit-
tee. It was also our intention to send
out to the States as much money as
possible in order for them to implement
the career education in local school dis-
tricts.

I would further like to assure the
gentleman from Kentucky, the chairman
of the Education and Labor Committee,
that I can envision the Office of Career
Education funding several exemplary
local education programs from the na-
tional level with some of the remaining
$20 million appropriation.

The gentleman’s contention is correct,
Mr. Speaker, and that is the intention
of the committee. I am glad that the
gentleman from Kentucky has raised
this point.

0 1530

PERKINS. Let me thank the
gentleman, my colleague, for this clari-
fication, Mr. Speaker.

Mr.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VOLEMER

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VoLKMER: Page
4, line 9, add the following:

Chapter V.—NATIONAL AERONAUTICS
AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION RE-
SEARCH AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
Of the funds appropriated under this head

in the Department of Housing and Urban
Development—Independent Agencies Appro-
priation Act, 1979, $2,400,000 are rescinded.
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Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House, I know this amend-
ment does not concern a great amount of
money in comparison to the last two just
previously voted upon. And, I know that
many Members may wonder why this
House should take the time to consider
an amendment that would delete from
funding $2.4 million when we are talking
about almost a trillion dollar total budget
for next year. But, I believe savings begin
with the smallest amounts, and we have
to review critically all appropriations and
all spending.

This is what this amendment is all
about: This $2.4 million is an amount
appropriated to NASA to buy a jet air-
plane so that they can jet about the coun-
try to their research sites with their per-
sonnel to review the programs as they
exist. They presently have prop planes
that are quite adeguate. However, the
question is whether they are quite as fast.

I will admit that the prop planes that
NASA has are not quite as fast as jets,
but on the other hand I question
whether—and the President in his mes-
sage questions whether—it is actually
necessary—and I use the word and put
emphasis on the word “necessary’—for
NASA to have a jet at this time to jet
about the country.

The President finds it is not essential
to carry out the objectives of the Na-
tion’s aeronautic and space programs. It
is not consistent with the idea of trying
to hold down unnecessary Federal spend-
ing. NASA has been able to use the prop
in the past. NASA says now that they can
save time by using a jet.

I noticed in the committee report that
as to using commercial airlines the
NASA centers and contractor locations
are not in areas conveniently served by
commercial airlines. That may be, but my
question to the committee is this: We
have a nice big jet, and I do not know
that that nice big jet is going to land at
some of the small airports, and they are
still going to have to find ways of getting
from the large airports to the smaller
areas where the research locations are
located.

I question, and the reason for this
amendment is, I question whether, if we
would ask our constituents, our taxpay-
ers, with all the programs that we have
coming, should we spend $2.4 million for
a jet for NASA to take their management
teams around, or would it be later on
better to spend $2.4 million for people
programs? I personally prefer that NASA
continue to operate with the prop planes
that they have, and that we try to find a
better way at this time when we have fis-
cal constraint to use the $2.4 million.

I know in my own mind, as a taxpayer,
how I feel. That is why I offered the
amendment. I hope that the Members
feel the same way. It is not going to put
NASA out of business. It is not going to
put the Shuttle project out of business.
It may mean a little inconvenience to the
management team for NASA, but it is
not going to close down NASA or the

Shuttle program.

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

Mr. VOLEMER. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I congrat-
ulate the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
VorLkMER) on the amendment and sug-
gest that NASA could surely use the
scheduled airlines for most trips. If they
had an occasion when they could not
make a trip by scheduled airlines, they
could lease a lot of planes for $2.5 million.

Mr. VOLKMER. Yes. They already
have their own. They have a Gulfstream
turboprop right now which they use.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Speaker, this is an attractive
amendment if one does not give it any
thought.

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
VoLEMER) seeks to rescind $2.4 million
for a jet aircraft. The fact of the matter
is that there was no money addea to
the 1979 act for any aircraft.

The action of the subcommittee which
I chair was agreed to unanimously in
respect to the 1979 budget. When we con-
sidered the rescission proposal, it was
agreed to unanimously that we ought to
reject the rescission. What we said in the
1979 budget was: “Find the $2.4 million
somewhere else and take it out of the
research and program management ac-
count.” We said that we were not going
to provide the $2.4 million in extra funds
for the purchase of a jet aircraft.

Incidentally, what NASA is really do-
ing here is trading in a Gulfstream I
turbo-prop plane which is 18 years old
for a used jet aircraft, really to make it
more convenient, as the gentleman from
Missouri has said, to get to its NASA
centers where program management is
so important in the wery huge Space
Shuttle program. That is a $15 billion
program.

The report indicates, of course, that it
is difficult to get commercial airline serv-
ice in areas where critical NASA centers
are located. These NASA centers have
their own airstrips which can accomo-
date jet aircraft.

The fact of the matter is that we
looked at this item very carefully. I think
anyone who sat on this subcommittee
and viewed the NASA program, partic-
ularly the Space Shuttle program, from
the point of view of program manage-
ment would say that this is a wise ex-
penditure because it is absolutely neces-
sary that the managers of the space
transportation system be able to get to
those NASA centers which are engaged
in critical program work.

My judgment is that we would be sav-
ing a considerable amount of money by
permitting NASA to operate a modern
jet aircraft.

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

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

Mr. VOLEKEMER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to hear what the gentleman said,
because I did not know that this matter
had not been specifically budgeted for
the airplane, but had been specifically
budgeted to NASA for program manage-
ment.

Mr. BOLAND. That is right.

Mr, VOLEMER. What the gentleman

March 6, 1979

is telling me, though, is that undoubtedly
NASA had it in their program manage-
ment budget to the extent of at least
$2.4 million. Therefore, do I need to look
at their budget next year?

Mr. BOLAND. No, no. The gentleman
is correct when he says that if the
amendment is carried, what we really
are doing is denying $2.4 million to pro-
gram management. We would be reduc-
ing that item by $2.4 million.
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Mr. VOLKMER. Which NASA says we
do not need, because we put in an air-
plane.

Mr. BOLAND. No; that is not it really.

Mr. VOLKEMER. The point is, we are
letting NASA determine—not this House,
not the Senate, but NASA—how they
want to use their money. We give it to
them for program management. Instead
of using it for personnel, we budget it to
them for personnel operations and they
go out and buy an airplane for $400
million.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman has expired.

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

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, this ac-
count includes more than $900 million.
It includes all administrative funds—it
was the unanimous judgment of this sub-
committee last year, and is the judg-
ment of this subcommittee this year,
that we ought to permit NASA to pur-
chase a jet aircraft. It would save a great
deal of time for the program managers.
They are supervising a program that
next to the Apollo program is the most
costly program that NASA will ever be
engaged in. So it was the wise judgment
of this subcommittee that we ought not
to rescind this item., Again I see, Mr.
Speaker, obviously the Members of the
House agree with me, and I yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the amendment.
I take this time in order to clarify, if I
possibly can, the effect of the adcption
of this amendment. If I could have the
attention of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts and the gentleman from Mis-
souri, am I correct that if the gentle-
man's amendment is adopted, the effect
will be to stop NASA from making this
aircraft trade?

Mr. VOLEMER. If the gentleman will
vield, yes, that is correct.

Mr. FINDLEY. Will the gentleman
from Massachusetts agree with me on
that point? Will the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. BorLanp) agree that
if this amendment is adopted, the effect
will be to stop NASA from making the
trade?

Mr. BOLAND. If the gentleman will
yield, the gentleman is correct.

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. VoLK-
MER) .

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore being in doubt, the
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House divided, and there were—ayes 54,
noes 29.

So the amendment was agreed to.

@ Mr. JENRETTE. Mr. Speaker, I must
express my deep concern about H.R.
2439, the first fiscal year 1979 budget
rescission.

Let me emphasize that I do not op-
pose all the rescissions proposed in this
bill. Far from it. In fact, I am supporting
well over $600 million of the approxi-
mately $700 million proposed for rescis-
sion in H.R. 2439.

I was surprised, however, to learn that
in his rescission message the President
had proposed to eliminate almost $168
million of health resources funds. I share
Mr. Carter's desire to reduce the budget
deficit and hold down inflation.

I can also well understand the pres-
sure our Labor-HEW Subcommittee was
under to approve all these proposed re-
scissions, for that very reason. And I
want to commend our subcommittee and
its chairman for cutting the rescission
back to only a little over a third what
was proposed by the administration.

All the same, I do not think any rescis-
sion in this area is warranted. I do not
believe the way to balance the budget
is by “rescinding” the health of our
people.

There are three programs involved.
The one of particular concern to me is
nurse training and research.

The Members will recall that at the
end of the last Congress the House

passed the Nurse Training Act, author-
izing more than $200 million per year
for nurse training and research pro-
grams, by a vote of 393 to 12. In vetoing

that bill, President Carter told us his
action would not set back the nursing
program, because the continuing resolu-
tion provided necessary funds for it. Now
he has proposed to rescind the funds for
this purpose contained in that resolution.

I reject the administration’s basic
premise in proposing this rescission.
They seem to think that, since there may
be enough nurses on a per capita basis,
then we do not need to train any more.
Well, there may be enough nurses in
New York City or San Francisco, but
there are not enough in my districet and,
I suspect, in lots of other rural districts
around the country. So I see a good
justification for nurse training just to
help us deal with the maldistribution of
nurses around the country.

I would make one other point in sup-
port of this program, It is that nursing
training is not useful just to provide
some arbitrary number of people to staff
the hospitals and medical clinies of the
country. This form of training can be
useful on a far broader basis. As we look
for alternative ways of providing medi-
cal care in order to hold down hospital
use and medical costs, it may be that
the need for nurses and paramedical
personnel will be greater.

Nurses with advanced training could
transform America’s presenc health care
system from one that limits itself to the
treatment of sickness into one that
stresses preventive health. The cutoff
of funds for fiscal 1979 contemplated by
the rescission threatens, however, the
innovative graduate nursing and re-
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search programs that train nurse spe-
cialists to practice and teach in primary
care, gerontological nursing, community
health nursing, parent-child nursing,
and other advanced specialties.

