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' from Illinois. I must say that I admire
the gentleman’s persistence in what I
hope will be a continued dead issue.

I certainly do net intend to degrade
the memory of the distinguished late
Senator from Hlinois. Last year, despite
the objections of a number of my fellow
* Hoosiers here in the House, an amend-
| ment was passed designating the “Paul
. H. Douglas Indiana Dunes Lake Shore.”

Fortunately, it died in the Senate.

There surely is a more appropriate
memorial to Senator Douglas—perhaps
in his own beloved State of Iilinois.

I am econfident that my colleagues
from Indiana here in the House as well
as in the other body will work in con-
cert to oppose this Illinois intrusion on
the work of hundreds of Indiana
Hoosiers who labored long and hard to
establish the dunes.

In the event this bill should surface,
Indiana will seek reciprocity from the
Iilinois gang. I would offer & resolution
renaming the windy city of Chicago in
honor of one of Indiana’s famed Sena=-
tors. Under this proposed resolution
Chicago would become Hartke, Ill, in
honor of Senator Vance Hartke who
served the people of Indiana in the other

. body for 18 years.

Surely renaming the Indiana Dunes
has nothing to do with building Presi-
dent Carter’s New Foundation. There-
fore, I would expect him to veto it should
it reach his desk. Failing this, we would
launch our effort to rename Chicago. /

i
A CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND
TO REQUIRE A BALANCED FED-
ERAL BUDGET

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

Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Speaker, today
many Americans are worried—and right-
fully so—about the cost of living. They
are concerned whether they will have
enough money to buy groceries, whether
they can afford a decent home and,
after a lifetime of saving, whether they
can even afford to retire.

I think most of us would agree that
bringing inflation under control is one
of the top pricrities facing the 96th Con-
gress. However, I would submit that any-
thing short of decisive action on our part
will fail to accomplish this goal.

Teday, I am introducing a constitu-
tional amendment which would require
-8 balanced Federal budget. My amend-
ment would phase in a balanced budget
over 3 years by setting the meaximum
deficit at $15 billion the first year, at $10
billion the second year, and at $5 billion
the third year. Any subsequent deficit
could only occur in times of war or na-
tional emergency—and then only with
a two-thirds vote of both the House and
Senate for each and every deficit year.

Even though recent polls show that an
overwhelming majority of those sur-
veyed favor a balanced budget, many
;State legislatures, with an eye toward
“the fate of similar balanced budget pro-
posals in the past, are skeptical about
the willingness of Congress to live within
its means. To date, 24 States have joined
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in calling for a constitutional conven-
tion to draft such an amendment and
submit it to the States for ratification.
Although I was instrumental in getting a
resolution of this nature through the
Colorado Legislature last year, clearly
the better route would be for Congress
to draft and pass a constitutional amend-
ment mandating a balanced Federal
budget. i

I hope that my other colleagues agree
with me that inflation is public enemy
No. 1 and, therefore, support this amend-
ment.

R U PSS R e

A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
TO LIMIT CONGRESSIONAL
TERMS OF OFFICE

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

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a joint resolution pro-
posing a constitutional amendment pro-
viding for the limitation of congressional
terms of office, and for the lengthening
from 2 to 4 years of the terms of Mem-
bers of Congress. My proposal would lim-
it Senators to two terms of 6 years each;
Representatives to three ferms of 4 years

each.

The fact that a great number of
similar proposals have been introduced
in recent years, particularly during the
94th and 95th Congresses, and that many
will undoubtedly be offered during the
96th Congress, is indicative of the in-
creasing recognition by those of us in
the Congress that, more and more, our
constituents feel their interests could be
more effectively and responsively rep-
resented if the terms of their officials in
Washington were limited. In 1977, the
Gallup poll showed that fully 60 percent
of the American people supported such
a measure. During my campaign for
Congress this past year, I asked the peo-
ple of California’s 14th District for their
views on this question; 67.5 percent re-
sponded that all Congressmen should
be limited to 12 years in office. Even
more conclusively, 73.2 percent asserted
that most Congressmen have lost touch
with the people back home. =

Throughout the 19th century, it was
quite uncommon for a Member of the
House to serve for more than two terms.
It was not until 1901 that, for the first
time, less than 30 percent of the incom-
ing Congress were not freshmen. In the
years since, the average length of serv-
ice has increased to the point where,
today, the mean length of service is about
five terms. While there may be some
justification for the longer periods of
service in this century because of the
rise of the committee system and the
increasing variety and complexity of
the legislative issues taken up by Con-
gress, it is also true that the perception
of Congress as a desirable and attractive
permanent career has grown dramatical-
ly. And it is for many of the same rea-
sons that service in Congress has become
so attractive that the American people
have, to a large degree, lost faith in the
ability and willingness of Congress to
truly represent their best interests.

TBI
TH343

The demise of the committed citizen
legislator is a serious threat to our tradi-
tion of representative democracy. Our
Founding Fathers viewed the Congress
as a body in which citizen legislators
established the laws by which they and
their fellow citizens chose to abide. It was
not expected that individuals elected to
Congress would remain in Washington
for years on end; rather, it was felt that
service in the Congress would be the
same as a duty—not necessarily a pleas-
ant one, but important if the experi-
ment in democracy were to suczeed.

We have strayed from this concept.
Life as a Congressman has become so at-
tractive that it has become increasingly
difficult for us to remember just why we
are here. Longevity in Washington has,
in many instances, become an end in it-
self. My suggestion that the Ilength of
service be limited by law would, I believe,
contribute to a revitalization of the Con-
gress—a, revitalization which is crucial
given the problems and issues with which
we are confronted today—while, at the
same time, insuring that Members are
clesely attuned to the needs of our con-
stituents. =

Twelve years is time enough for any
one of us to make our mark in Washing-
ton, to make the kind of contribution to
the course of our Nation’s affairs that
our forefathers intended. While it can
be argued with some justification that
such a limitation would prematurely end
the contributions of a few exceptional
legislators—and the roll of those who
have been outstanding Members of Con-
gress for 12, 30, and even 40 years in-
cludes many of the leading figures in the
history of our Nation—I nevertheless
would argue that my proposal would pro-
vide an opportunity for many more out-
standing Americans to apply their energy
and talents for the benefit of their coun-
try than would otherwise be the ease.

The most important reason for limit-
ing the congressional term of office is, of
course, to restore the confidence of the
Ameri:an people in Government. By pro-
viding for the regular turnover of con-
gressional membership, we can make a
lasting contribution in this area. Mem-
bers of Congress would be chosen by their
fellow citizens to represent them on a
temporary basis—and would then return
home to pursue their various chosen
careers. We are American citizens first,
Congressmen second—and the American
people have every right to expect that we
understand this basic fact.

We in Washington are not here to ac-
cumulate personal power. Nevertheless,
given the nature of our responsibilities,
our influence can be great. Unfortu-
nately, such power and influence has, in
recent years, all too often been abused. I
can make no greater argument for urg-
ing my colleagues to support my resolu-
tion than to recall the words of James
Madison who wrote in the Federalist
Papers:

It is a received and well-founded maxim,
that where no other circumstances affect the
case, the greater the power is, the shorter
ought to be its duration.

In conjunction with limiting the
length of service in both the House and
Senate, I am proposing that the con-
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gressional term of office be increased
from 2 to 4 years. My resolution provides
that the House be divided into two
classes, each to be elected alternately.

The requirement that we run for re-
election every 2 years means most of us
must begin campaigning almost immedi-
ately upon our initial elections. Given
the burden of the legislative workload,
as well as the many other demands on
our time, such a requirement can only
detract from the quality of service we
are able to offer our constituents. Fur-
ther, the congressional process is in-
creasingly intricate and requires that a
great deal of time be devoted to attain-
ing a sufficient familiarity with it. A 4-
year term, I believe, can satisfy these
requirements; the 2-year term is, in most
cases, just too short. In order to most
effectively represent our constituents, we
must have adequate opportunity to con-
sider closely, evaluate, and then pro-
ceed—all with due caution and reflection.

The American people have demanded,
and certainly deserve, an improvement in
the guality of the work of Congress. They
demand reform and, according to all the
surveys of public opinion with which I
am familiar, overwhelmingly support the
4-year term. My proposal is an attempt
to meet this demand.

Mr. Speaker, recently I was honored
for the first time with election to Con-
gress. Throughout my campaign, the
message I received most consistently and
clearly from the people of the 14th Con-
gressional District of California was that
Congress was “out of touch,” was “not in
tune” with their problems and concerns.
They believe their representatives should
serve in Washington for a period long
enough to make a contribution, but not
for so long that they are forgotten. They
also ask that, having invested their trust
in us, that it not be abused—but, rather
that they receive a fair return on their
investment. The 4-year term would en-
hance this return.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to heed the voice of the people,
and work to make Congress more respon-
sive to it. The American people deserve
no less. I believe my resolution is a
needed step in this direction.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF COM-
MITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECH-
NOLOGY

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from the Com=
mittee on Science and Technology:

‘WasHINGTON, D.C.,
January 29, 1979.
Hon. Taomas P. O’NEILL,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
The Capitol, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: Since there has been
some confusion regarding my committee as-
signments, I am enclosing copies of corre-
spondence in which I indicated my prefer-
ences. Please see especially my letter dated
December 7, 1978, in which I stated my de-
sire to serve only on the Committee on
Banking.

Therefore, I wish to resign as a member of
the Committee on Science and Technology
for the 96th Congress. I know that as a re-
sult of my resignation, I will forfeit my
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seniority on the Science and Technology
Committee.
Thank you very much for your help with
this matter.
Best wishes,
SteEPHEN L. NEAL,
L U.S. Congressman.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.
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RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF COM-
MITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMEIA

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation as a member of
the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia:

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
January 30, 1979.
Hon. Taomas P. O’NerILy, Jr,,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Speaxer: Because of the ex-
tremely heavy demand on my time as Chair-
man of the NATO Subcommittee, and my
other committee and legislative responsi-
bilities, I will appreciate your accepting my
resignation from the District of Columbia
Committee.

I feel that it would be unfair to the other
members, as well as the people of the District
of Columbia, for me to continue to serve on
the D.C. Committee.

It has been a pleasure for me to work with
the members of that committee, and with
the staff.

With kind regards,

Very sincerely,
DaN DANIEL,

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF COM-
MITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation as a member
of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs:

WasHINGTON, D.C.,

= January 30, 19739,
Hon. THoMAs P. O'NELL, Jr., :

Speaker of the House of Representatives,
The Capitol.

Dear MR. SPEAKER: As you no doubt are
aware, earlier today the Democratic Policy
and Steering Committee nominated me to
fill the 25th vacancy on the Small Busi-
ness Committee. As I had indieated to you,
this assignment was my first preference for
a secondary committee assignment. There-
fore, I am delighted!

It is my understanding that I must sub-
mit to you my letter of resignation from the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee for transmittal
to the House leadership and to Chairman
Roberts. I have already personally discussed
with Chairman Roberts the reasons for my
leaving his committee, and while I never
served as a standing member of the com-
mittee I was honored to have been chosen as
a member of that body. Nevertheless, I feel

that I will be much more effective to both'

my constituents and our country as a mem-
ber of the Small Business Committee. I
hope you will consider this resignation.

Should you need any further information
or documentation from me to finalize resig-
nation from the Veterans’ Affairs Committee,
please do not hesitate to advise me im-
mediately.

January 31, 1979

Again, thank you for your assistance in
helping me to obtain this assignment.
With warmest regards,
Sincerely,
ToNy P. HAaLL,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,

. the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

DESIGNATING MEMBERSHIP ON
CERTAIN STANDING COMMITTEES

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, as chairman
of the Democratic Caucus and by the au-
thority of the Democratic Caucus, I send
to the desk a privileged resolution (H.

‘Res. 78) and ask for its immediate con-

sideration.
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
H. Res. 78
Resolution designating membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the
following standing committees of the House
of Representatives:

Committee on the District of Columbia:
GEeorcE THoMAS (MicKEY) LeLAND, Texas.

Committee on Education and Labor: DoN
BAILEY, Pennsylvania. : :

Committee on International Relations:
Davip R. BowenN, Mississippi; Froyp J. FiTH-
1AN, Indiana.

Committee on Judiciary: ABNER J. MIKVA,
Illinois; MicHAEL D. BARNES, Maryland;
RicHARD C. SHELBY, Alabama.

Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice: DoNALD JOSEPH ALBOSTA, Michigan.

Committee on Science and Technology:
STANLEY LUNDINE, New York; ALLEN E. ERTEL,
Pennsylvania; KEnT HANCE, Texas.

Committee on Small Business:
Havrw, Ohio.

Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct: CHARLES E. BENNETT (chairman), Flor-
ida; Lee H. HaMILTON, Indiana; RICHARDSON
PreYeR, North Carolina; JoHN M. SLack,
West Virginia; MorcaN F. MurPHY, Illinois;
JoHN P. MURTHA, Pennsylvania.

Mr. FOLEY (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the resolution be dis-
pensed with, and that it be printed in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Stupps) . Is there objection to the gentle-
man from Washington?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. :

Tony P.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before
the House the following resignation as a
member of the Committee on the
Budget: ;

WASHINGTON, D.C.,
January 31, 1979.
Hon. TeHOMAS P. O’NEILL, Jr.,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
U.S. Capiiol, Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. SPEARER: This is to advise you
that I wish to resign from my assignment on
the Committee on the Budget.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN J. DUNCAN,
Member of Congress.
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Commerce of the United States; and Dr.
Rudy Oswald, director, department of
research, AFL-CIO.

On Friday, February 9, 1979, the com-
mittee shall hold hearings in both the
morning and the afternoon. At 10 a.m.,,
the committee shall hear the testimony
of two witnesses: The Honorable Alfred
Kahn, Chairman, Council on Wage and
Price Stability; and Dr. Barry Bosworth,
Director, Council on Wage and Price Sta-
bility. On Friday afternoon beginning at
3 p.m. the committee shall hear the testi-
mony of three witnesses: Mr. Donald V.
Seibert, representative, the Business
Roundtable; Mr. William J. Brodbeck,
representative, National Association of
Retail Grocers of the United States; and
Mr. Boris H. Block, secretary/treasurer,
United Electrical Workers.

Anyone interested in obtaining addi-
tional information about the committee’s
hearings should contact Steven M. Rob-
erts, chief economist for the committee,

at 224-7391.
< SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILD AND HUMAN

DEVELOPMENT
@ Mr. CRANSTON. Mr, President, the
hearings before the Subcommittee on
Child and Human Development, which
I announced on January 23 will be held
on child care (S. 4) on February 6 and
21, and on the ACTION Agency reau-
thorization (S. 239) on February 8, will
begin on those dates at 9 a.m. and not
at 9:30 a.m. as previously announced.®
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND DEBT
MANAGEMENT

@ Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Subcommittee on Taxation and
Debt Management of the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance will hold a hearing on
February 5, 1979, on the status of foreign
debts owed to the United States.
. The hearings will begin at 10 a.m. in

room 2221 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building. Witnesses to testify are Mr.
C. Fred Bergsten, Assistant Secretary of
the Treasury for International Affairs,
and Mr. Julius Katz, Assistant Secretary
of State for Economic and Business
Affairs.

In January 1977, similar subcommittee
hearings were conducted and, at that
time, foreign debt owed the United
States was over $60 billion.

The subcommittee would be pleased to
receive written testimony from those
persons or organizations who wish to
submit statements for the record. State-
ments submitted for inclusion in the
record should be typewritten, not more
than 25 double-spaced pages in length
and mailed with five copies by March 9,
1979, to Michael Stern, Staff Director,
Committee on Finance, room 227 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20510.@

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND DEBT

MANAGEMENT

© Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-

dent, the Subcommittee on Taxation and

Debt Management of the Senate Com-

mittee on Finance will hold a hearing on

the administration’s request to increase

the statutory debt ceiling.

The Honorable W. Michael Blumen-
thal, Secretary of the Treasury, and Mr.
James T. McIntyre, Director of the Of-

— - 1) '
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fice of Management and Budget, will
testify on the public debt at 9:30 am.,
Tuesday, February 6, 1979, in room 2221,
Dirksen Senate Office Building.

The permanent debt limitation under
present law is set at $400 billion, with
a temporary additional limit of $398 bil-
lion. The debt limit of $798 billion is due
to expire March 31, 1979.

The subcommittee would be pleased to
receive written testimony from those
persons or organizations who wish to
submit statements for the record. State-
ments submitted for inclusion in the rec-
ord should be typewritten, not more than
25 double-spaced pages in length and
mailed with five copies by March 1, 1979,
to Michael Stern, staff director, Com-
mittee on Finance, rcom 2227, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
20510.@

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
® Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the oversight hear-
ing scheduled before the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources for Mon-
day, February 5, 1979, at 10 a.m., on sur-
face mining regulations, issued by the
Department of the Interior, has been
canceled.®

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

@ Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources has sched-
uled hearings to evaluate the impact of
the President’s proposed budget for fiscal
year 1980 on Federal programs and
activities under the jurisdiction of the
committee.

On February 7, 1979, Secretary of
Energy James Schlesinger will appear
before the committee to discliss the im-
pact of the proposed budget on Federal
programs of the Department of Energy.

On February 8, 1979, Secretary of the
Interior Cecil D. Andrus and Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture Malcolm Cutler
will appear to discuss the proposed budg-
et impact on the programs and activities
of the Departments of the Interior and
Agriculture,

Each of these meetings will take place
in room 3110 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building, at 9:30 a.m.

Anyone wishing information abouf
these hearings should contact Richard
Grundy, senior professional staff member
for energy at 202-224-9894.@ :
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY CONSERVATION AND

REGULATION

@® Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, on
Monday, February 5, 1979, the Subcom-
mittee on Energy Conservation and
Regulation of the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources will hold a hear-
ing on the Department of Energy’s plans
for emergency energy conservation and
gasoline rationing. The hearing will
commence at 10 a.m. in room 3110, Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building.

There is a clear danger that the cur-
rent situation in the Middle East could
worsen, and, if it does, the United States
will suffer petroleum shortages. The
Secretary of Energy has discussed this
situation in a general way in hearings
before the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources on January 17, 1979.
At these hearings, the Secretary alluded

to various energy demand restraint
measures which could be imposed to re-
duce domestic petroleum consumption in
the event of a supply shortage. These
measures included -service station clos-
ings and, ultimately, gasoline rationing.

In my opinion, it is time that the Con-
gress focused its attention on these
measures. Emergency conservation plans
were published in the Federal Register
by the Ford administration on May 28,
1976. We have heard nothing more about
them since. The Carter administration
rewrote the gasoline rationing plan last
year and published their proposed plan
on June 28, 1978. Any of these plans, if
implemented, would have a traumatic
impact on the everyday lives of millions
of Americans. It is, therefore, essential
that we realize that, first, these plans
may be imposed and second, that we
have a responsibility to examine them
very carefully. This is the purpose of the
hearing on February 5. It will initiate a
process which I hope will lead to a recog-
nition of the seriousness of our=energy
situation and of the need for creative
attention to devising reasonable soli-
tions to our vulnerability to energy
shortages.

Questions about this hearing should be
addressed to Benjamin S. Cooper or
James T. Bruce of the subcommittee staff
at 224-989%4.@

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 10—
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
TO BALANCE THE BUDGET

@ Mr. ROTH, Mr. President, I am proud
to once again sponsor legislation calling
upon the Congress to initiate a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budget,
specifically Senate Joint Resolution 10
introduced by Senator MCCLURE.

n the Sses, when
I first supported a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget, the issue was
not very popular. During the past 4 years,
however, State legislatures have sup-
ported the movement to urge the Con-
gress to pass a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the Federal budget.
Twenty-four States have passed-legisla-
tion calling for such a plan, with more
State legislatures considering the ques-
tion. I am proud to say that my own
State of Delaware endorsed the plan in
February 1976. It is reinforcing to see
that a balanced budget amendment has
been growing in popular appeal to such
an extent that it is now embraced by a
“born .again” Gov. Jerry Brown.

Twenty-four States have sent a mes-
sage to the Congress—the American
people are fed up with runaway infla-
tion and the Government’s response:
“Spend now and the people will pay
later.” The legislation I am sponsoring
gives the Congress an opportunity to
affirmatively respond to this message.

1t has been 11 years since we have seen
a budget surplus. even more fright-
ening to look at es

€a. eficits, only 8 surpluses.

~An Impartial observer would be hard
pressed to find evidence in such a sad
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ate, (2) to employ personnei and (3) with
the prior consent of the Government depart-

ment or agency concerned and the Commit-
tee eon Rules and Administration, to use on
a reimbursable basis the services of person-
nel of any such department or agency.

. SEc. 2. The expenses of the committee
under this resolution shall not exceed $1,-
429,200, of which amount (1) not to exceed
$17,008 may be expended for the procurement
of the services of individual consultants, or
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(1) of the Legislative Reorganizatica
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to
exceed $500 may be expended for the train-
ing of the professional staff of such commit-
tee (under procedures specified by secticn
202(j) of such Act).

SEec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for tegislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practical date, but not
later than February 29, 1980.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate.

SENATE RESOLUTION 44—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHOR-
IZING THE PRINTING OF “STUDY
ON FEDERAL REGULATION,

FRAMEWORK FOR REGULATION, -

APPENDIX TO VOLUME VI”
Mr. RIBICOFF submitted the follow-

ing resolution, which was referred to the.

Committee on Rules and Administration:
S. REs. 44

Resolved, That the committee print of the
Committee on Governmental Affairs entitleg
“Study on FPederal Regulation, Framewopk
for Regulation, Appendix to Volume VI”/be
printed as a Senate Document, and that there
be printed four hundred and fifty addifional
copies of such document for the use ¢f that
committee.