In rural areas like mine, people with
these kinds of training will be able to
reach out and provide medical services
to poor, elderly or remotely located
people in a more effective and economical
manner. If we are ever to be able to
afford national health insurance, a
greater emphasis on specialties such as
these may have to be the wave of the
future.

Let me say also that we as a nation
can afford the program funded in the
continuing resolution. That program has
not been growing. In fact, the $122 mil-
lion originally provided for fiscal 1979 is
actually less than the amount appro-
priated in fiscal 1978, which was $126
million. There is simply no reason to
cut back further on this program.

Neither is there any reason to cut
back on capitation grants to schools of
medicine, osteopathy, and dentistry. The
second rescission approved by the com-
mittee in the health resources area
would take away $20 million of the
$120 million we originally appropriated
for that purpose. Yet the committee
denied the proposed rescission of funds
for capitation grants to schools of
veterirary medicine, optometry, podia-
try, and pharmacy. What is the differ-
ence?

Do we now have too many doctors,
osteopaths, and dentists in the country?
Again, that seems to be the HEW
premise.

I do not buy it. The maldistribution
of personnel as between urban and rural
areas that we noted for nurses also exists
for other categories of medical personnel.

Rural areas also have a particular
need for emergency medical services, the
third area affected by the rescission.
Why should we cut out this small pro-
gram entirely, as HEW proposes, or cut
it in half as this bill would do. I think
this small program of emergency medi-
cal training will bring us good rewards
around the country in terms of lives
saved, and I would like to see it con-
tinued.

I am very pleased the Members of the
House of Representatives agree with me
and thus have seen fit to vote to restore
the funds. This is money well spent.®
® Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, the House
has taken an extremely unwise action by
voting to rescind $37 million in funding
for construction for the National Insti-
tute of Child Health and Human Devel-
opment at the National Institutes of
Health. The rhetoric of fiscal conserva-
tism is extremely popular in this Cham-
ber, and I can understand how many
Members feel they can justify a vote
agzainst a new construction project, but
all too often we forget that it is people
who are vitally affected by our actions.
A significant health mission of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health has been set
back by the vote of this body today, and
research of potential benefit to millions
of Americans could be delayed.

I supported the Subcommittee on La-
bor/HEW and related agencies in its op-
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position to the rescission of this signifi-
cant project, and I am hopeful that ac-
tion by the other body and in conference
can restore funding with a minimum of
delay.®

® Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to speak in opposition to the recission
of $61.8 million for health care. I am
committed to cutting the Federal budget
for expenditures that are wasteful and
unnecessary, but I am not convinced that
the “cost-benefit ratio,” as the budget
analysis entitle it, justify this action.

I am a new member of the Health
Subcommittee of the Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee. I look for-
ward to this exciting and challenging as-
signment, because of my strong commit-
ment to the goal of providing good,
primary health care to all Americans at
a cost they can afford. I think that this
rescission is contrary to this goal.

First, I would like to address the $38
million for nurse fraining. As we all re-
member, on September 1978, the House
of Representatives voted 393 to 12 to
continue the Nurse Training Act. At that
time, I, along with 392 of my colleagues
were convinced that there was an urgent
need for additional funds to train nurses
and also to broaden the variety of health
services they could deliver.

I was shocked when President Carter
pocket-vetoed the bill, stating that it was
inflationary. I remember wondering if
it was really more inflationary than the
energy bill that he had just signed or
the appropriations for the War College,
but at least, I was reassured that the
effect on the nurses would not be abrupt.
At that time, President Carter said:

Disapproval of this bill will not cause an
abrupt termination of funding of the nurses
training program, since funds are available
for FY 'T9 under the continuing resolution.

Now just a few months later, Presi-
dent Carter wants to cut 67 percent of
these funds. Fortunately the Appropri-
ation Committee has restored some of
the funds, but many nursing schools and
nursing students are going to face dis-
ruption in their funding on April 1, 1979.

As we entered this period of fiscal
austerity, I made a commitment to my
constituents that I would look for ways
to cut Federal spending. I told them I
would look at a proposed budget cut and
ask some questions “Is the cut fair—does
it hurt one segment of our society more
than another. Does it abolish an ineffec-
tive program or does it provide basic
services to my constituents.”

It is clear to me that to rescind this
money does not meet my criteria of a
wise way to cut Federal expenditures.

But the questions are even more basic
than that. T am committed to the
expanded role of a variety of health pro-
fessionals. I think that one way to keep
the costs of health care down is to allow
nurses, nurse practitioners, nurse-mid-
wives, and other allied health profes-
sionals, the opportunity to provide a
broader area of service. Properly trained,
there are many services that these pro-
fessionals could deliver, instead of high-
cost doctors. So I want to see more, not
less, nurses in the next decade.

But even before we add new services, I
am not convinced that we have too many
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nurses. The level of unemployment for
newly trained nurses is 1.3 percent and
for all nurses it is 3 percent. Way below
the national average for most profes-
sions. In Baltimore, surveys indicate
the hospitals are running 15 percent
short of nurses.

Recently we had a natural disaster in
Baltimore—it was 24 inches of snow.
And I discovered that Baltimore ran
okay when the politicians and the
bureaucrats did not get to work. We
were not even missed. But the nurses
were missed immediately. And you know
what, many of them found a way to get
to work and if they could not get to their
own hospital, they worked at one closer
to their homes.

Since nurses are 97 percent female,
the Carter administration may have
decided that they were a vulnerable
group in the same way the elderly were
an easy target for social security cuts.
But I think that the President is wrong.
If he is really committed to preventive
and primary health care as a way to
hold down the cost of health care, nurses
should not be the target of his budget
cuts.

In conclusion, I would like to mention
the $20 million for capitation grants. I
have seen some reports that we have
filled our goals in the health manpower
program and now we have enough doe-
tors, dentists, pharmacists, et cetera. My
Health Committee has jurisdiction over
this act. I would like to give the medical
dental, pharmaceutical, and podiatry
schools an opportunity to come and tell
their story. If in fact, after their testi-
mony, I decide that the program has
achieved is goals, I will be willing to end
the program, but I am opposed to doing
it by a rescission amendment to the
fiscal year 1979 budget.®

® Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I am
very concerned about the proposed cuts
in nursing research funds. Research in
nursing is relatively new and is just
beginning to pay dividends in improved
patient care.

Support for nursing research is
especially critical at this time for the
very reason that it is a developing field.
The growing importance of nursing re-
search was recently pointed out by the
National Academy of Science’s National
Research Council. The Council’s com-
mittee on needs for research personnel
designates nursing research as a “dis-
tinet area of scientific inquiry.”

Just as in other professional fields,
nursing skills can be fully developed and
utilized only if there is effective research
to provide sound data on which to base
nursing practice.

The National Research Council com-
mittee has specifically recommended
continued Federal support for nursing
research training. In fact, the committee
report said that the obvious demand for
instructors and researchers with gradu-
ate training “makes it likely that train-
ing funds could be productively used for
the next several years on an expanding
basis.”

If these rescissions are approved, 40
nurse researchers will lose support this
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year and 3 graduate programs will lose
research training award funds.

Nursing research addresses the human
and behavioral questions that arise in the
treatment of disease. It also is concerned
with prevention of illness and the main-
tenance of health. One nurse researcher,
for example, conducted a study that led
to effective treatment of postsurgical in-
fections that had been on the increase
in a hospital. Another study dealt with
methods to improve home care and self-
care and prevent posthospitalization
complications of persons with spinal cord
injuries.

I personally think that a program of
continued support for nursing research
is a necessity and I ask my colleagues to
restore these funds.@
® Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the proposed reseissions
in the nurse training and research pro-
grams.

These requested budget rescissions
would wipe out nursing’s small research
program. Thirty-three current projects
would be abruptly terminated. Medical
research deals primarily with diseases.
Nursing research, on the other hand, is
concerned more with the patient. It is
aimed at better, more cost effective nurs-
ing care. Some studies seek to reduce
postoperative complications, others to
facilitate home-based care and self-care
in chronic illness. Other projects are to
improve the prospects for high risk
groups such as premature infants and
the elderly. Some nursing research deals
with ways to reduce the disabilities, dis-
comforts and costs of coronary and
cerebral vascular problems.

Nurse researchers at the University of
Minnesota have developed a program for
children with terminal cancer that ful-
fills the dying child’'s wish to be at home
and provides psychological benefits for
the entire family.

Other research studies have focused on
pain alleviation, care of burned patients.
home care during dialysis.

Congress has recognized the import-
ance of nursing research through appro-
priations and by incorporating specific
reference to support of nursing research
students in the National Research Serv-
ice Awards program.

I would like to point out also that ap-
propriations for nursing research for fis-
cal 1979 were included in the regular
appropriations measure approved by
Congress and signed by the President.

The entire appropriations for nursing
research training and projects is only $6
million. Surely this amount is not going
to break the national budget. I just can-
not see any justification in wiping out,
in the name of economy, a program that
is bringing great benefits to patients and
cost effective methods of care. It is a
false economy. I urge that those cuts be
restored.®
® Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I support
the amendment to the first Budget Re-
scission of 1979—H.R. 2439—which pre-
vents $37 million in proposed cuts in
esential health education programs.

Offered by Mr. StaccErs—the chair-
man of the committee responsible for
authorizations for these programs—the
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amendment restores $17,046,000 for ad-
vanced nurse training programs and $20
million for the capitation grant program
which provides financial support for
medical, dental, and osteopathic schools.

The severe funding slash represented
by H.R. 2439 is unconscionable in the
middle of the fiscal year. Both the af-
fected programs were originally slated
for modest extensions. Both programs
were funded at a reasonable level by the
previous Congress.

The Nurse Training Act was passed by
a vote last year in the House of 393-12,
but it was pocket-vetoed by the Presi-
dent. The President then agreed, how-
ever, to support a continuing resolution
which preserved this vital program.

Over 50 national health organizations
and related groups have spoken out in
opposition to the proposed rescission.
Among these groups are the Association
of New York Neighborhood Health Cen-
ters, the Mental Health Association, and
Planned Parenthood Federation of
America.

The chairman of the Health Subcom-
mittee, Mr. Waxman, has noted that this
budget rescission would result in the
abrupt termination of 33 research proj-
ects and scholarships for 3,500 nursing
students, most of whom are from low-in-
come families.