ON FEDERAL REG
UME VI, FRAMEWOR
LATION”

ing resolution, whic
Committee on Ruje
tion:

S/ Res. 45

eral Regulation, Volume VI,
i Regulation.” be printed as a

safd additional copies of such docu-
e use of that committee.

PROVAL OF PROPOSED BUDGET
AUPHORITY FOR THE COLUMBIA
AM AND RESERVOIR

Mr. SASSER submitted the following

resolution, -which was referred to the

Committee on Appropriations, the Com=

mittee on the Budget, and the Committee

on Environment and Public Works,

iig?fntly, pursuant to order of January 30,
5
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S. RES. 46

Resolved, That the Senate disapproves the
proposed deferral! of budget authority (De-
ferral No. D 79-52) for payment to the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority Fund of $15,000,000
for the Columbia Dam and Reservoir set
forth in the special message transmitted by
the President to the Congress on January 31,
1979, under section 1013 of the Impoundment
Control Act of 1974.

SENATE RESOLUTION 47—SUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAY-
ING TO THE FIRST CONCURR
RESOLUTION ON THE B
FOR 1980

Mr. ROTH (for himself,

tion, which was referred to
tee on the Budget:
S. Res. 47
Resolved, That it is the gense of the Senate,
that the first concurrenf resolution”on the
budget for fiscal year 4980 reported by the
Committee on the PBudget of the Senate
should set forth—
(1) an approprigte level of total budget
outlays which is At least $10,000,000,000 less
than the total bydget outlays proposed in the
Budget submitfed by the President for such
fiscal year, apd an appropriate level of total

authority necessary, together

with other/action recommended by the Com-
mittee, achieve such reduction in total
budget gutlays.

! ROTH. Mr. President, on behalf
e Save Our Bucks (SOB) Task

on calling on the Senate Budget Com-
fnittee to establish in the first concur-
rent resolution on the budget that the
appropriate level of total budget outliays
be $10 billion less than in the President’s
budget. This proposal calls for a 2-per-
cent reduction in the President’s budget
for fiscal year 1980.

When I entered Government service in
1967, the Federal outlays were $158.2
biliion. This year’s proposed outlays of
$532 billion indicate the runaway growth
in the size and cost of the Government,
Since 1967, Federal budget outlays have
increased by an astonishing 237 percent.
Largely as a result of this increased

spending, we now find ourselves faced'

with the difficult problem of inflation.

The budget approved last year was the
highest in our Nation’s history—$494
billion. This year, the President’s budget
will set a new record—it calls for an in-
crease to $532 billion. This is an increase
of 7.7 percent.

Last .October, the President told the
American people something they have
known for a long time, The Government
is a major cause of inflation. The Presi-
dent promised that the Government
would “take the lead in fiscal restraint.”

Now it is time for the President to
practice what he preaches. It is'time for
the President to enforce his anti-infla-
tionary measures on the Federal Gov-
ernment. If the President can tell the
American people how much money they
can earn, then the American people can
tell the President how much of their
hard-earned money the Government can
spend.

The President was correct in saying
that Government spending sets an ex-
ample. I think a 7.7-percent increase in
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1 year is the worst example we could
have. It is an insult to the American
people to demand in one breath that

wages ingfease by less than T percent,
and in/another breath announce that

at is why I am proposing that the
esident’s budget be reduced by an
dditional $10 billion. In so doing, the
budget would fotal $522 billion, an in-
crease of only 5.6 percent. If the Presi-
dent is serious about the Government set-
ting an example, and I hope he is, then
the best example I know of would be for
the President’s budget to be significantly
below the 7-percent limit on wages the
President has demanded of the Ameri-
can people.

For those who would criticize this re-
duction as being overly excessive, I would
like to point out that it represents a 2-
percent reduction from the President’s
proposed budget. I find it hard to believe
that we cannot cut the President’s budg-
et by at least 2 percent. I am afraid to
think of the consequences if we do not
cut the President’s budget.

Another advantage to my proposal is
its relationship to the GNP, The Presi-
dent has set an ultimate goal that Fed-
eral outlays will not exceed 21 percent of
the GNP. However, the President’s budg-
et would exceed the GNP by 21.2 percent.
This proposed budget would be below the
21-percent goal, with budget outlays be-
ing 20.8 percent of the GNP.

For years the Government has been
throwing money at our Nation’s prob-
lems, and when that did not work the
solution was to throw more money at
our problems. In doing so, we have con-
tributed to the biggest problem in this
country—inflation.

I believe Government must begin to
clean up its own house before it has any
right to look the American people in the
eve and demand that they cut back. Cut-
ting the President’s budget by $10
billion is an important step in that
direction.® :

NOTICES OF*HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN
AFFAIRS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs will hold hearings on Feb-
ruary 8 and 9, 1979 to consider legislation
on the extension of the Council on Wage
and Price Stability and an increase in
authorization for the current year and
the next 2 years. The hearings will be
held in room 5302 of the Dirksen Senafte
Office Building. -

That is a critical hearing and I am sure
Members of the Senate will be interested
in it, whether they are on the committee
or not.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN
AFFAIRS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
Thursday, February 8, 1979, the commit-
tee shall hold hearings at 10 a.m. and
shall hear the testimony of three wit-
nesses: The Honorable Henry C.  Wal-
lich, member, Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System; Dr. Jack Carl-
son, chief economist, Chamber of



January 31, 1979

record indicating a Government con-
cerned about excessive spending and
doing something constructive about it.
Every year, the President and the Con-~
gress lose more control over ever-increas-
ing budgets which result in an ever-in-
creasing Federal debt. The budget ap-
proved last year was the highest in our
Nation’s history—$494 billion. This year,
the President’s budget set a new record—
it calls for an increase to $532 billion.

Even more astonishing, the President’s .

budget increases the nationa e al-
on de

"wEicE the American taxpayer i 1s carrying
on his shoulders. When I entered Gov-
ernment service in 1967, the American
people were paying $12.5 billion in inter-
est alone on the Federal debt. By 1975,

they were spending $30 billion. We have

now reached the sad state where the
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effort and his personality would shape
the outcome of the Commission, and to a
large extent, it did.

He brought that same degree of com-
mitment to the State of New York and
to his national political effort. Nelson
Rockefeller was a progressive in a party
which vigorously promotes the status
quo. As such, he was denied the chance
to serve his country from the position in
which he would have felt most effective.

As a Democrat I took some comfort,
at the time, in the fact that he was
denied the opportunity to create what
surely would have been another great
American political dynasty. As a friend
and an admirer I feel a sense of sadness
that this man did not have his chance
at the helm.

‘Mr. President, I ask that two articles
by the Associated Press in Maine, and an
editorial in the Portland Press Herald

Amertcan people—witt-be—payine$57 bil-
lion for the Interest alone 1If the Presi- - of Tuesday, January 30, 1979, be printed
—dent’s fiscal year 1980 budget 1s adopted. in the RECORD.

VeENn more outrageous,
ranks as the third highest spending pro-
gram in the country. We only spend more
on ineome security and national defense.

Whenever one talks of cutting back on
Government spending, the critics inev-
itably start protesting that such meas-
ures are reckless, irresponsible, and a
blow to representative government. Upon
closer inspection, I find that those yelling
the loudest have been receiving the most
money from the Government.

We must ask ourselves when and
where it will stop. It should have stopped
long ago, but it did not. I am convinced
that without the proper discipline, with-
out a constitutional amendment calling
for a balanced budget, it will not stop
now. I am convinced that if the Con-
gress and the President are compelled
to face the issue, are compelled to bal-
ance the budget, then and only then will
we have a balanced budget.®

THE DEATH OF NELSON A.
ROCKEFELLER

® Mr., MUSKIE. Mr. President, I want
to say a few words today about my
friend Nelson A. Rockefeller. Nelson
Rockefeller and I shared as many com-
mon experiences as we had differences.
We were both in the State of Maine.
We both were elected Governor. And we
both aspired to the Presidency of the
United States. ;

Nelson was born of great wealth. It
bought him time. He devoted that time
to the public service. He was, as much as
any man I know, absolutely dedicated to
the public service. He genuinely cared
about the quality of our Government,
the services Government provides and
the opportunities available to the Ameri-
can people.

I knew Nelson best in the years in
which we served together on the Na-
tional Commission on Water Quality.
That service began when he was Gov-
ernor of New York and ended during his
Vice Presidency. We disagreed from
time to time but never with each others’
motivation, Nelson brought the same en-
thusiasm and ardor to the efforts of that
Commission as he did to everything else.
He expected that the sheer force of his

The material follows:
ROCKEFELLER Loss AFFECTS MAINE TOWN
(By John Halvorsen)

Searn Harsor.—The death of Nelson Rocke-
feller was felt especially keenly in this tiny
community on Mt. Desert Island where he
was born, later built a magnificent home and
returned each summer.

Three generations of Rockefeller's have had
ties to Maine, and the year-round residents
of the area, many of them employees or
former employees of the family, knew Nelson
Rockefeller as a friendly, open man.

He was “an awful nice fella—everybody
spoke well of him. He should have been presi-
dent,” said Harry Fernald, 77, who retired as
Rockefeller’s gardener seven years ago.

“Wonderful. The whole family was wonder-
ful,” said Robert F. DeRevere, 89, who
worked for the Rockefeller family for 56
years, both at Tarrytown, N.Y. and Seal
Harbor.

DeRevere's son, Robert E. DeRevere, who
runs a garage in Seal Harbor, said townsfolk
“regard the whole Rockefeller family as being
a pretty model family . . . They did supply
a good amount of work here on the island,
kept the economy well-bolstered here for
years.”

Rockefeller’s death “is going to be a real
blow to this town,” said Christia L. Skillin,
who runs the only restaurant, which Rocke-
feller often visited in the last 20 years.

“He was a very nice man. We thought very
much of him,” Mrs. Skillin added. “He didn’t
make you-feel as if he thought he was any
better than you were.”

His father, John D., Jr., had built a 99-
room house long before, “The Eyrie,” but it
was torn down in the 1960s. The elder Rocke-
feller also donated 7,000 acres of land to
create nearby Acadia National Park.

When Rockefeller built his own house.
known as “The Anchorage,” he is said to
have stood on a point and told the architect,
“I want this view and this one and this one.”

The 21-room stone and glass-house, viewed
as ultramodern at the time, includes a
doublelevel living room, a banquetsized din-
ing room, & -balcony jutted out over the
ocean, and a master bedroom with a ship
ladder down to the heated ocean-water swim-
ming pool.

Besides sailing and relaxing at his sum-
mer home, Rockefeller used it to host several
fundraising events for the Maine GOP. In
1967 he put his private art collection, housed
in a converted coal wharf at Seal Harbor,
on public display for the first time.

He was vacationing here in August 1974
when he learned President Cerald R. Ford
wanted him to be vice president.
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Last spring, Rockefeller put the house up
for sale. It was offered through Sotheby
Parke Bernet Galleries of New York for
“around $1 million.” But several local resi-
dents said they heard it had later been taken
off the market.

Rockefeller's brother David, president of
the Chase Manhattan Bank, and other rela-
tives still have houses here.

Some of those who knew Rockefeller best
still guard his privacy in death as they did
when he was alice. One caretaker at his
estate declined comment, and a man at the
Seal Harbor General Store, who talked with
Rockefeller “for sure last August,” offered
an explanation:

“Seal Harbor's a very private residential
community, and we guard each other’s pri-
vacy very jealously.”

But others were less reticent. Nelson Le-
land, a retired school guidance counselor who
is five years younger than Rockefeller, re-
called playing with him on the town beach
as youngsters. “You always felt special to be
with a millionaire.”

Leland’s mother, now 86, was executive
housekeeper for John D. Jr., “and when he
died, she stayed there with Nelson and
Happy.” And when she retired, the Rockefel-
ler family “gave her a new car and a year’s
salary. Anybody who worked for the Rocke-
feller’s got a fine pension.”

Leland recalls that Rockefeller “donated
generously to the hospital fund, the library
fund—anything that came up, he was right
there, -+ & 2

Rockefeller’s fellow politicians remem-
bered him, too. To former Maine Republican
chairman John R. Linnell of Auburn, Rocke-
feller was ‘a very vibrant person to be
around. He was full of enthusiasm” and “he
could transmit his enthusiasm to other
people.”

Robert A. G. Monks of Cape Elizabeth, also
a former state GOP chairman, was struck by
Rockefeller’s “sheer energy and gusto. Just
extraordinary.

“I couldn’t believe it when I read in the
paper (of his death).” Monks added. “It’s
almost as if, with Rocky’s energy, if he were
going to die, he’d deéide when and let us all
know . . . He seemed to have a capacity to
create his own reality.”

Monks praised Rockefeller as a man “who
was very committed to trying to make things
work in America.”

Gov. Joseph E. Brennan said Rockefeller
“will be remembered for his life-long com-
mitment to strengthening America’s stature
in the world community, a goal he pursued
as both a public servant and a private citizen.

“He was a man of great weslth and privi-
lece who chose to offer himself for public
service when he could have followed more
comfortable and less frustratine pursuits.
He’ll be remembered as a statesman and a
pairon of the arts. We of his native state
join the rest of the nation in mourning his
loss.”

ISLANDERS REMEMBER ROCKY¥’S GENEROSITY

SEAL HARBOR, MAINE.—Nelson Leland re-
members the two dozen roses Nelson Rocke-
feller gave Leland's mother one Christmas,.
and the big donations he made to the local
hospital and library funds.

Robert E. DeRevere, who runs a garage in
Seal Harbor, recalls how the Rockefeller clan
helped “supply a good amount of work here
on the island” by hiring dozens of people
like his own father, who worked for the
Rockefellers for more than 50 years.

And Christia Skillin remembers simply
that Nelson Rockefeller, in numerous visits
to her restaurant—the only one in town—
“didn’t méke you feel as if he thought he
was any better than you were.”

Three generations of Rockefellers have had
ties to this tiny community on t Des-
ert Island, touching the lives of dozens of
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local residents. The death of Nelson Rocke-
feller, whom they knew as a friendly, open
man, had a particular impact on them.*

He was “an awful nice fella—everybody
spoke well of him. He should have been pres-
ident,” said Harry Fernald, 77, who worked
as a gardener for Rockefeller.

Leland, a retired school guidance counselor,
five years younger than Rockefeller, recalled
playing with the future vice president on the
town beach as boys. Despite the Rockefellers
wealth, I don’t think we ever felt resentful.”

Leland’s great-aunt worked as executive
housekeeper for about 40 years for Nelson's
father, John D. Rockefeller, Jr. When she
died, Leland’s mother took over as executive
housekeeper for John D. Jr. and his new
wife. When he died, my mother stayed with
Nelson and Happy.”

When his mother, now 86, retired, the
Rockefellers “gave her a new car and a year's
salary,” Leland said.

Rockefeller was born on Mount Desert
Island in 1908 on his family’s first visit to
Maine. He built his own home in Seal Harbor
in 1939, and returned to it every summer.

[From the Portland Press Herald, Jan. 30,

1979]

DeATH OF A MAINER

There is a story, perhaps apocryphal, that
they tell about one of the Rockefeller broth-
ers, perhaps Nelson, growing up on Mount
Desert.

A local companion asked the youngster
why he didn’t have an automobile, and the
Rockefeller boy replied indignantly, “Who do
you think we are, Vanderbilts?”

Throughout his life Nelson Rockefeller
wore his immense wealth easily and unosten-
tatiously, It is not stretching matters greatly
to suggest that those boyhood summers on
Mount Desert may have nurtured and ma-
tured this special aspect of his character.

He was an engaging combination of the
practical and the poetic, as evidenced by the
twin passions of his life—politics and art
collecting. His taste in both ran to the pro-
gressive, which served him well in the art
world but frequently caused him grief in the
political.

Three times he sought the presidency but
each time he was denied the Republican
nomination by the more conservative ele-
ments in his party. No one knows how well
he would have done as president, but he
would have brought to that office outstand-
ing qualities of energy, imagination and
leadership.

He was always graceful in victory and—
like his nickname and his native state—rock-
like in defeat.

We tend naturally to view momentous
events in a parochial context, so while the
rest of the world this week remembers Nelson
Rockefeller as a New Yorker and a man of
fabulous wealth, we prefer to recall him as
a native Mainer and an admirable neighbor.

Rich as they come, of course, but no damn
Vanderbilt.@

THE NIMBUS OF MYTHS ABOUT
DEFENSE

® Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, during
the next several months as Congress con-
siders the President’s proposed Depart-
ment of Defense budget for fiscal year
1980, we are certain to again debate the
old argument of guns versus butter. In
anticipation of this controversy, I would
like to share with my colleagues a timely
article by Robert Debs Heinl, Jr., en-
titled “The Nimbus of Myths About De-
fense” in Sunday’s, January 28 Wash-
ington Post.

The author carefully states and refutes
some of the more common misconcep-
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tions about military spending. In an ap-
propriate conclusion, Mr. Heinl quotes
Britain’s Marshal of the Royal Air Force,
Sir John Slessor, “The most important
social service a government can render its
people is to keep them alive and free.” I
ask that the article be printed in its en-
tirety in the REcorb.

The article follows:

THE NIMBUS OF M¥YTHS ABOUT DEFENSE

While he was at the Pentagon, James
Schlesinger had a favorite saying: “Each of
us is entitled to his own opinion, but not to
his own facts.”

The vortex of the federal budget where
facts and opinions become inextricably
mixed is, as usual, the debate over how much
we should spend for defense. .

This should be no surprise: In a budget
that approximates $500 billion a year, a de-
fense share in excess of $120 billion, though
less than one-quarter of the grand total,
represents about two-thirds of the disposable
money that budgeteers, Congress and com-
peting constituencies can maneuver to suit
particular objectives. The rest of the budget,
over $300 billion, amounts to fixed charges—
debt service, Social Security, pensions, etc.—
which are largely immune to the tugging
and hauling that goes into a defense budget.

Thus, as in the defense debate, when opin-
ions and facts get squashed together, the
fusion process produces heat but not much
light. The charged particles that fly in all
directions are a series of myths about defense
that have orbits and half-lives of their cwn.

Myth: The defense budget is “spiralling.”
' This assertion would be true if a downward
spiral were intended, but in this context it
never is. In 1957, for example, we allocated 56
percent of the federal budget to defense; in
this budget, the percentage is 23.1. In 1957,
defense consumed 10 percent of the GNP;
now it amounts to half that. Comparable de-
clines over the past two decades can be meas-
ured in the defense share of all public spend-
ing, in the proportion of national labor force
devoted to defense and in virtually any other
indicator that can be marshaled.

But there is an upward spiral we need to
notice. In the decade from 1967 to 1977, an-
nual Russian expenditures for strategic nu-
clear forces rose from double what we spent
to triple that amount today. We now spend
about five percent of GNP for defense; the
Soviet Union allocates 11 percent to 13 per-
cent. In estimated dollar costs, Soviet defense
outlays now exceed ours by 45 percent and
the margin is widening or, perhaps, “spiral-
ling.”

Myth: The defense budget goes mainly for
weapons.

A corollary myth is that alleged Pentagon
“indulgence” in expensive weapons is a give-
away of taxpayers’ money to what, in his
farewell address, President Eisenhower—at
& speechwriter’s suggestion—called the “mili-
tary-industrial complex.”

In last year’s budget, 52 percent went for
people; this year, according to Defense
spokesmen, it is slightly down, to 50. Thirty-
five percent, roughly one-third, paid for
weapons and materiel and research and de-
velopment. This proportion, another down-
ward spiral, has declined by 25 percent since
1964 when we put 44 percent of the defense
budget into arms and related research. This
decline obviously means that the “arms mer-
chants” of the military-industrial stereotype
are hardly fattening off the Pentagon. In
fact, they are now getting 25 percent less
government business, in constant dollars,
than they were 15 years ago.

Myth: A strategic nuclear “arms race”
drives U.S. defense spending.

Less than eight percent of the defense
budget goes for U.S. strategic weapons and
forces. The highest proportion in any budget
for nuclear weapons was President Kennedy's
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in 1961, when we devoted 27 percent for that
purpose. The proposed Fiscal Year 1980
budget calls for spending 38 percent of our
defense money for general-purpose conven-
tional forces—nearly five times as much as
we spend for strategic arms.

In any case, there is no “race” with Russia.
The Soviet Union now puts three percent of
GNP into strategic nuclear forces. We allo-
cate less than one-half of one percent.

Myth: “Nonproductive” defense spending
causes inflation.

U.S. inflation has become progressively
more severe since 1968, throughout a decade
in which defense programs have been mas-
eively cut back. Moreover, inflation has been
most severe in sectors whose defense input
is smallest. To cite only one example, the
greatest inflation over this period has been
in the construction industry, where defense
accounts for less than one percent of total
business.

As for the alleged “nonproductivity” of
defense expenditures, compared to social
services, Britain’s Marshal of the Royal Air
Force Bir John Slessor made a telling com-
ment: “The most important social service a
government can render its people is to keep
them alive and free.”

Myth: We must reorder our priorities.

This Vietnam-era slogan has been over-
taken by events. We have already rendered
priorities to a dramatic extent. As shown by
the figure cited, the implicit priority ac-
corded to defense—measured by all financial
and statistical indicators—has declined dur-
ing the past two decades to about half what
it was in the 1950s.

Behind the nimbus of myths about defense
lies a generalized set of feelings—particu-
larly dear to people who pride themselves as
enlightened—to the effect that military
spending is regressive, uneconomic, socially
unoroductive and, above all, out of control.

The facts, as we have seen, are otherwise.

Defense is an insurance premium whose
costs are going uvp in a dangerous world.

‘When Isaiah talked about beating swords
into plowshares (or, as we would say, re-
ordering priorities), he added that this could
only come about “when nation shall not 1ift
up sword against nation,” a reservation that
hardly describes the late 20th century.@

THE PLIGHT OF THE VIETNAM
VETERAN

® Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, the
plight of the Vietnam veteran has been
given considerable attention in the
Nation’s media. Unfortunately, much of
what has been written has concentrated
on the problems of a few rather than the
success of many.