I would like to point out to those of
my colleagues who support the budget
rescission as a step toward balancing the
budget that this $37 million cut would
in fact be an illusory savings. Decent
health care for Americans, which these
programs help insure, will save the Gov-
ernment and taxpayers money in the
long run. We should not seek to econo-
mize at the expense of our constituents’
health.

Health education institutions and pro-
gram administrators have already
planned for fiscal 1979 on the assumption
that the funding level approved and
promised them by both the President and
Congress would in fact be delivered. They
have rightly assumed that our commit-
ments would be honored. We cannot now
turn away from this pledge.®

[] 1545

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Are there
further amendments?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill.

The previous question was ordered.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

————

THE VFW’S VOICE OF DEMOCRACY
CONTEST

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

Mr. WHITLEY. Mr. Speaker, each year
United States and its ladies’ auxiliary
conduct a Voice of Democracy Contest.
Students from secondary schools
throughout the country participate by
writing and delivering speeches. This
year's topic is “Why I Care About
America.”

The winner from the State of North
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Carolina is one of my constituents, Neal
Ray Jones of Smithfield. Neal is 18 years
old and has demonstrated outstanding
ability and achievement during his high
school career. I place his award-winning
speech in the RECORD:

WHY I CARE ABOUT AMERICA

It is no easy task to lay bare the deep
feelings that go with caring in a patriotic
way. The temptation is to proclaim freedom
as an easy golng tolerance that says anything
goes, “Our country, right or wrong,” forget-
ting the rest of that quote by Carl Schurz,
“When right, to be kept right; when wrong,
to be put right.” This thought brings into
focus a basic truth about patriotism: The
love of one’s country is a moral virtue. If
a man is bad, his patriotism cannot be good.
Indeed, it becomes, as Samuel Johnson said,
“the last refuge of a scoundrel.” So, it is wise
for us to know who it is that waves the flag,
then we may well know why.

I care for America because of the rich
heritage she has given me . . . woven out
of a thousand strands of loving memory.
Looking for the best, I find historic accounts
that compel my grateful concern: The
Thomas Jeffersons who loved their neighbors
as themselves and their country even more;
the Abraham Lincolns who reaffirmed the
proposition of a people's government; the
Frankiin D. Roosevelts declaring the basic
freedoms for all mankind: Freedom of speech
and religion, freedom from want and fear and
there are the unknown soldiers who gave full
measure of devotion in the hours of conflict
and crisis . . . at Valley Forge, at Gettys-
burg, at the Marne, and at Normandy; and
there are common citizens of each generation
exercising their demoeratic duty in the politi-
cal process of the ballot box and tax re-
turns. Nor should we forget the scientific
genlus of the Eli Whitneys, the Thomas Edi-
sons, the Henry Fords, the Wright brothers,
and that endless workline of nameless faces
which gave America prestigious power in
trade and commerce. It is because of -what
she was in affording me so great a heritage
that I must care now for the America that
is yet to be.

I care for America with high hopes for
the future in ways that are personal and
social. This concern will surely be nigh ad-
venture on unchartered seas, countless Neil
Armstrongs walking on unnamed planets,
political Lincolns carrying the American
dream of equality and fraternity to all the
world. Moreover, this concern will produce
social advocates that touch the lives of
people where they hurt, bringing hope to the
inner cities turned ghettos of despair, bring-
ing hope to materialistic suburbia that is too
much given to things. This concern will yield
public servants fulfilling the idea of a "“more
perfect union" with integrity and good will.
And this concern will provide spiritual coun-
selors who push back the frontiers of mind
and spirit and prevent the deadly winds of
ignorance, poverty, and prejudice. These con-
cerns will bring fulfillment and enrichment
far beyond America's present horizon.

Now, a word of caution: Mere talk of
heritage and hope is not sufficient in the ex-
pression of why I care about America. The
thought walts upon the deed; the precept
walts upon the example. Genuine caring and
true patriotism are not restricted to service
in high government office; they are also
related to housewives and store clerks and
schoolboys in their workaday opportunities.
Genuine caring and true patriotism do not
wait upon the trumpet call to mortal com-
bat; they also have to do with the humdrum
of everyday life and the challenge of the
common place. Here, at last, is where the
real test takes place; and here, finally, is
where we begin to care for America.
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INFLATION STEALS FROM EACH
EXISTING DOLLAR IN PAYCHECKS
AND SAVINGS ACCOUNTS AS A
DELIBERATE GOVERNMENT POLI-
CY TO FINANCE SPENDING

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

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, in the Old
Testament, the Prophet Isaiah de-
nounced a society that had debased its
money through inflation, and therefore
was suffering increased crime, political
corruption, and oppression of the poor.

These and other evils always follow
fiat money.

“Fiat” is Latin for “Let it be so0.” Fiat
money is a currency backed only by the
“Let it be so” of politicians, instead of
something with intrinsic value.

America has a fiat dollar, and nothing
stops the Federal Government from
printing more and more billions. This
inflation steals from each existing dollar
in paychecks and savings accounts as a
deliberate Government policy to finance
spending.

Economist Howard S. Katz discusses
this in his brilliant book, the Paper
Aristocracy. I would like to bring some
of his remarks to my colleagues' atten-
tion:

The effects of a currency depreciation are
not taught in our schools. But they are a
common occurrence throughout history. For
example, the Civil War currency deprecia-
tion—the product of the legal tender laws
of 1862 and the borrowing for the war—
was described by Clarkson Nott Potter to the
Supreme Court as follows:

“Who can deny that & whole community
is being demoralized, as under such a system
of paper money communities everywhere and
at all times have been demoralized? Who
can deny that men will do now what they
would have shrunk from ten years ago, be-
fore this system existed? When the wicked
prosper, other men make haste to do like-
wise. And now not from the cities only, but
from every part, men seek the great marts
to try their fortunes in the ventures of the
hour, hoping to gather where they have not
strewn. Gambling In stocks, with the dan-
gerous combinations It invites, and the cor-
ruption which it encourages, has become
general; so that it is deemed venial to ar-
tificially inflate or depress prices, to create
fictitious values by forced scarcedness or
undue depression by combined attacks, And
whatever danger may come to the public
debt of this great country, will come, not
from the unwillingness of the people to pay:
not from their want of ability to pay but
will come, if it should come at all, from the
recklessness of a people carrying out their
schemes upon the waves of an inflated cur-
rency, and from the demoralization which
sucn speculation produces. How can it be
expected that this people will make the
sacrifices necessary to enable thelr govern-
ment to keep its pledged faith, when it has
not only falled to keep its own faith with
its creditors, but has filled its coffers from
the sale of licenses to men to wrong each
other by short payments, and has made
haste to ratify, by the decision of its su-
preme tribunal, the constitutionality and
righteousness of such a course?”

This was 100 years ago, but how very
like the present. Potter is talking about
the llkes of Jay Gould, Jim Fisk and Daniel
Drew. But he could be talking about our
own Allen Klein, Fred Mates or Bernard
Cornfeld.
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And we find the following description of
England during the currency depreciation of
the Napoleonic Wars:

“Nature seemed to make common cause
with war and bad finance. The winter of
1812 was extraordinarily severe, and the acci-
dents by flood and fire here numerous, Crimes
began to multiply in that accord between
physical distress and moral decay so often
noticed. Wages were down at starvation
point. Spinners had 7s. 6d. per week In a
time of high prices for the necessaries of life,
The recent introduction of machinery and
the extension of the factory system would
have caused an inevitable period of pressure
on hand workers. Now these causes fell in
with others to enhance the distress. The arti-
sans, in striking analogy with our own farm-
ers at the present time, sought their foe
in the nearest and most palpable shape in
which the bad ecircumstances of the time
pressed upon them. They attacked the ma-
chines, burned the factories, and united in
riotous disturbances, The corn laws were in
full force, and prevented the relief which
might have come from other countries in
time of scarcity, while manufacturers were
entangled in a mesh of restrictions, more
ruinous even than Napoleon’'s Decrees or the
Orders in Council.”

Here again we see crime, a decline in real
wages, civil unrest, war and restrictions on
freedom. Throughout history we find the
fate of nations attached to the soundness of
their currency. The fall of the Western
Roman Empire was accompanied by a de-
preciation of its currency while the Eastern
Empire survived. The Ottoman Empire lasted
for 800 years with sound money and col-
lapsed half a century after starting its de-
basement. England, after the Napoleonic
Wars, established the pound as a gold cur-
rency and attained her period of greatness
through the 19th century. But when the at-
tempt to return to the gold standard failed
after WW I, England quickly became a sec-
ond rate country.

The reason for this is that paper money
is the principle of something for nothing,
and a society founded on the principle of
something for nothing can not survive.
Money is used by everyone in our modern
soclety, and when money is corrupted, a cor-
ruption enters the bloodstream of our social
life. Those who prosper are no longer the
Hortaio Alger types who prospered in the
19th century and built the country by their
own success. They are fly-by-night promoters
and gamblers who construct jerry-built con-
glomerates and know more about public
relations than about operations. The beaver
has been put out, and in his place is the
leech—the man who prospers by taking from
others.

When the road to success in a soclety is
by legalized robbery, then the men in that
society fall to eating each other. “When the
wicked prosper, other men make haste to do
likewise.” That is what we in America are
doing now. The evil are eating up the good,
and when they have finished with that, they
will eat each other.

THE CHANGING OF RURAL
AMERICA

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

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today, I
want to talk about something that is
important to all of us: Agriculture and
rural America. Particularly, I want to
discuss the change in American farming
as we have known it in years past.

Our country is fortunate in having the
world’s most productive agricultural sys-
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tem. It supplies all of our domestic needs
and still exports nearly one out of every
three harvested acres. The food and
agriculture sector is the largest em-
ployer in the United States. Exports of
farm products are the major contribu-
tor to balancing growing trade deficits.
In our State alone, Missouri, 1977 cash
receipts from farm marketings totaled
$2.78 billion. The value of farm exports
was $766.4 million. In Missouri's Fourth
Congressional District, 1977 crops totaled
$280,607,000, of which $123,062,000, 45
percent, went into the export market.