I do not mean to disparage the real
struggles that have faced our Vietnam
vets. As participants in an unpopular
war, they have too often borne the brunt
of nublic wrath or negligence. :

But instead of recognizing only the
negative, instead of endlessly criticizing
the Veterans’ Administration or what-
ever Presidential administration happens
to be in office, I have often wished the
media would try to project a more bal-
anced picture. 5

That is why I was particularly pleased
to read a recent article on the Vietnam
veteran in Nation’s Business magazine. I
points out that the overwhelming major-
ity of Vietnam vets have adjusted well to
their postwar lives, are happily married,
and are leading productive lives.

_ Because I feel this side of the story
should be told, I have asked that the ar-
ticle be printed in full immediately fol-
lowing my remarks. I might add that the
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A Tax Group Urges

By WARREN WEAVER Jr.

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Jan. 30 — A new

propesal to combat inflation, a constitu-
tional amendment that would tie in-
creases in Government spending to the
nation’s economic growth, was unveiled
today by a committee of relatively con-
servative businessmen and economists

as an aiternative to requiring a baianced

Federal budget.

The plan by the National Tax Limita-
tion Committee is considerably more so-
" phisticated. than the budget-talancing

amendment . that has recsived prelimi-
nary approval fromr 24 state legislatures,
whicH have voted to hold a constitutionai
convention to approve it. = ;

Basicaily, the new amendment would
bar Congress from increasing cverali

" spending by a rate any larger than the

most recent rate of increase in the gross

- pational product. It would appiy even
tighter restrictions whenever the rate of
inflation exceeded 3 percent, a low figure
by current standards. ‘

It would also require Congress to apply
any Federal surplus to reducing the na-
tional debt, authorize emergency spend-
ing increases in case of war or a com-
parable crisis and permit an increase in
the- general spending limits, but only
after a two-thirds vote of both houses of
Congress and approval by 26 state legis-
latures. - .

 Called Easier to Implement
Its sponsors said at a news conference

| that.such an amendment would be much
; more effective in holding down Govern- -
. ment growth and spending without tying
:* the hands of Congress and that it would -
. be much easier to carry out than a consti-

. tutional edict that spending cannot ex-

| ceed revenue.

i

3

Dr. Milton Friedman, the Nobel Prize

| economist who was one of the authors of

* the amendment, said it was ‘‘enormously

i likely” that Congress would take action

, in the area of broad controls on inflation

- this year because “‘they’re under the gun,
| they’re aware of the vast public senti-

- ment for something like this.”

Congress, however, will probably be

re’uctant to approve a new fiscal system.

, that circumscribes its present control of
. the appropriation process, and the White
- House; although it has no direct role irt’

j amending the Constitution, may prove

.. sympathetic to such resistance.

| Officials of the tax limitation commit-

|| tee said they would prefer to see their

project approved by Congress and then
ratified by the necessary three-fourths,
, or 38, of the state legislatures. All amend-

|, ments to the Constitution have been rati-
r fied by this process since the first 10 were |.

ratified in 1791.
| Constitutional Convention

Thealternative procedure for changing
the Constitution, upon which backers of

‘| the balanced budget amendment are

relying, requires two-thirds, or 34, states
to approve resolutions calling for a con-
stitutional convention. One or more
amendments produced by that conven-
tion: would also require ratification by
three-quarters of the states to become ef-
fective. - .

- spending inevitably goes up. Under the

# - Forexample, an inflation rate of 7 per-

There are no provisions in the Constitu-
tion or Federal iaw as to how delegates te

Amendment

- Linking Spending'to G.N.P. Gain:

such a couvention would be apportioned '
or chosen, how its agenda would be deter- -

mined and what rules of procedure wouid
govern its deliberations.

Pressure is mounting on Congress to
lay out all these ground rules in new legis-

" lation, on the widely held assumption that

10 more states may approve the budget-
balancing resolution this year, forcing
the calling of such a convention. ‘
At the same time, even more pressure
exists to avoid the necessity of holding

such an unprecedented session at all -

through swift Congressional approval of
an alternative amendment covering the
same genera! ground, perhaps the spend-
ing limit announced today. :

Sponsors Are Expected
Backers of the new amendment said’
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they had not yet obtained sponsors to in- !
- troduce it in Congress but did not expect

any' problem. They maintained _t;xey
wouid not participate in any political
competition with sponsors of the budget-
balancing amendment but only wanted to
broaden public debate on the issue.

Under the present system, Dr. Fried- |
man said, special interest groups com- °
pete for the favor of Congress and total

amendment, the same competi-
tion would occur but for shares of a con-
stitutionally limited amount of money.

Specifically, the amendment would
limit the percentage increase in Federal
spending to the percentage increase in

the ' previous year’s gross national |

product, the measure of all the nation’s
goods and services. If the inflation rate
exceeded 3 percent, the allowable spend-
ing increase would be reduced by one-
quarter of the number of percentage
points by which the inflation rate ex
ceeded 3 percent. :

‘Ratcheting Down’ Economy

cent would exceed the constitutional limit
of 3 percent by 4 percentage points, so the
next Congress could not increase spend-
ing by the full percentage growth in the
gross national product, but by a percent-
age point less, ‘“‘ratcheting down’’ the
economy, as Dr. Friedman expressed it.
~ The National Tax Limitation Commit-
tee, based in California, has been work-
ing for a half-dozen years on this kind of
spending limit mechanism and five states
have written various forms of it into their
constitutions. .
Among those helping draft the new
amendment, in addition to Dr. Friedman,
were Robert Bork, former Solicitor
General; James B. Edwards, former Re-
publican Governor of South Carolina;
James T. Lynn, former director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget; Paul W.
McCracken, former chairman of - the
Council of Economic Advisers, and
Charls E. Walker, former Deputy Secre-
tary of the Treasury. All the Federal offi-
cials served under two Republican Presi-
g%nr‘%s, Richard M. Nixon and Gerald R.
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‘Darlings of Far Right” Now
“‘Moderates’ on Tax Cut Proposal

By Jack W. Germond
., and Jules Witcover
Washington Star Political Editors

The National Tax-Limitation Com-
mittee includes many of the darlings
of the Far Right — the conservatives'
favorite economist (Milton Fried:
man), one of their favorite columnists
(M. Stanton Evans), surely their
favorite newspaper publisher (John
McGoff of the Panax chain), Ronald
‘Reagan's favorite welfare adviser
(Robert Carleson), and perhaps even
their favorite lobbyist (Charls
‘Walker).

But when the committee outlined
its proposal for a constitutional limit
on federal spending the other day, it
qualified immediately as the “reason-
able” or “moderate” alternative to the
plan being promoted by another

roup, the National Taxpayers Union,
for an amendment requiring a bal-
anced federal budeet.

Germond ¢ Witcover

And what that tells you is that the
campaign to extend the logic, such as
it was, of California’s Proposition 13 to
the federal government. is serious
business indeed. ,

~ UP TO THIS %olnf, the inclination
in Washington has been to shrug off
the whole amendment campaign as
some harmless exercise being carried
on out in the boondocks. It is an atti-
tude strikingly similar to the one the
political power structure in Califor-
nia took toward Howard Jarvis and
Prop 13 last year — until it realized at
‘the eleventh hour that the damned
thing wasgoingtopass. .' . .
_ But the latest tax limitation schéme
1s no joke. At this point, 24 of the re-
quired 34 state legislatures have ap-
proved resolutions calling for a con-

.. stitutional convention to approve an
amendment requiring a balanced
federal budget. The measure has
passed one house in four others —
California, Indiana, Utah and South
Dakota. And hearings have been
scheduled in Montana and Washing-
ton. In other states, the NTU says,
resolutions have been prepared and
cosponsors are being signed up daily.
And most of this had been accom:
plished before Jerry Brown's mad

dash to the front of the pack to dg- .

" ¢lare himself its leader.

THE OBJECTIONS to the balanééd '
budget amendment center on both its”

content and the method — the consti-

tutional convention — its supporters

have chosen. On the former, the
principal complaint is Xre_dlctébly
that an amendment would rob féderal

officials of the flexibility they require
to tinker with the économy in reces:
‘'sions or to respond in times of na-.

tional peril. It is one of those good
logical arguments of the kind that
were blithely ignored in California

- last spring.

The most serious concern, how-
ever, is that holding & constitutional
convention would open up a whole
can of extremist worms. Although the

+ legal situation is far from clear, it
. seems at l€ast possible that such a con-
_ vention could deal with all sorts of

issues, including but not limited to
stich things as the proposals for anti-
abortion, school prayer and anti-bus-

. ing améndments.
" IT1S'IN THIS context, then, that thé

National Tax-Limitation Committee’s
proposal qualifies as the safe, sane

- alternative. What the commiittee pro-

s, somewhat oversimplified, is
that spending be allowed to increase
each year only a8 much as the gross
national product. And in times in
which inflation exceeds 3 percent, the
,rermmed growth would be slightly

ower. The committée points out, cor-
rectly, that the balanced budget
amendment would not, initself, lower
spending but only require enough
revenues for the balance.

But the cote of the issue is the poli-
tics of the thing, rather than the par-
ticulars of the different plans. Few
who understand the politics of this
{:ar would dispute the judgment of

wis K. Uhler, president of the com-
mittee, that there is ‘‘sizeable”
momentum for some kind of ceiling
on federal spending. Nor would &any-
one argue with Friedman's conten-
tion that Congress is “under the gun”
on the issue. :

_That was apparent in the election
returns last fall and is equally appar-
ent in such opinion strvey data as the
finding of the CBSNéw York Times

: roll that 73 percent of the people

avor the balanced budget amend-
ment.

§0 WHAT Uhler and his group
clearly are trying to do is offer the
Congress a political escape hatch —a *
way to satisfy popular demand with-
out buying the whole NTU-Jerry
Brown package. j

It would be naive in the extreme, of
course, to expect politicians here, in
Congress or the White House, to rush
to embrace the spending limit. On the
contrary, it would qualify as an unnaty
ural act. {

But it is equally clear that the prest
sure for some kind of action is achiev+
ing impressive dimensions. And if thd
White House and Congress fail td
react, there i$ at least a demonstrabl
risk that the state legislatures, and
the voters, will take away their op-
tions. 3




Constitutional convention:
opening a Pandora’s box

~ By James Stasny

California.Gov. Jerry Brown has
always been something of an enigma;
He may have met his match, however,
when he proposed calling a national
convention to add a balanced-budget
amendment to the Constitution. In
the arcane world of constitutiomal
law, amendment by convention is the
sphinx itself. . &
Although there have been five

organized drives for a convention in
this century, nobody really knows
how a convention would work. Such
basic questions as how delegates
would be selected, what issues would
be discussed, or where and for how

" long a convention would meet remain

unanswered. :

Despite the' uncertainty, Jerry
Brown's reborn enthusiasm for a con-
vention has roots reaching far back
into American history. Historian Gor-
don Wood has described constitu-
tional conventions as the most dis-
tinctive institutional contribution the
American Revolutionaries of the
1700s: made to Western politics.
Thomas Jefferson in 1816 wrote that a
tonvention every 20.years would give
each generation a right to choose for
itself “the form of government most
promotive of its own happiness.”
Theodore Roosevelt's Progressive

"Party thought a convention ought to
be held every 30 years and made the
idea part of their congressional pro-
gram. . _

. - Yet it wasn’t until the opening of
this century that the theory began to
come close to reality. In 1899, the
drive was just beginning for an
amendment to provide for direct elec-
tion of U.S. senators. Faced with a
Congress that would not.submit such
an amendment to the states, the Penn-

'sylvania Legislature created a stand:.

ing committee to prod other legisla-

tures into backing direct election.