However, this productive agriculture
system has undergone significant
changes in the last three decades. The
basic trend has been one of increasing
concentration of farms as well as sup-
porting facilities. There has been a dras-
tic reduction in the number of family
farms, and in the number of people liv-
ing on farms. Many of our rural com-
munities have declined in vitality., If
these trends continue, agriculture and
life in rural America may cease to exist
as we have known them. The con-
sequences, both economic and social,
would be serious.

In 1935, we had 6.8 million farms in
the United States. By the 1974 Census
of Agriculture, this number had dropped
to 2.34 million farms, only 1.7 million of
which are considered to be commercial
farms with yearly sales of $2,500 or more.
As the number of farms has decreased,
the size of the average farm has in-
creased from 197 acres in 1940 to 440
acres in 1974. The commercial farms
average 534 acres. The United States has
been losing an average of 2,000 farmers
per week since the 1940s. In the
past, most farms were owned by
the families who operated them. To-
day, it is estimated that less than
one-half of all farmland is owned
by the operator. Over half of all farmers
today receive income from off-farm
sources, with the average farm family
now getting nearly 60 percent of its
total income from other sources.

Agricultural sales today are domi-
nated by the largest farms. The top 2
percent account for 37 percent of farm
sales. The largest 20 percent make 80
percent of all gross agricultural sales.

Although we are prone to think that
bigness equals efficiency and produc-
tivity, this may not be the case with
large, nonowner operated farms. Indeed,
statistics show that relative operating
costs are substantially lower for small
and midsize farms. Many of the largest
farms tend to be specialized, thus some
of the flexibility needed to deal with ad-
verse times is missing. They are more
dependent on hired labor to do the
necessary work. Moreover, they are more
dependent on factors beyond their con-
trol, such as worldwide economic con-
ditions, and costly imported oil.

As the number of farms has declined,
there has been an equally dramatic drop
in farm population. In 1960, over 15.6
million people lived on farms. By 1970,
this figure had declined to under 10 mil-
lion. In the 1970’s, farm population has
been dropping by an average of about
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300,000 each year. It was down to 7.8
million in April of 1977.

Some percentage figures show how
this has affected the political base of
farmers. Thirty percent of the U.S. pop-
ulation lived on farms in 1920. By 1950,
it was 15 percent. It fell to 5 percent by
1970, and to 3.6 percent by 1977.

As Congress and State legislatures
have been reapportioned to reflect this
population shift, farmers have witnessed
a decline in their political power. Those
legislators who have a constituency with
a rural majority have become fewer and
fewer. Those in urban and suburban
areas with no rural constituents have
increased in number.

There is no doubt that this shift has
affected Government programs., For ex-
ample, about 41 percent of the Nation's
poor people (a total of 10.5 million
people) live in rural areas. They gen-
erally are older, more disabled and less
educated than their urban counterparts.
Yet Government programs to assist the
poor have been targeted at urban areas.
The result is that only one-fifth of the
rural poor receive all or part of their
income from public assistance programs,
compared with one-third of the urban
poor.

Similarly, Government programs to as-
sist cities often explicitly exclude towns
below a certain population level, even
though the problems in the small towns
and rural areas are no less severe in hu-
man terms than those in large cities.

The enactment and maintenance of
basic farm legislation has become more
difficult. It is no accident that the food
stamp program and other food and nu-
trition programs have been placed in
farm legislation and are administered by
the USDA. This is necessary to broaden
the support for farm legislation and farm
programs.

The decline in farm population has
adversely affected rural areas economic-
ally as well as politically. As a rule, farm-
land owners who do not operate the farm
on a day-to-day basis do not take as
active a role in community affairs as a
family-type farmer. Frequently, they do
not even live in the farm community,
taking the revenues from the farm
operation outside the area.

Local businesses and institutions have
felt the impact. Large farms often must
go outside the local area to purchase so-
phisticated farm equipment. This con-
tributes to the decline of local, home-
owned small businesses, and lessens em-
ployment opportunities for nonfarm
young people, forcing them to seek jobs
in larger cities. The tax base of rural
communities has eroded, resulting in a
decrease in services and amenities. This
encourages further outmigration.

In addition to politics and economics,
I believe the decline in rural population
has threatened what I like to call rural
values. As a life-long resident of a com-

munity surrounded by farms, and a for-
mer prosecuting attorney in a basically
rural county, I have always been im-
pressed by rural young people. They are
self-reliant, dedicated, respectful of the
rights of others, and willing to work hard
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to achieve success in the world. This owes
in no small part to the upbringing they
receive on the family farm. These are
values that are an important part of the
social fabric of America. They are values
our Nation cannot afford to lose.

The changing structure of American
agriculture raises many questions which
need to be addressed. We must decide, as
a Nation, whether we want our food pro-
duced by family farmers. If that decision
is yes, we must take steps to preserve
this important institution. We in Gov-
ernment must review those policies
which, however well intentioned, have
contributed to the decline in the number
of family farms, and make the necessary
policy changes.

Since the decision will largely be made
by the 97 percent of our population
which is nonfarm, we must establish a
dialog with our urban and suburban
colleages in Congress and with the resi-
dents of urban and suburban areas. We
must convince them that they have a
large stake in the preservation of the
family farm. For our part, we must listen
to their concerns and the concerns of
their constituents.

We must vigorously oppose attempts
to weaken the USDA, by reorganization
or whatever means, A strong, effective
Department of Agriculture, with a broad
constituency, is vital to rural America.
Further, we must oppose attempts to cut
back disproportionately on programs
that benefit family farms and rural
America.

We must work to make sure that rural
areas are permitted to participate fully
in Government programs. We are not
asking for bigger Government programs
and more spending. To the contrary, I
am proud of the fact that rural America
has been the leader in the drive for fiscal
responsibility in Government. What we
do want, and deserve, is our fair share
of programs for which we are helping to
pay.

Work must be done on the House Agri-
culture Committee, and through ad hoc
groups such as the Congressional Rural
Caucus, to achieve these goals. We need
the help of all who are interested in
agriculture, We must work with and con-
vince our city friends of the impor-
tance—both economically and socially—
of America’s family farms. If we are not
successful, family farms will go the way
of our American frontier wilderness—a
bright but sad chapter in the history
book of America.

Years ago, William Jennings Bryan
said:

Burn down your cities and leave our farms,
and your cities will spring up again as if by
magic; but destroy our farms and the grass
will grow in the streets of every city in the
country.

Bryan may have been speaking with
exaggeration, but we must not allow his
words to be put to the test.

SOCIAL SECURITY FINANCING
AMENDMENTS OF 1979

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from New York (Mr. GREEN) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

@ Mr. GREEN, Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing the Social Security Financ-
ing Amendments of 1979. This bill is an
updated version of H.R. 11304, which I
cosponsored in the 95th Congress with
the late Representative Willlam Ketch-
um.

My colleague from Minnesota (Mr.
FrenzeL) has introduced H.R. 1851,
which is similar to my bill. However, my
bill contains a number of technical
changes and adjusted effective dates
which distinguish it from H.R. 1851.

For the benefit of my colleagues, a sec-
tion-by-section analysis of the Social Se-
curity Financing Amendments of 1979
follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE SOCIAL
SECURITY FINANCING AMENDMENTS OF 1979
TITLE I. PROVISIONS TO IMPROVE THE FINANCING

OF THE OLD=-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY

INSURANCE PROGRAM

Section 101: Adjustments in tax rates

(a) Amends those provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code which relate to the tax rates
imposed on employees, employers, and self-
employed persons under the Old-Age, Survi-
vors, and Disability Insurance Program (Title
II of the Social Security Act) as follows:
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self-employed persons under the Hospital
Insurance program (Title XVIII of the So-
cial Security Act) as follows:

Employees and employers
[In percent]

Social security
financing

Current amendments
law of 1979

Employees and employers
[In percent]
Social security
financing

Current amendments
law of 1979

5.08
5.35
5.40
5.40
5.40
5.70
5.70
6.20
6.20

5.05
5. 60
5. 60
5. 60
5 .60
5.60
5. 60
6.25
7.25

1979-80

1981-84

1985

1986 and thereafter..

1.05
1.30
1.35
1.45

1,00
1.30
1.30
1. 45

1990-2010

Self-employed persons
2011 and thereafter_.

[In percent]

Self-employed persons

Social security
[In percent]

financing
Current amendments
law of 1979

1.00
1.30
1.30
1.45

Social security
financing

Current amendments
of 1979

1979-80

1981-84

1985

1986 and thereafter..

1.06
1.30
1.35
1.45

1979-80

1981

1982-84 .

1985-89 __

1990-2010 s
2011 and thereafter__

7.10
7.10
8. 46
8. 46
9. 35
10. 45

Section 102: Allocation to Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund

Amends those provisions of the Social Se-

curity Act which indicate the percentage of

wages paid and self-employment income re-

(b) Amends those provisions of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code which relate to the tax
rates imposed on employees, employers, and

ported which are to be allocated and appro-
priated each year to the Disability Insurance
Fund as follows:

Current law Social security financing amendments of 1979

1979-80 1.50 %' of wages, plus 1.04% of self-employment income.
1.85% of wages, plus 1.2375% of self-employment income.
1.90% of wages, plus 1.42509; of self-employment income.

2.20% of wages, plus 1.650% of self-employment income.

1.55% of wages, plus 1.09% of self-employment income.
1.71% of wages, plus 1.35% of self-employment income.
1.719% of wages, plus 1.35% of self-employment income.

1990-2010 2.20% of wages, plus 1.66% of self-employment income.

2011 and thereafter..-

Section 103: Repeal of special statutory in-
creases in contribution and benefit base
Repeals the special statutory increases in

the contribution and benefit base for 1980

($25,900) and for 1981 ($29,700), and pro-

vides instead that the contribution and

benefit base for those and subsequent years
are to be determined by the automatic ad-
justment formula in the law.

Section 104: Borrowing among social security
trust funds

Adds a new section to the Social Security
Act by which the Board of Trustees of each
of the 3 trust funds (the Old-Age and Survi-
vors Insurance Trust Fund, the Disability
Insurance Trust Fund, and the Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund) is authorized to make
formal requests for loans from either or

“The term ‘retirement age' means—

The age of

65 years and 3 months
65 years and 6 months
65 years and 9 months-._.___-

66 years and 3 months__

67 years and 3 months
67 years and 6 months
67 years and 9 months..