Mr. Stasny is a Senate legislative aide.

They wanted to do it through a consti-
tutional convention. The U.S. Senate
fought direct election for 14.years.
Only after 31 states had submitted 75
applications for a convention did Con-
gress relent and submit an amend-
ment of its own for the states to ratify.
It took little more than a year for the
states to approve it.

( 4
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In 1967, during the controversy
over the Supreme Court’s apportion-
‘ment decisions, applications for a con:
vention fell just two states short of
the two-thirds necessary to bring a
convention to life. Five years later,
the National Committee for a Consti-
tutional Amendment to Prohibit
Forced Busing tried to get state legis-
latures to approve a resolution calling
for a convention. Nine of them did.

Today, Americans for a:Constitu-
tional Convention publishes a
monthly newsletter entitled Conven-
tion Call. With the aim of adding an

" anti-abortion amendment to the Con-

Y

stitution, the group encourages state
legislatures to demand a convention.
-So far, 13 states have done just that.
The closest thing to the current
drive for a balanced budget amend-
ment occurred in the early 1950s. Half
the states applied for a conventien to
draw up an amendment forcing a 25

. per cent limit on federal taxes. Faced

with the opposition of several con-
gressional committees and Republi-
can presidential candidate Dwight
Eisenhower, several states changed*
their minds and the effort faded. :

After all this, Congress has not yet
approved legislation to guide a con-
vention. In 1971 and-again in 1973, the
‘Senate approved bills introduced by
Sen. Sam Ervin setting convention
guidelines. An identical House bill,
sponsored. by former Maryland con-
gressman Larry Hogan, failed to get
off the ground. The only other time
Congress had the chance to deal at all
with convention questions, it ducked.
When it submitted the 21st Amend-
ment to the states to repeal Prohibi-
tion, Congress specified that ratifica-
tion was to be by state convention.
Although a much different question

‘than proposing an amendment, this

would still have been an ideal time to
lay out some guidelines on how to
deal with conventions. Congress

. demurred, leaving such questions for

the states to decide.

. The bothersome fact remains that
Congress is not even sure how to deal
with applications states send it asking
for a convention. Congress received'
14 applications in 1978 on a variety of
topics: A look at one application, from
Nebraska on: abortion, shows the
complexity of the problems involved.
The Nebraska document was noted:
twice on different days in both the.
House and Senate portions of the Con-
gressional Record. That alone raises
questions about the way Congress pro-
cesses the applications, especially
since five other 1978 applications
were printed in the Senate but went
unnoticed by the House.

The Nebraska application itself
raises even more serious questions. It
states that the application is not valid
unless Congress establishes conven-
tion procedures first. Next it cautions
that if a convention deals with any-
thing other than abortion, it should
dissolve. Finally, it provides that un-
less the states can decide how dele-
gates are to be selected, Congress
should ignore the application.

Each Nebraska provision raises dif-
ficult problems and there are cqunt:
Tess others. It is little wonder that a
1952 staff report of the House Judici-
ary Committee called the applicaton
process ‘‘the stepchild of constitu-
tional law.” :

The only thing certain about a con-
vention is that Congress will do, even-
tually, whatever it takes to either
head it off or tightly control it. To
illustrate, Congress recently avoided
the issue of a state’s right to rescind a
ratification, during its debate on the
extension of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment. Yet, the Ervin bills of the early
1970s expressly provided for.rescis-
sions of convention applications.

The original Ervin bill, introduced
in 1967, made clear the states had the
power to decide if their procedures
for applying had been in order. When
the bill finally passed four years later,
Congress took that power over the
states for itself.

On the bottom-line question of
whether Congress has the power to
limit a convention to one subject area,
opinion is closely divided. In 1967 re-
marks neither Senator Javits nor
Senator Proxmire thought a conven-

- tion ceuld be limited, Javits noting

“the mere fact thatCongress in its
resolution.sought to restrict the ac-
tion of a constitutional convention
would not restrict the convention as a
matter of law.” Senator Bayh, who
now chairs the Senate Subcommittee
on the Constitution, then felt Con-
gress could impose strict limits to
keep a convention from “roaming the
constitution at will.” Still, limiting a
convention to one subject renders it
little different from the way the con-

- stitution has always been amended,

leaving behind the quesion of why
the Founding Fathers bothered at all
to provide two different procedures.
Even with all-these remaining
doubts, the winds are up again for a
convention. The idea certainly has
grass-roots appeal as the logical
successor to the Proposition 13-
spawned interest in direct citizen par-
ticipation in government. The last
election showed new awareness of the
initiative precess, through which citi-
zen petitioners place issues on the -
state ballot. At the same time, people

. are frankly disenchanted with their

representatives in Congress. A 1973
Harris poll for a Senate subcommittee
concluded that the people’s loss of .
confidence in their government had
“reached severe — even majority —
proportions.” The.intervening years
have done little to reverse that sense
of loss, and the combination of citizen
interest and citizen dismay create a
more volatile climate for a constitu-



Governor Brown has adopted one
of those rare issues where the proce-
dure may well be more momentous
than the issue of balanced budget it-
self. There is much undone and more
unknown about a national conven-
tion. The governor might pause for a
moment to consider the words of
James Russell Lowell, who observed
that democracy makes itself generally
disagreeable by asking the Powers
That Be at the most inconvenient mo-
ment whether they are powers that

-ought to be. ‘

A constitutional convention could
very well answer that question once
and for all. 3 L



Budget Amendment Knocks at
Hill Door

Washington Post
Sunday, 02-04-79

s By Susanha McBee
Washington Post Stafl Writer ”
Belween 1900 and 1911, 31 states Pe-
titioned Congress to call a constitu-.
tional convention to produce an
amendment requiring the direct elec-
tion of senators. -
That was the necessary twothxrds a
required by the. Constitution to call
'such a convention, but Congress did

not follow the mandate. Instead, the .

lawmakers proposed the measure.
themselves, and in 1912 it became the
17th Amendment te the Constitution.

To this day, scholars debate
whether that Congress acted because
of the petitions or the general mood
of the country. .

But there i3 virtually no debate
about the feelings of the current Con-'
gress on, convening a convention to
consider an amendment requiring”a
balanced federal budget. It does not
like the idea.

Nevertheless, such calls have come
from 25 states—26 if you count Ne-
vada where the legxslature passed one
that was vetoed in' 1977, or 27 if you)
count Indiana, whose vote 22 years
ago may no longer be valid. i

This year the National Taxpayers
Union here’ is quarterbacking a drive
to get petitlors passed in 34 states,
the requisife 'two-thirds, and David
Keating, who heads the etfort, says he
thinks it will succeed by June.

“I wouldn’t be surprised if they do it,”
said Sen, Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), chair-
man of the Judiciary subcommittee on
the Constitution. Bayh does not hide
his dismay at the prospect of con-
vening a convention to propose an
amendment.

“It would make the Ringling Broth-
ers Big Top. look like the minor
leagues,” he said. _’

Noting that many of the states peti- .
tions tell Congress to pass a balanced-
budget amendment if Congress wants
to avoid a copvention, Bayh said his
subcommittee would hold hearings by
the end of this. month on various bal-
anced-budget proposals, statutes as'
well as amendments, that his col-
leagues are offering. . ' "
“There’s a question of what the
states really want,” he added. “My
own state legislature is in the process
‘of passing a petition for a constitu-
tional amendment. It also tells me it
doesn’t want Congress to cut off the
federal funds that go to Indiana.

“A lot of states are’doing the same
thing. On the one hand, it’s ‘gimme,
gimme.’ On the other, it's ‘let’'s end

“the deficit,” which we would easily do
by cutting aid to state and local gov-
ernments.” )

“My . own state leéi-sla-l
ture is in_ the process of
‘constitutional amend-
TN e .
ment. It also tells me it

doesn’t want Congress to

that go to Indiana.”

' —Sen. Birch Bayh

passing a pelition for a .

cut off the federal fumls:.

3 :
Bayh said he favors, a measure that
would require “a .balancing of ac-
counts over a five-year period " but
not an amendment.
Grover Norquist, executive diree-

_t_or of the taxpayers ‘llgif)fl, said his or- |

ganization wants an améndmept be-
cause “anything less would mnot be
binding on future congresses.” The
resolutions introduced this year in 27
stateslegislatures would give Congress
until the end of next yeay to propose
a budget amendment.

“If they don’t do it by the end of

next year, we’ll force a convention,”
Norquist said. “It would be limited to
the qne subject, and, ‘as with any

amendment that Congress proposes,,

38 states would have to ratify efore
it could become law.” .

But forcing a convention may not
be easy. Even if the necessary number
of states approves petitions calling for
a'convention, it is not clear that Con-
gress would*do so. One reason is that

-Congress has “never passed rules es-
tablishing how a convention would be
called, how delegates would be chosen
or how many votes would be required
to propose an amendment.

Former senator Sam J. Ervin (D-
N.C.) came up with some rules. which
the Senate—but not the Hpuse—
passed twice, in 1971 and 1973. Théy

said there should be one delegate
. from. each congressional district and two

chosen at large from each state and that .
a two-thirds vote would be required to-
approve an amendment. Similar .
measures are now being proposed by
Sen. Jesse A. Helms (R-N.C.) and Reps. ;
Henry J. Hyde and Robert McClory,

" both Illinois Republicans.

said..

Another problem is that not all the .
" states that hgve passed petitions for a:
~convention have sent them to Con- -
gress. So far, the Senate has received;
17; the House, 16. : .

“The attitude of Congress is: ‘We
~don’t count them unless we have-
‘them,’” ” said Meredith McCoy, a law-.
yer with the Congressional Research’
Service. “Mgny members of Congress
have asked for data on the convention
procéss: There’s a lot of scholarly ma--
terial, but there are no rules. No one’
-knows anything for sure,” she said.

The 25 states that have passed con-
vention resolutions are Alabama, Ari-
zona, Arkansas, Colorado, Delaware,
Florida, Georgia, Kansas, Louisiana,
Maryland, Mississippi, Nebraska, New
Mexico, North Carolina, North Da-
koga, Oklahoma, Qre"on, Pennsylva-
nia, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia and
Wyoming.