2.20% of wages, plus 1.650% of self-employment income.

both of the other two funds if such Board
of Trustees determines that the balance in
its fund is or will shortly become insufficient
to make required payments. Such loans may
be made at the discretion of the Board of
Trustees of the fund to which such request
is directed. Any loan made by one trust fund
to another is repayable with interest within
two years, although the term of any such
loan may be extended at the discretion of
the Board of Trustees of the fund from
which it was made.
Section 105: Effective date

Provides that the amendments made by
sections 101 and 102 shall apply with respect
to remuneration paid or received on or after
the date of enactment of this Act. The
provisions of section 103 shall become effec-
tive upon enactment of this Act.

If the individual attains such age in

December 1999 or before
April to December 2000
April to December 2001
April to December 2002___
April to December 2003_..
April to December 2004._.
April to December 2005
April to December 2006
April to December 2007___
April to December 2008...
April to December 2009___
April to December 2010___
After March 31, 2011

2.57% of wages, plus 1.925% of self-employment income.

TITLE I1: IMPROVEMENT OF LONG-RANGE
FINANCING THROUGH A GRADUAL INCREASE IN
RETIREMENT AGE

Section 201: Increase in minimum retirement
age for unreduced benefits from 65 to 68

Provides for increasing the minimum re-
tirement age at which unreduced benefits are
payable from 65 to 68. This would be accom-
plished by amending section 202(q)(8) of
the Social Security Act (which defines *'re-
tirement age" as “age 65" for the purpose of
reducing benefits for individuals who retire
prior to that age) and adopting the following
definition of “retirement age" for individuals
entitled to old-age, wife's, husband'’s,
widow's, or widower’s insurance benefits:

And if the individual does not attain such
age in or before the calendar year shown
below, but files an application in such year

1999 or before.
2000.

2001.

2002.

2003.

2004.

2005.

20086.

2007.

2008

2009.

2010.

2011 or after."
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Section 202: Effective date

Provides that the amendment made by
section 201 shall become effective upon en-
actment of this Act.

TITLE III: WORKING SPOUSE'S BENEFIT AND
ELIMINATION OF GENDER~BASED DISTINCTIONS
UNDER THE OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABIL~-
ITY INSURANCE PROGRAM

Part A—Working Spouse's Benefit
Section 301: Benefits for certain working
spouses

Adds a new section to the Soclal Security
Act, which provides a working spouse’s bene-
fit for any person who is entitled in any
month to both an old-age or disability insur-
ance benefit on account of his or her own
work and to a benefit as a wife, husband,
widow, yridower, or mother. Such working
spouse's benefit for any month is equal to 25
percent of whichever of the two benefits is
smaller. However, such benefit may not be
greater than the difference between (1) the
larger of the two other benefits involved
(after any reductions required by other sec-
tions of the Act) and (2) the maximum pri-
mary insurance amount which would be pay-
able to such individual if he or she had had
the maximum credible amount of wages and
self-employment income in each year after
1950 and prior to the first year in which he or
she was first entitled to both such benefits.
Only one member of a married couple can be
entitled to a working spouse’s benefit for any
month on the basis of the same wages and
self-employment income. (Where both would
otherwise be entitled to a working spouse’s
benefit on the basis of the same wages or
self-employment income, the spouse whose
entitlement to such a benefit would result in
the greatest total amount of benefits for the
couple would be the one to receive it.) The
amendments made by this section would ap-
ply with respect to months after December
1979.

Part B—Equalization of Treatment of Men
and Women Under the Program

Section 311: Divorced husbands

Revises those provisions of the Social Secu-
rity Act which relate to husband’s and wid-
ower's benefits by extending eligibility for
such benefits to aged divorced husbands and
aged or disabled survlving divorced husbands
on the same basis that wife's and widow's
benefits are now available to aged divorced
wives and aged or disabled surviving divorced
wives. (Benefits are currently being paid to
aged divorced husbands as a result of a 1977
Federal district court decision in Oliver v.
Califano.)

Section 312: Remarriage of surviving spouse
before age 60

Revises those provisions of the Social Se-
curity Act which relate to widower's benefits
by extending eligibility for such benefits to
widowers who “are not married” at the time
they apply for benefits. Currently, widower
benefits are limited to those who “have not
remarried”. Such a change would enable
males to receive widower's benefits on the
same basls that females can now receive
widow's benefits.

Section 313: Illlegitimate children

Revises those provisions of the Social Se-
curity Act which relate to the entitlement
of illegitimate offspring of the worker to
children’s benefits. Provides that the status
of illegitimate children for purposes of en-
titlement to children’s benefits will be de-
termined with respect to the child’s mother
in the same way as it is now determined
with respect to the child’s father. In addi-
tion, this section would change the Social
Security Act to conform with a 1974 Su-
preme Court decision (Jimenez v. Weinber-
ger) which provided that certain illegitimats
children could get benefits based on a work-
er's earnings if the relationship and/or living
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with or support requirements in the law are
met at the time the child applies for benefi‘s
(instead of before the worker becomes dis-
abled, as the Soclal Securlty Act now pro-
vides). Children of retired workers would ke
affected by this change as well.

Section 314: Transitional insured status

Revises those provisions of the Social Se-
curity Act which relate to benefits based on
transitionally insured status, by extending
eligibility for benefits to husbands and
widowers (who attained age 72 before 1969)
of transitionally-insured workers. Currently,
benefits are only payable to wives and widows
(who attained age 72 before 1869) of transi-
tionally-insured workers.

Section 315: Equalization of benefits under
section 228

Revises those provisions of the Social Se-
curity Act which relate to special payments
to certain uninsured individuals, by provid-
ing that each member of an eligible couple
will get an equal payment (rather than a
larger amount for the man and half that
amount for his wife, as present law now
provides).

Section 316: Father’s insurance benefits

Amends the Social Security Act to con-
form with a 1975 Supreme Court decision
(Weinberger v. Weisenfeld), which provided
that a widower who has in his care a minor
or disabled child (that is, one who is en-
titled to child’s benefits) of his retired, dis-
abled, or deceased wife, or of his deceased
former wife, is entitled to benefits on the
same basis as benefits are now available to
a widow in like circumstances. This section
would also amend the Social Security Act
in order to provide benefits to the following
men who were not affected by the Supreme
Court’s holding: young husbands of retired
or disabled workers, and surviving divorced
husbands, who have an entitled minor or
disabled child of the retired, disabled, or de-
ceased worker in their care. Under current
law, benefits are payable only to young wives,
and surviving divorced wives, who have an
entitled minor or disabled child of the
worker in their care.

Section 317: Effect of marriage on childhood
disability beneficiary

Provides that the benefits of a male child-
hood disabllity beneficiary who Is married to
a childhood disability or disabled worker
beneficiary would cease if the latter's bene-
fits are terminated because she recovers or
engages in substantial gainful activity. (Pres-
ent law provides for terminating the benefits
of a female childhood disability beneficiary
under similar circumstances.) The amend-
ment made by this section would become ef-
fective with respect to termination of bene-
fits of a female beneficiary occurring after
December 1979.

Section 318: Effect of marriage on other
dependents' or dependent survivors’ benefits

Provides for terminating the husband’s,
widower’s, or parent's insurance benefits of
a man married to a childhood disability
beneficiary, if the disabled spouse's benefits
are terminated because she recovers or en-
gages In substantial gainful activity. Under
current law, a woman who receives wife's,
widow's, or parent’s benefits has her benefits
terminated if her disabled spouse's benefits
are terminated because he recovers or en-
gages In substantial gainful activity. The
amendment made by this section would be
effective with respect to terminations of
disability benefits occurring after Decem-
ber 1979.

Section 319: Treatment of self-employment
income in community property states
Revises those provisions of the Social

Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code

which relate to the treatment for social secu-

rity purposes of self-employment income
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from a trade or business of a married couple
in a community property state, by providing
that such self-employment income will be
credited to the spouse who exercises the
greater management and control over the
trade or business. Where each spouse exer-
cises the same amount of management and
control over the trade or business, this sec-
tion would provide that such income and
deductions would be divided equally between
the two spouses. Under current law, such
self-employment income is credited to the
husband unless the wife exercises substan-
tially all of the management and control
over the trade or business. The amendments
made by this section would become effective
with respect to taxable years beginning after
December 1979.

Section 320: Credit for certain military
service

Revises those provisions of the Social
Security Act which relate to the crediting
of certain military service, by giving to
widows and children the same right which
widowers now have to waive a civil service
survivor's annuity and instead recelve credit
for military service prior to 1857 in deter-
mining (a) eligibility for survivor’'s benefits
and/or (b) the amount of the benefit.

Section 321: Conforming amendments

Makes technical amendments in wvarious
provisions of the Social Security Act in order
to conform to changes made by this Act.

Section 322: Effective date

Provides that the amendments made by
this part of the Act (except as otherwise
specifically provided) shall apply with re-
spect to benefits payable for months after
December 1979.

TITLE IV: COVERAGE OF EMPLOYEES UNDER THE
OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSUR-
ANCE PROGRAM

Section 401: Coverage of Federal employees

Revises those provisions of the Social
Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code
which relate to the definition of “employ-
ment', by repealing those paragraphs which
now exclude from such definition service
performed in the employ of the United
States or an instrumentality of the United
States which is covered by a retirement
system established by United States law, and
of certaln other instrumentalities of the
United States. The amendments made by
this section would become effective with
respect to service performed after December
1980. This section would also provide that
the BSecretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, in consultation with the Civil Serv-
ice Commission, make a detalled study of
how best to coordinate the benefits of the
old-age, survivors, disabllity insurance sys-
tem and those of the civil service retirement
system. This would be done with the ob-
jective of developing for Federal employees
a combined program of retirement, disabil-
ity, and related benefits which would assure
that such employees are no worse off (com-
paring their benefits under the combined
program with the benefits they would re-
ceive under the Federal staff retirement
system then in effect) upon their coverage
under the old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance system pursuant to the amend-
ments made by this section.

The Secretary of HEW is to submit to the
Congress by January 1, 1980 a full and com-
plete report on the results of such study,
together with a specific and detalled plan
for coordinating the benefits of the civil
service retirement system and the benefits
of the old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance plan (along with appropriate com-
ments or recommendations with respect to
other staff retirement systems covering Fed-
eral employees). The plan so submitted is
to include financing and benefit provisions
and other features as may be necessary to




March 6, 1979

assure that the employees involved will not
be placed at a disadvantage by the coordi-
nation of the benefits of the systems as com-
pared with thelr treatment under the
Federal stafl retirement systems in effect
prior to such coordination.

In addition to and along with this study,
the Secretary would be required to carry out
a study of how best to coordinate the Medi-
care program and the program established
by the Federal Employees Health Benefits
Act, with the objectlve of developing for
Federal employees a combined program of
health insurance benefits to accompany the
combined retirement and dlsability program
discussed earlier. Such a combined health
insurance program would include features
necessary to assure that Federal employees
are no worse under that program, in terms
of benefits, than they were under the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits Act.

The study is to take into account the same
aspects of the two health insurance programs
and their coordination as those taken into
account in the study dealing with the retire-
ment and disability systems. The report due
from the Secretary of HEW by January 1,
1980 on the combined retirement and dis-
ability systems is to include or be accom-
panied by a full and complete report on the
combined health insurance programs.

Section 402: Crediting of certain Federal
service performed prior to the effective date
of coverage

Adds a new section to the Social Security
Act, which provides that any individuals, who
perform services in the employ of the United
States (or any instrumentality thereof) both
prior to and after the date on which the
definition of “employment' is revised to in-
clude Federal service for purposes of social
security coverage under section 401 of this
Act, will have each calendar quarter in which
such service was performed prior to that
date treated as a quarter (if it is not other-
wise a quarter of coverage.)

Section 403: Conforming amendments

Makes technical amendments in various
provisions of the Social Security Act in order
to conform to changes made by this Act.

TITLE V! LIBERALIZATION AND EVENTUAL REPEAL
OF EARNINGS LIMITATION FOR INDIVIDUALS
AGE 65 AND OVER

Section 501: Liberalization of earnings
limitation

Raises the monthly earning limitation in
1981 for persons age 65 or over from $458.3314
to $625, and repeals the provision in current
law which provides that the monthly earn-
ing limitation in 1982 for persons age 65 or
over will be $500.

Section 502: Repeal of earnings lmitation

Provides that the earnings limitation, be-
ginning in 1982, would only apply to bene-
ficiaries who are under retirement age (as
defined in section 201 of this Act). Under
current law, beneficiaries under age 72 (un-
der age 70, beginning in 1982) are subject
to the earnings limitation. This section would
also repeal the delayed retirement credit pro-
vision of the Social Security Act for those
persons who attain retirement age (as de-
fined in section 201 of this Act) after De-
cember 31, 1981.@

CONGRESSIONAL VETO OF POSTAL
CHANGES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. CORCORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to introduce a bill today that
truly represents the interests of all of
our constituents. This bill would return
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to Congress some control over the level
of service the public receives from the
U.S. Postal Service. It would give the
Houses of Congress the right to veto
substantial service changes proposed by
the Postal Service if these changes are
not in the public interest. This is truly
the people’s bill because it returns the
right to a final decision to the elected
representatives of the people.

As T am sure all of you are aware,
there have been times in the past when
the Postal Service seemed to be a private
entity operating for and in its own in-
terest rather than in the interest of its
clients, It was not run as a public service.
This has been reflected in higher rates
and reductions in service. Since 1968,
first class postal rates have increased
150 percent, from 6 cents per ounce to
the current 15 cents. By way of com-
parison, the Consumer Price Index in-
creased only 87.5 percent during the
same period. At the same time, public
services have been reduced, including
the elimination of any new door-to-door
delivery and the closing of many small
post offices. I am not suggesting that
the Postal Service currently plans to
pursue a course of more service reduc-
tions and cost increases that has led,
in the past, to a public outpouring of
dissatisfaction, but I do believe that we
should be prepared in the event that the
Postal Service finds it desirable to follow
such a path.

The legislation I am introducing would
require the Postal Service to inform Con-
gress of any proposed changes that
would have substantially nationwide im-
pact and would lead to a substantial
change in service levels, such as elimina-
tion of Saturday mail delivery. If either
House of Congress vetoed this plan, it
would not go into effect. This would
provide a mechanism for overseeing the
activities of the Postal Service at the
point where they most affect the public
service levels.

A virtually identical bill was intro-
duced in the last Congress by former
Congressman Robert N. C. Nix of Penn-
sylvania, chairman of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service during the
95th Congress. I was proud to cosponsor
that bill along with all but one member
of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service at that time. On March 13,
1978, this legislation passed the House
by a vote of 371 to 6, which is evidence
of the unqualified support of and need
for this legislation. Unfortunately, the
Senate did not choose to act on the bill.
I feel that it is in the best interests of
the people to send this bill to the Senate
one more time and I urge my colleagues
to support it.e@

HOSPITAL COST CONTAINMENT
LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. WAxXMAN) is
recognized for 15 minutes.
® Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, today I
join my colleague, Congressman RANGEL
of the Ways and Means Committee, in
introducing the administration’s hos-
pital cost containment proposal.
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I am joining in sponsoring this legis-
lation, and I will make every effort to
secure the passage of a hospital cost
containment program in a workable,
reasonable, effective form for a number
of reasons.

First, President Carter has requested
that Congressman RaNGeL and I intro-
duce the bill, and work to secure its
passage. The President has emphasized
to us, and to the American people, that
this legislation is the keystone in his
program to fight inflation. I support that
effort. This is the one action he has re-
quested from the Congress to provide
him with the authority to enforce anti-
inflation measures if voluntary efforts do
not work. In the future, we may fnd
that further direct controls are neces-
sary. At the moment, this is the one that
the President has asked for. I bhelieve the
Congress should give him the tools that
are Necessary.

Second, the leadership of the House
has placed high priority on passing the
cost containment bill. As the chairman
of one of the two major subcommittees
with jurisdiction over health issues in
the House, and as a Democrat com-
mitted to my party’s priorities, I intend
to do all I can to see the legislation to
enactment. I believe that ultimately the
members of the Health and Environ-
ment Svbcommittee, and of the full
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, will take responsible action
to control health care cost inflation. It
is my intention to work with the mem-
bers of the committee to secure this
result.

Finally, I have introduced this bill be-
cause as a Government and as a society
we cannot afford continuing increases
in expenditures for medical care—par-
ticularly hospital care—at the rates we
have been experiencing over the last
decade. Reasonable persons may dis-
agree on the exact amount of increases
allowable in the hospital sector vis a vis
other components in our economy. But
there is no disagreement that:

Expenditures for hospital care have
been rising considerably more rapidly
than the economy as a whole for a
lengthy period of time. Rates of increase
in 1975, for example, reached 18 percent,
even by conservative estimates. We have
begun to change that trend, but the in-
creases are still high.

The proportion of the gross national
product spent on health care, already
one of the highest in the world, has now
reached 8.8 percent, and is continuing to
increase with no end in sight. At some
point, we must decide how much of our
resources we want to spend on health
care.

Government paid $76 billion for health
care in fiscal year 1978—40 cents out of
every dollar spent for health, half again
as much as was paid by all private in-
surors. Expenditures for health by the
Federal Government alone account for
one out of every eight tax dollars. With
calls for balanced budgets, and the com-
pelling need for better coverage in health
care programs, we have to find ways to
control costs.

The way we pay for hospital care—
most particularly in medicare and
medicaid—has resulted in a hospital sys-
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tem with virtually no incentives to re-
duce costs and operate as efficiently as
possible. We have to create incentives
but we have to be sure that we have real
change—not simply a shifting of the
costs to other payers.

Over the past several years, we have
begun to see a slowdown in the increases
in hospital costs. I recognize that there
have been legitimate efforts by hospitals
to be more cost conscious. The consider-
ation of hospital cost containment legis-
lation in the last Congress focused the
attention not only of the Congress, but
also of the public and the medical pro-
fession itself, on the problem of costs.
The resulting voluntary effort mounted
by the hospitals has clearly had an ini-
tial effect. Further, we cannot overlook
the very significant impact of some of
the effective cost containment programs
in the States. We would not be experi-
encing a rate of increase as low as the
13 percent in 1978 without those State
cost containment programs in place.
However, the drop in the rate of increase
which coincided with the initial stages of
the voluntary effort should not lull us
into believing the problem as solved:

First. Very recent data indicate a dis-
turbing increase in medical care infla-
tion again;

Second. The overall rate of increase in
hospital care is still significantly higher
than the rest of the economy;

Third. Activities which will truly re-
sult in more cost-efficient medical care
continue to elude us.

I have some concerns about the pro-
posed cost containment legislation. I
would prefer an approach that was more
simple and easy to understand.

But the hospital industry is not a sim-
ple one, and the problem of excessive
cost increases may not be ones that can
be dealt with simply.

I would prefer an approach which
dealt more leniently with hospitals who
have worked to assure that the care they
provide is appropriate—which treat
cases on an outpatient basis where pos-
sible, which work to reduce lengths of
stay, which enforce standards for high
quality, cost effective practice, and which
make special efforts to reach the under-
served in the community. Hospitals that
are truly efficient should be released
from arbitrary constraints. However,
turning this objective into legislation is
difficult—partly because of shortcomings
in our ability to measure and identify
the truly efficient institutions.

I like an approach which deals with
hospitals individually, which analyzes
changes in admissions and which as-
sures that cuts in hospital costs are not
achieved at the expense of an adequate
wage for hospital workers. In each of
these areas, the bill proposed this year is
improved over the proposal sent to the
95th Congress. Our deliberations last
year had much to do with the improve-
ments we see now. Some problems still
remain. But I hope we can work con-
structively with labor, with the hospital
industry, with physicians, with Gover-
nors, and with consumers to make the
legislation we pass this year as fair and
as effective as possible.