Nevada/ Assembly Speaker Paul
May said he does not count his state
in that group because of .the gover-'
nar’s veto two years ago of a similar
resolution. “But we should pass an-
other one by the end of February,” he

This year resolutions have passed
one house in Indiana, Idaho, Jowa and
California; In. California, Assembly
Speaker Leo McCarthy strongly op-
poses the measure, and NTU’s David
Keating says, “It’s a rough battle. We
can't tell yet if lt will pass.”
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Rhodes\Has ‘Grave Reservations’

On Budget-le ling Amendments

By Mary Russell
Washington Post Staff Writer

House Minority Leader John J. Rho- .

des (R-Ariz.) said yesterday he has
“grave reservations” about any consti-
tutional amendment dealing with the
budget, even one that would only
limit federal spending.

The statement found Rhodes disa-

vowing a resolution adopted by Re-

. publican Party leaders at a meeting in
Easton, Md., Sunday. The resolution
‘called on Congress to consider imme-
diately a constitutional amendment to
“limit federal spending.” :

Rhodes was among a group of Re-
publicans at the meeting who success-
-fully fought off attempts to endorse a,
stronger resolution calling for a con-
stitutional amendment to require a
balanced federal budget. -

He admitted that those who agreed
with his position were “probably a mi-
nority” among House and other Re-
publicans, but predicted, “I won’t be
[in a minority] when people go down
the road and get to the bottom line.”

The bottom: line, according to Rho-
des, is that there is practically no way
to make such a constitutional amend-
ment workable.

He said an amendment calling for a
balanced federal budget would be un-
workable because there’s difflculty in
defining what the budget is. He cited
“off-budget expenditures”—money
spent by the government that does
-not appear as a regular budget item,
such as subsidies for the Postal Serv-
ice or financing for federal housing
programs. “It would be so easy to end-
run it,” Rhodes said of a balanced-
budget amendment.

Rhodes said a constitutional amend-
ment to limit spending “could be tied
to the gross national product or the
consumer price index,” but he said
those are not precise terms and he
questioned whether they would have
“meaning in five years or 50 years.”

“Suppose we don’t have a balanced
budget or stay within a constitutional
spending  limit. - What’s the remedy?
What are the sanctions? Is the Su-
preme Court’ gging to take over the
operation of government?” Rhodes
asked.

“If we were passing a law I

_ wouldn’t worry too much about it.

When you talk about amending the
Constitution I do have grave prob-
lems and grave reservations. There’s
no shorteut to the type of political ac-
tion the republic requires.”

Rhodes said the remedy would be to
“elect’ more Republicans” who would
support a balanced budget or to'adopt
amendments that would cut spending
in the budget. '

He criticized Democrats for mak-
ing ‘spending cuts more difficult by
demanding that they be specified by
program rather than allowing an un-
specified cut in the total budget.

Rhodes also criticized Attorney
General Griffin B. Bell’s contention

that if a constitutional convention ;

were called it could be; limited to the
balanced-budget issue. Twenty-five
states (of the 34 required) have passed
‘petitions calling for such a convention
if a balanced budget amendment is not
adopted.. by Congress. “Every  other
lawyer I know doesn’t believe it’s pos-
sible to limit the scope of sucha con-
vention,” Rhodes said. He raised the

|
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REP. JOHN J. RHODES
... “it would be so easy to end-run it”

specter of the convention dealing with
all sorts of controversial issues, from
the Equal Rights Amendment and

abortion to gun control.

Meanwhile House Judiciary Com-
mittee Chairman Peter W. Rodino Jr.
(D-N.J.) is expected to announce this
week that his committee will hold
hearings on_ a constitutional . amend-
ment to balance the budget or limit
spending.

| ——— |
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February 5, 1979

Mr. Perry A. Roberts

(202) 331-4100
TELECOPIER
(202) 296-0694 & 296-|760

TELEX
89-2693 (SHAWLAW WSH)
CABLE “SHAWLAW”

JOHN H. SHARON
EDWARD B. CROSLAND
COUNSEL

Director of Governmental Affairs
Emerson Electric Company

8100 West Florissant Avenue

St. Louis, Missouri 63136

Dear Perry:

I am enclosing an article from Thursday evening's Washington
Star on the Constitutional Amendment matter. Germond and Witcover
are probably the most perspective political reporters in town, and
I believe their article will likely lead to significantly more press
attention to the issue in the future.

I am also enclosing a copy of an article from Friday evening's
Washington Star which, for the first time, provides some breakdown
of what has happened to date. As is evident, the situation on the
Hill is somewhat chaotic but people are beginning to stir.

At lunch Friday, Netch told me that Proxmire would be intro-
ducing a bill today which would amend the Budget Control Act. Pre-
sumably, the intent would be to deflect the growing mood for a
Constitutional Amendment. Apparently, Proxmire's effort would re-
quire by legislation a balanced budget with exceptions which are not
yvet clear.

Sincerely,

. Rhinelander

JBR:kak
Enclosures
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““‘Darlings of Far Right’ Now

‘Moderates’ on Tax Cut Proposal

By Jack W. Germond
., and Jules Witcover
Washington Star Political Editors

The National Tax-Limitation Com-
mittee includes many of the darlings
of the Far Right — the conservatives’
favorite economist (Milton Fried:
man), one of their favorite columnists
(M. Stanton Evans), surely their
favorite newspaper publisher (John
McGoff of the Panax chain), Ronald
‘Reagan's favorite welfare adviser
(Robert Carleson), and perhaps even
their [favorite lobbyist (Charls
‘Walker).

But when the committee outlined
its proposal for a constitutional limit
on federal spending the other day, it
qualified immediately as the “reason-
able” or “moderate” alternative to the
plan being .promoted by another
group, the National Taxpayers Union,
for an amendment requiring a bal-
anced federal budget. T

‘Germond ¢ Witcover

And what that tells you is that the
campaign to extend the logic, such as
it was, of California’s Proposition 13 to
the federal government.is serious
business indeed. :

~ UP TO THIS point, the inclination

in Washington has been to shrug off
the whole amendment campaign as
some harmless exercise being carried
on out.in the boondocks. It is an atti-
tude strikingly similar to the one the
political power structure in Califor-
nia took toward Howard Jarvis and
Prop 13 last year — until it realized at
‘the eleventh hour that the damned
thing was going to pass. . . :
_ But the latest tax limitdtion scheme
is no joke. At this point, 24 of the re-
quired 34 state legislatures have ap-
proved resolutions calling for a con-
.. stitutional convention to approve an
amendment requiring a balanced
federal budget. The measure has
passed one house in four others —
California, Indiana, Utah and South
Dakota. And hearings have been
scheduled in Montana and Washing-
ton. In other states, the NTU says,
resolutions have been prepared and
cosponsors are being signed up daily.
And most of this had been accom-
plished beforé Jerry Brown's mad

_ dash to the front of the pack to de-

clare himself its leader.

- last spring.

THE OBJECTIONS to the balanced
budget amendment center on both its "

content and the method — the consti--
tutional ‘convention — its supporters
have chosen. On the former,;the
principal complaint is predictably
that an amendment would rob federal
officials of the flexibility they require

to tinker with the économy in reces--
'sions or to respond in times of na-

tional peril. It is one of those good
logical arguments of the kind that
were blithely ignored in California

The most serious concern, how-
ever, is that holding a constitutional
convention would open up a whole
can of extremist worms, Although the

- legal situation is far from clear, it
. seems at least possible that stich a con-
. vention could deal with all sorts of

issues, including but not limited to
such things as the proposals for anti-
abortion, school prayer and anti-bus-

. ing améndments.

ITIS'IN THIS context, then, that the
National Tax-Limitation Committee’s
proposal qualifies as the safe, sane

* alternative. What the commiittee pro:

poses, somewhat oversimplified, Is
that spending be allowed to increase
each year only as much as the gross
national product. And in times in
which inflation exceeds 3 percent, the
permitted growth would be slightly
lower. The committee points out, cor-
rectly, that the balanced budget
amendment would not, in-itself, lower
spending but only require enough
revenues for the balance.

~ But the core of the issue is the poli-
tics of the thing, rather than the par-
ticulars of the different plans. Few
who understand the politics of this
year would dispute the judgment of
Lewis K. Uhler, president of the com-
mittee, that there is ‘‘sizeable”
momentum for some kind of ceiling
on federal spending. Nor would any-
one argue with Friedman'’s conten-
tion that Congress is “under the gun”
on the issue.

. That was apparent in the election
returns last fail and is equaily appar-
ent in such opinion survey data as the
finding of the CBS-New York Times

poll that 73 percent of the people
favor the balanced budget amend-

ment.

SO WHAT Uhler and his group
clearly are trying to do is offer the
Congress a political escape hatch —a ~
way to satisfy popular demand with-
out buying the whole NTU-Jerry
Brown package.

It would be naive in the extreme, of
course, to expect politicians here, in
Congress or the White House, to rush
to embrace the spending limit. On the
contrary, it would qualify as an unnat:
ural act. f

But it is equally clear that the pres}
sure for some kind of action is achiev
ing impressive dimensions. And if thé
White House and Congress fail td
react, there i$ at least a demonstrabie
risk that the state legislatures, an
the voters, will take away their op-
tions.

R
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. Hill Cautious on Constitutional

By Lyle Denniston
Washington Star Staff Writer

. Congress is starting to stir on the
idea of a balanced-budget clause in
the Constitution,.but the lawmakers
do not seem ready to hand the issue to
a constitutional convention.

The judgment on Capitol Hill — and
sources stress that it is tentative only
— is that there is not now a majority
in Congress behind the idea of a bal-
anced federal budget, but that there
must be some sign of activity.
 In both the House and Senate some
serious thought is being given, for the
first time, to the spreading campaign
to get 34 states to demand a constitu-
tional convention to force the govern-
ment to limit federal spending to
federal income. The Utah Legislature
yesterday passed such a resolution.

The idea behind the convention

proposal is that it is the only alterna-
tive left because Congress won't bal-
ance the budget itself and won't send

a budget-balancing amendment 1o the

states for ratification.

ALTHOUGH THE Constitution has '

never been amended by the conven-
tion method, the apparent rise in
sentiment recently faor that approach
has caused these stirrings in Con-
# Key figures in the House are mak-
ing plans — perhaps to be announced

'next week — for at least a study of

various budget-balancing amend-
ments, a move that might cause a con-
vention to lose some of its appeal.

o A Senate Judiciary subcominittee

has decided to start monitoring :he
campaign for a convention, but to o

aothing until the new Congress’

mood on budget-balancing is clearer. -

® The Library of Congress has been
put to'work finding out just where the

' constitutional conyention campaign

" cent weeks that at least 22 states, and -

now stands. .
It has been widely understood in re-

rhaps as many as 24, are on record
in favor of amending the Constitution

— by the convention method + to bal-

ance the budget every year except in
times of war or other dire emergency.

'UNDER THE Constitution, if 34
states — two-thirds of the total —
asked for such a convention, Con-

gress probably would have no choice

but to call it. The National Taxpayers
Union is working actively to get
another 10 or more states to join in
the call.