I am including in the Recorp the sum-
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mary factsheet prepared by the admin-
istration explaining the rationale for
and approach of the bill Congressman
RanceL and I have introduced today:
HosPITAL CosT CONTAINMENT LEGISLATION
SuMMARY Facr SHEET
THE PROBLEM

MarcH b5, 1979.

Hospital cost containment legislation is a
key component in President Carter’s fight
against inflation.

Over the past three years, total hospital
expenditures have increased at a rate more
than two times the rise in the Consumer
Price Index—even faster than the rate of in-
crease in such highly inflationary items as
food and fuel.

No other legislative proposal before the
96th Congress can contribute so significantly

To curb inflation in the economy (if
health care prices had increased at the same
rate as other goods and services in 1975-
77, the Consumer Price Index for that period
would have been 5.8 percent rather than 6.1
percent);

To lighten the burden on Federal, State
and local taxpayers (federal savings for Fis-
cal 1980-84 would be $22 billion, including
$19 billion of social security trust fund sav-
ings; State and local savings for Fiscal 1980-
84 would be as much as $6 billion) ;

To reduce the increasing cost to employ-
ers and workers of health insurance pre-
miums (employers would save $14 billlon for
Fiscal 1980-84, and individuals 85 billion in
lower health insurance premiums); and

To lower the direct cost of hospital care
for the aged, poor, unemployed, and unin-
sured (individual out-of-pocket payments

for hospital care would be 86 billion lower in
Fiscal 1980-84).
Voluntary efforts to contain the sharp rise
in hospital costs have not been adequate:
Hospital costs continued to rise in 1978 at
about 13 percent annually according to esti-

mates based on hospital industry data. Hos-
pital room rates increased 12.4 percent, well
in excess of increases in the prices of other
goods and services (e.g., the Consumer
Price Index for energy increased 8.0 percent
in 1978 and food increased 11.8 percent,
while the total CPI increased 9.0 percent).

Slight deceleration in the rate of increase
in hospital costs in late 1977 and early 1978
has largely resulted from the prospect of a
mandatory Federal program and from exist-
ing mandatory State cost containment pro-
grams, (e.g., New York State held increases
in total hospital expenses to 6.2 percent in
1977). The deceleration has leveled off, and
appears to be turning upwards.

Estimates of inefficlent and unnecessary
spending in the hospital industry indicate
that there is ample room to realize signifi-
cant savings without affecting the quality
of health care. Strong legislative action is
necessary because the hospital industry,
which receives most payments on a cost plus
basis, lacks fundamental market incentives
to ensure efficiency and to eliminate waste.

THE LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL
I. Basic approach

The proposed legislation has two parts:

National Voluntary Limit: The legislation
would establish a national limit for the rate
of increase in hospital costs in calendar 1979
which hospitals would be asked to meet vol-
untarily.

Standby Mandatory Controls: Should the
hospital industry fail to achieve this nation-
wide voluntary limit in 1979, standby man-
datory controls would be applied to individ-
ual hospitals beginning January 1, 1980.

II. National voluntary limit

The national voluntary limit for calendar
1979 would be a 9.7 percent rate of increase
in total hospital expenses. This limit is set by
adding three components:
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An inflation allowance based on the in-
crease in the cost of goods and services pur-
chased by hospitals during 1979. This so-
called “market basket” is estimated to be 7.9
percent in 1979. But if the market basket
rate of inflation during the year actually
changes, corresponding changes would be
made in this component of the national vol-
untary limit. For example, if actual inflation
caused the hospital market basket to rise
from 7.9 percent to 8.2 percent during the
course of the year, then the national volun-
tary limit would rise correspondingly from
9.7 to 10 percent.

An allowance for population growth would
be 0.8 percent.

An allowance for net new services: the cost
of additional services (e.g., nmew technology
or more lab tests) minus savings from in-
creased productivity and efficlency. This net
new services allowance would be 1.0 percent.

In sum, the national voluntary limit will
require the hospital industry markedly to
improve productivity and efficiency to meet
the allowance for net new services (ineffec-
tive management and unnecessary new serv-
ices are the source of much hospital waste).
But the limit will be adjusted upwards if in-
flation in the hospital market basket is ac-
tually higher than presently projected.

III. Exzemptions from mandatory controls for
individual hospitals

If the national voluntary limit is not met
in 1979, certain types of hospitals that would
otherwise be subject to mandatory controls
would be exempted from those controls under
the following conditions:

If the rate of increase in total hospital costs
In any State during 1979 is within the na-
tional voluntary limit (adjusted for State
population trends and its nonsupervisory
wage experience), all hospitals in that State

would be exempt from mandatory controls in
1980.

Even if total hospital costs in a State do
not met the 1imit, individual hospitals would
be exempt in 1980 if their individual rates of
increase in total costs (adjusted for their own
nonsupervisory wage experience) were at or
below the voluntary limit in 1979.

Small, nonmetropolitan hospitals (under
4,000 admissions), new hospitals (less than
3 years old) , and HMO hospitals (with 75 per-
cent of patients enrolled in qualified HMOs)
would be exempt from the mandatory pro-
gram regardless of their rate of increase in
1979; and

Hospitals in States with mandatory cost
containment programs of their own could be
exempt if the State program elther met per-
formance standards (ie., the Statewide rate
of Increase in 1979 was within 1 percent of
the national voluntary limit) or met other
requirements established by regulation.

Present estimates indicate that more than
half of the nation's 6,000 community hos-
pitals would be exempted from the man-

datory program under the provisions outlined
above.

IV. Mandatory program for individual hos-
pitals

Individual hospitals which are not ex-
empted and which, thus, come under the
mandatory program would be given an allow-
able rate of increase in total inpatient reve-
nues per admission for 1980. This mandatory
limit includes a basic limit—comprised of an
allowance for inflation and an allowance for
efficiency or inefficiency—and adjustments
for exceptional circumstances.

Basic limit

Each hospital would be granted an infla-
tion allowance to cover its own market basket
price increases (increases in the cost of goods
and services purchased). This includes an al-
lowance for the actual rate of increase in
non-supervisory wage rates experienced by
that hospital. This assures that low-wage
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workers will not bear the burden of hospital
cost constraints.

Each hospital would be given an allowance
based upon its efliciency or inefficiency. Effi-
ciency would be measured by comparing the
hospital’s previous actual costs with those
of other hospitals of similar size and loca-
tion. Efficient hospltals would be glven a
bonus. Inefficient hospitals would be penal-
ized.

Ezxceptions/adjustments

Hospitals with wunusual circumstances,
such as changes in admissions, would have
their basic limit adjusted.

Sanctions

As in earlier cost containment proposals,
once the mandatory limit on the allowable
rate of increase on total inpatient revenues
per admission is established, it would be en-
forced in two ways:

The refusal by Medicare, Medicaid and Blue
Cross to pay costs In excess of the hospital's
mandatory limit; and,

A 150 percent tax on excess revenues col-
lected by the hospital from other payers, un-
less these excess revenues are set aside in a
special account and used to reduce prices to
private patients in future years.

Savings

Estimates of savings generated by the leg-

islation are as follows:

[Dollars in millions]

Federal
savings

Fiscal year:

21,830

Total 1980-84..

] 1550

INTRODUCTION OF FOOD STAMP
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1977

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Stack) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, today,
March 6, 1979, I filed a bill to amend the
Food Stamp Act of 1977, with respect to
households which are composed entirely
of persons who are age 62 or older, or
who are recipients of benefits under title
XVI of the Social Security Act—blind
and disabled—by permitting, for the
purpose of determining eligibility for
food stamps, certain deductions as
follows:

First. From the gross income of the
household, my bill would continue the
standard deduction of $65—as provided
in the Food Stamp Act of 1977.

Second. In addition, my bill would per-
mit the deduction of all out of pocket
medical expenses in excess of the stand-
ard deduction of $65.

For example, if the household spent
$165 in a given month for medical ex-
penses, they would deduct first the stand-
g.rd deduction of $65, plus an additional

100.

Third. In addition, again for the pur-
pose of computing eligibility for stamps,
my bill would eliminate the restriction on
excess shelter deductions, which was set
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at $75 per month in the 1977 Food Stamp
Act, which, by virtue of indexing, at pres-
ent is $80 per month. In lieu thereof, my
bill would permit an excess shelter care
deduction to the extent that the monthly
amount expended for shelter care ex-
ceeds an amount equal to 50 percent of
monthly household income after all ap-
plicable deductions have been allowed.
For example, in my district, a Mr. and
Mrs. Pittman in the last month had shel-
ter care costs which totaled $160—their
out of pocket medical expenses totaled
$166—the following is the method of
computation which would be employed to
to determine income eligibility for food
stamps under the bill which I have filed.
METHOD OF COMPUTATION

The Stack bill changes the method of
computing eligibility for food stamps for
those households composed entirely of
persons who are age 62 or older or who
are recipients of benefits under title XVI1
of the Social Security Act (blind and
disabled).

Step 1—Compute household income.

Step 2—Subtract the standard deduc-
tion of $65.

Step 3—Subtract medical and dental
expenses (out of pocket) to the extent
they exceed the standard deduction of
$65.

Step 4—This resulting figure represents
“income after all deductions”.

Step 5—Compute 50 percent of this
figure (“income after all deductions”).

Step 6—Compute shelter costs (rent/
mortgage, utilities, phone).

Step T—To the extent the shelter costs
(step 6) exceed 50 percent of “income
after all deductions” (step 5), subtract
this amount from “income after all de-
ductions” (step 4).

This final figure represents income for
the purpose of determining eligibility for
food stamps.

EXAMPLE APPLYING METHOD OF COMPUTATION

The following is an actual computation
for food stamp eligibility for Mr. and
Mrs. Pittman of the district. Their shelter
costs total $160 and their out-of-pocket
medical expenses total $166.

Step 1: $225 soclal security plus $84 veter-
ans benefits equals $309 monthly income.

Step 2: $309 monthly income minus $65
standard deduction equals $244.

Step 3: $244 minus $101 (medical expenses
to extent they exceed 8$65) equals $143.

Step 4: $143 equals “income after deduc-
tions."

Step 5: 50 percent of $143 equals $71.50.

Step 6: $160 shelter costs.

Step T7: 8160 shelter costs minus §71.50
(560 percent of income after deductions)
equals $88.50 excess shelter costs; $143.00 “In-
come after all deductions minus £88.50 ex-
cess shelter costs equals $54.50 income for
purpose of determining eligibility.

Go to the food stamp table—$89.00 in food
stamps.

The purpose of my bill is clear. The ne-
cessity for its adoption is equally evident.
The bill applies only to the elderly poor,
the sick and the disabled—to households
composed entirely of individuals who are
62 years of age or older or who are blind
or disabled. These individuals are in des-
perate need. They are ravaged by infla-
tion—by the soaring costs of medical and
dental care and of housing. How can we,
Members of Congress, representatives of
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the richest people in the world, deny to
those who are literally starving, the few
dollars it would take to feed them? This
is a situation which crys out to Heaven
for justice—to feed those who hunger is
a cardinal work of mercy. I ask you, my
colleagues, to join with me as cosponsors
of this bill so that we can promptly deal
with this most urgent matter.

In my own State of Florida, some 140,-
000 households, with a total of approxi-
mately 40,000 people, are adversely af-
fected by the impact, as of March 1,
1979, of the Food Stamp Act of 1977.

I am very pleased to know that my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Honorable
CLaupeE PEPPER, the chairman of the Se-
lect Committee on Aging, has indicated
that he will join me as a cosponsor of my
bill. On the Senate side, the honorable
RicHarp SToNE will introduce a compan-
ion bill.

Mazimum allowable monthly income
standards, March 1, 1979
Household size:

HR. 2663

A bill to amend the Food Stamp Act of 1977
to eliminate certain restrictions on excess
shelter expense deductions with respect to
households which are composed entirely of
persons who are age 62 or older or who are
recipients of benefits under title XVI of
the Social Security Act and to allow deduc-
tions for certain medical and dental ex-
penses in the computation of incomes for
such households

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
5(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2014(e) ) is amended—

(1) in the fourth sentence, by striking out
“Households” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Except as provided in the following sen-
tence, households™; and

{2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentences: "“The proviso con-
talned in clause (2) of the preceding sen-
tence shall not apply with respect to house-
holds which are composed entirely of persons
who are age 62 or older or who are recipients
of benefits under title XVI of the Soclal Se-
curity Act. In addition, households described
in the preceding sentence shall be entitled
to a medical expense deduction to the extent
that the monthly amount expended by any
such household for medical or dental care
exceeds the amount of the standard deduc-
tion in effect under this subsection".

A TRIBUTE TO THE LATE MRS.
KATHRYN STONER O'CONNOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MonTGOMERY). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr, WyaTT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to thank you for this opportunity to ad-
dress the floor in memory of a great lady
who lived in Victoria County, Tex., un-
til her death last month. Actually, the
words I have to say about Mrs. Kathryn
Stoner O’Connor seems terribly insignifi-
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cant following the words of praise which
were bestowed upon her by the likes of
Pope Pius XII, Pope John XXIII, King
Juan Carlos of Spain, the legislature
and universities in the State of Texas.
The deeds of this great lady deserves to
be recorded one more time in our Na-
tional Archives, so I will attempt to do
her justice in this short time before you.

She was born Kathryn Stoner in 1883
on the Seven Bar Ranch in Victoria
County, where she also attended private
school as she grew up. Shortly after the
turn of the century she married Thomas
O'Connor of Refugio County, and homes
were maintained in both Victoria and
Refugio Counties ever since.

Kathryn Stoner O'Connor was a de-
vout Catholic and a member of St. Den-
nis Catholic Church on the River Ranch
She was also a keen student of, and an
expert on, the history of Texas. Her work
on behalf of the church, the cultural
heritage of Texas, and the people of her
State led to her first papal honor in 1939.
Pope Pius XII bestowed the Pro Ec-
clesia et Pontifici upon her in that year.
Later, in 1957, Pope Pius XII awarded
her the honor of Lady Equestrian Order
of the Holy Sepulchre of Jerusalem. She
was subsequently raised to Lady Com-
mander of the Order and Lady Comman-
der of the Grand Cross of the Order by
Pope John XXIII.

In these awards she was cited for her
many years of devotion to the faith, edu-
cation, health, and culture of the people
of Texas; specifically her work with the
Nazareth Academy for Girls, the St. Jo-
seph’'s Education Foundation for Boys,
the library built in honor of her brother,
Father Victor Rose Stoner, at Annuncia-
tion College, and her work on behalf of
the Lady of the Lake and Incarnate
Word colleges in San Antonio.

Both of these colleges also honored
Kathryn O'Connor. Lady of the Lake
awarded her an honorary doctor of let-
ters degree, and the Incarnate Word Col-
lege awarded her its Aristotle-Aquinas
Medal.

King Juan Carlos of Spain cited her
generosity on behalf of the preservation
of the Spanish cultural heritage in Texas
when he bestowed the Spanish Order of
Isabella la Catolica on her in 1975. The
award cited her singlehanded efforts to
restore the Presidio La. Bahia in Goliad,
Tex. Presidio La Bahia, one of the most
important sites in Texas history, was in
almost complete ruin and nearly forgot-
ten before Kathryn O'Connor moved to
bring the fort, and the history of the
fort, back to the people of Texas.

Since the restoration of the Presidio,
and through the generosity of Kathryn
Stoner O'Connor, a Spanish Texas Mi-
crofilm Center for the study of Texas’
Spanish heritage has been founded on
the fort's grounds. The Spanish King’s
award honoring this benevolence was the
first of its kind ever given to any citizen
of the United States.

Her book, “Presidio La Bahia, 1721-
1846,” written in 1966, has been widely
acclaimed and is now in its second print-
ing. She also contributed numerous arti-
cles to the Southwest Historical Quar-
terly and is the author and editor of
many, many works on the history of
Texas.
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Her devotion to Texas did not lie with
only its churches and its history, though.
The Kathryn Stoner O'Connor Founda-
tion has been primarily devoted to the
welfare of its people. The foundation
awards grants for health and education
throughout the State, Grantees from her
foundation included a new wing on the
Citizen’s Memorial Hospital in Victoria,
complete with the most advanced cobalt
treatment equipment, to the agricultural
experiment station of Texas A&M Uni-
versity's extension service at Beeville,
Tex. Scientists at this station are study-
ing ways to protect the indigenous
prairie chicken from extinction.

Kathryn Stoner O'Connor is survived
by an equally great family in Texas: her
daughter, Mary O’Connor Braman of
Victoria, and two sons, Dennis M. O'Con-
nor of Refugio and Thomas O'Connor,
Jr., of Victoria, and three grandchildren,
Louise S. O’Connor of Austin, Kathrine
O'Connor Counts of Victoria, and Daniel
Hawes Braman, Jr., of Refugio County.

I have probably spoken longer already
than Miss Kate would have wanted. For
her funeral she requested that Rev. Ed-
ward Kircher of Woodsboro simply ask
us to remember her in our prayers in-
stead of offering a eulogy. That is the
way she was—a simple, beautiful woman
who liked simple, beautiful things.

Victoria and Refugio Counties, Tex.,
and very probably the world feel a sense
of loss with the passing of Kathryn
Stoner O'Connor. Her special spirit
touched us all, and I simply wish to add
my deepest sympathy to her family, and
add my words of praise to those which
have already been said for this grand
lady.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

ANOTHER FORM OF BANK
ROBBERY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, when
asked why he stole from banks, the
famous robber Willie Sutton replied, “be-
cause that'’s where the money is.” To-
day’s bankers have been taught an
ironic lesson from their former neme-
sis—rob the customers, because that is
where the money is. That banks have
learned this lesson well is evidenced by
a recent editorial in the influential trade
newspaper, American Banker. The edi-
torial is entitled “Smart Competition,”
but what it really calls for is no compe-
tition. It suggests outright that compet-
ing banks “educate” any competitors who
they believe are unwittingly underpric-
ing their customer services. Low service
charges can harm the banking commu-
nity, the editor asserts, because, in order
to compete, other banks will be forced
to lower their charges, and this in turn
endangers the health of each institution.

The recent advent of new services such
as automatic transfers and NOW ac-
counts prompted most banks to reassess
their pricing strategies for the consumer
services they offer. As a result, services
formerly taken for granted, such as free
checking with no strings attached, have
all but disappeared. Once banks recog-
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nized that such offerings were not pro-
ducing a sufficient profit, most moved
quickly to rectify the situation, usually
at the expense of middle- and low-in-
come customers. But some financial in-
stitutions did not jump on the band-
wagon, and it is the threat these banks
pose to their competitors which prompt-
ed the editorial. By offering services at
low prices, banks pose a dilemma for
their competitors, who must either cut
their own charges or risk losing custom-
ers. This is one of the few areas in bank-
ing which is not strictly regulated, and
the editorial’s message indicates that at
least some bankers cannot face the free
market competition they always cry out
for.

The editorial recommends that banks
confront their low-priced competitors if
they believe that the underpricing is due
to a failure to recognize the costs en-
tailed in providing the services. Banks
can avoid the secrecy of cost comparing
in other industries, the editorial proudly
claims, by hosting cost analysis seminars
and similar forums in which everything
would be “open and above board.” The
American Banker calls this education. I
call it price fixing, because it encourages
and even pressures banks to raise the
costs of their services to consumers.

The editors of American Banker do
not object if banks are underpricing
services as loss leaders, or are charging
low fees because of efficient operational
techniques. But low prices do no more
harm to the banking community as &
whole if they are assessed out of igno-
rance than if they are charged for specific
reasons. Furthermore, bankers should be
insulted by the paper’s insinuation that
many of them do not know what they
are doing, or why. Behind the guise of
helping the financial community avoid
harm, the editorial is calling not for
competition, but for collusion, so that
consumers will have nowhere to turn.

So long as a bank is not performing
unsafe and unsound practices in the con-
text of its overall financial condition,
any act by its competitors to force it to
charge higher prices is blatantly anti-
consumer and borders on violating anti-
trust statutes. Whether it is done behind
closed doors in smoke-filled rooms or at
public meetings, the net effect is the
same—the consumer loses because com-
petition is stifled in the name of a sup-
posedly greater good—the bottom line of
the banks.@

AMENDING THE FEDERAL TORT
CLAIMS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. U