Convention

Now that the state resolutions are
being examined in Congress, how-
ever, some doubt is deveioping over

,Whether the number is actually as
highas24. _

. “IUs just a big mess, frankly,”" a Sen-
ate aide remarked. “It is hard to really

- know what’s come in.” |

Congress has established no proce-
.dure for compiling a list of states seek-
ing a convention, and it has made no

arrangement to analyze the budget-

balancing demands that have come
in.

IN A SPEECH last September, Kennedy said he re
gardad that effort “as an ominous development fo!
the nation and a serious threat to the integrity o
the Constitution.”

His aides say that the chairman is “doing nothinj
specific” about the convention method so far.

Similarly, there is no sentiment among the lead
ers of the House Judiciary Committee. to move ths
convention-control bill. In fact, some of the leader
of that panel — where the bill has never made
progress.-— say that nothing should be done at al
until 34 states have asked for a convention.

. That committee, however, has had handed to-it
this year something that it may not be able to by
pass entirely: a series of proposals that-Congress it
self propose a budget-balancing amendment to: the
Constitution. ¥ .

A check of the Senate Judiciary
Committee's files on the subject
shows that 22 states at one time or
other over the past fjye years have
told Congress they want budget-bal-
ancing written into the Constitution.

BUT EIGHT OF those state resolutions do not §ay

.anything at all about a constitutional convention.-

.Most constitutional scholars have maintained
that, even if 34 states agreed on the need for an
amendment, that by itself is.not enough to force a
convention. The states must make clear that they
want the convention method used, those scholars
have argued. - d :

The Senate committee file — the only one main-
tained on that side of Capitol Hill — is a loose collec-
tilon of documents, many incomplete, others un-
clear. .

Some of the states sent in their resalutions two
years after they were adopted. Some sent drafts of
resolutions, with no indication of when they were
actually approved. Others did not certify that the
language was what had won formal approval.

Nine of the states that supposedly have called for

‘a convention have submitted no documents to that

effect to the Senate file. -

EVEN IF THAT file were entirely complete, how-
ever, it is unclear whether anything would be done
with it —for the time being, at least.

Sen. Jesse Helms, R-N.C., and Rep. Henry Hyde, R-
111, have revived the idea of passing a law to set up a
procedure for processing:convention calls, and for

,arranging th~ details of a convention should 34

statesdemardit. . -~

* :'The Senate twice: passed sﬁcn a propgsaf ;::1971

and 1973, but the bills-never got out.of a committee
on the House side. : '
~There are, so far, no plans.to hold any hearings

on such legislation: in ejther house of Congress,
sourcesreport. - ¥l g - 77
Inr the Senate, there is as yet no sign that the Ju-

el T s

diciary Committee is willing to move such a bill,,
even though it had done so twice before. The new
committee chairman, Sen. Edward Kennedy, D-
Mass., was one of the first to raise an alarm about
the campaizgn for a budget-balancing convention

The Washington Star, Friday, February 2, 1979
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F rledman Am&ndrri_efr;t‘

By Wllham Saﬁre

EASTON, Md. — A specter is haunt-

ing Congress: the specter of a Constl-
tutional Convention.

Twenty-four states out of a needed

34 have already passed resolutions .

calling for a national convention to
pass an amendment to palance the
Federal budget; Presidential candi-
dates as similar as Democrat Jerry
Brown and Republican John Connally
have hastened to head the parade.

. The convention method of amending

the Constitution was pmvided by the
Founding Fathers as a way of lighting
a fire under the Congress if the Gov-
ermnment in Washington did not prove
responsive to the will of most of the
states. The threat of a convention has
been used before to induce Congress to

amendments for states to then |,

ratify; but in 200 years, those who pro-

posed the convention method have'

never needed to go all the way.
Washington has reacted to the re.
cent pressure of the Constitutional
budget-balancers with a combination
~of fear, lmthmg.shockandhomr the

often-expressed. fegr . is, that if those
yahoos in the countryside ever Bot to-
with Constitutional sanction,

they would tear, up the Bill of mmr

and bring back slavery. .

Such. a shrill, anguished renction
from Washington illustrates the wis-
dom of the Founders: A growing cen-
tral government is unlikely to share its
power or curtail its growth without a
' powerful threat from the states. Law-

" makers in Washington will now have

to find a way to limit Federal growth

‘by offering. an amendment- of their
own, or will have the initiative to do S0
legally wrested away.

- The movement to curtail Federal
growth will not be stopped. President
Carter may try to pose as Scrooge with

"his *“lean, tight, austere’’ rhetoric, but
100 many taxpayers know that he is in-
creasing Federal spending by $40 bil-
lion — nearly 8 percent — which is a
far cry from “‘budget cutting.’” Worse,
any reduction of the Federal deficit
will come not because spending is cur-

i tailed but because inflation is squeez-
ing more tax dollars out of workers
y.nhed into higher brackets. -

Since most people have becqme con-
‘Vinced that the Government will never
willingly stop its own gmwth they are

,demanding a change in the Constitu-

‘tion that will force the Government to
stop growing. The stern adjectives of
rafshoonery will not suffice; tax-and-
spend-a-llttle-less-thanmual will not
do; if spending cannot be restrained
by lawmakers, then the lawmakers’

spending will have to be restnnned by

law.

At the second annual Tidewater con-
ference on Maryland’s Eastern Shore,
Republican - officials convened by

Senator BOb Pnckwood luwe reacted'
respansibly to the undeniable grass-
demand ' y

* Most of the lawmakers who came to
Tidewater knew that an amendment .

requiring a balanced budget, which is
what the states have been talking
.about, is flawed. Not only would en-
forced balance forbid the Government

to lean against the economic winds.

when necessary, butitwwldtaxlto

mandate the curtailment of bureauc--
racy: tax-bracket creep could still in-
crease the Federal tax take and a bu-

reaucracy could thus grow, even. with
the budget balanced. What is desired
is not so much “balance” as discipline

— a handle on increases in Federal
spending.
Nobel laureate Milton Friedman —

‘the conservatives' beloved *Uncle
'Miltie’’ — had been asked for his an-

swer by the noppartisan National Tax
Limitation - Committee. At a small
breakfast last week, economist Fried-

.man put forward a Constituti

Amendment limiting the increase

Fedexalspendlngtothepercemagem-‘
crease in gross national product —.

with a more severe llxmtation in times.

of inflation, and an escape hatch in -

times of recession.

The Friedman Amendment permits
Keynsians to stimulate the economy,
when necessary, by tax reduction
rather than by a spending incmase;

most important, it imposes a'disci
pline on the Congress and the execu-
tive that neither branch has been able
to achieve, aloneor together.

At Tidewater II, Republican Senator

. John Heinz announced he would soon

put forward the Friedman Amend-
cratic side, Senator Dick Stone of
Florida is likely to do the same. These
men are two of the brightest lights i
their respective parties; it is signifi-

. cant that Heinz and Stone are respond-

ing while so many of their confreres
are wringing their hands.

What began as an inchoate, imprac-
tical movement to balance the Federal

" budget, eliciting Washington’s scorn

for its form and alarm for its method,
has begun'to-mature: We now have a
practical amendment, conceived by
an economist of repute, sponsored by
the Senate Establishment of the fu-

ture.

The specfer haunting Washington is
doing its job: We may never have a
Constitutional Convention, but the

* menace of one will bring about some

spending limitation much like the

. Friedman Amendment. The people

will be heard, even when the Govern-

~ ment does not want to hear; the

framers of the Constitution found the

" most ingenious way, two centuries

ago, to make sure of that.
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Republtcans Would Curb Spending
Wlth a Constztutzonal Amendment

- Press
Biil Brock:

EASTON, Md., Feb. 4 — Republican
leaders called for a constitutional amend-
ment to limit Federal spending today and
said that they hoped Congressional action
on the proposal would divert support
from a drive for a comntunonal conven-
tion.

. They were unable, hcwever to agree
on what to say about an amendment that,
would require a balanced Federal budg-
et, which is the measure called for by 26
states in an effort that may yet force a
convention. So they stuck to the vaguer;,
less controversial spending-limit propos-
al, adding a demand that Congress itseif

__ balance: the- budget for the fiscal year
beginning Oct. 1, 1980. .

d n:edegxsxon cameattheendofa three~
day meeting of 95 elected Republicans
that: was marked by a high degree of
agreement and a low incidence of neck-
ties, late-evening community singing and
a determined signal Saturday that the
party now rejects the bipartisanship in
foreign policy it has pursued for more
than three decades.

Posed Delicate Questions

But while most of the stands on other
issues came rather easily, the spending-
budget matter posed delicate questions of
political tactics.
Republican and Democratic critics ofa
constitutional amendment for a balanced
| budget have said that under its “locked-
l in approach” to the economy, any mild

downturns in the economy would become

recessions before Congress dared to deal

with them. There is also the fear that a
| convention called to amend the Constitu-
| tion ta require a balanced budget couid be
| broadened to deal with any number of
| issues.

} - Bill Brock, the Republican national

Monday, 02-05-79

Seek Congresszonal Move
to Head Off a Call for a
Convention on Budget

By ADAMCLYMER |
ww'l'hﬂn\'u‘iﬂﬂ.

| chairman, welcomed the final position at
the meeting here, saying that by support-
; ing a limit on Federal spending and not a
t more rigid balanced-budget program, the |
} party put itself on the side of economic |
growth. But others, such as Senators’
John Tower of. Texas and Robert Dole of.
Kansas, complained. :
“We've ducked the tough mos."
Senator Tawer said. ‘“The Demacrats are

‘now trying to take the issue of fiscal re-
sponsibility away fromus.” -

The resolution that was adopted began
by blaming Democratic domination of
Congress for Federal deficits, and then
demanded “‘that the Cangress should pro-
ceed to immediate consideration of a con-
stitutional amendment to limit Federal
spending’’ ‘and ‘balance the fiscal 1981
budget, which will be -presented next
January.

No one who- spoke caued the spending
limit a bad idea, although several asked
just what kind of a limit the authors had
in mind. They were told that it was not
the time or place to go into the details of
just what sort of spending limit should be

develaped. - .
But_.the. J:alanco-d».budget ~amend-

ment and the constitutional convention
call were on most minds. Representative
Robert McClory -of Illinois warned that
the party would be left behind by the state
legislatures™ efforts if it started talking
about some amendment other than the
balanced-budget concept. He, like most?

Sy, ‘, Ty

of the others, deplored the idea of actu-
ally-having- a' constitutional convention, '
which ‘would be obliged t0.sum-
mon if 34 states asked for it.

‘Some Different Positions

Representative Newt Gingrich of Geor- |
gia said the legislatures were “inch by
inch, constantly moving us.into a trap.’”

-Representative. Clarence J. Brown of
Ohio, apparently with the backing of at
least a quarter of those present, wanted

to put the meeting on record for a bal-
| anced-budget amendment requiring
steady surpluses tocut the national debt.

Against them, Mr. Brock asserted that
the Constitution, ‘‘the most fundamental
document of our land,” should not be
amended lightly. Representative John J.
Rhodes, ‘the House minority leader,
called the budget-balancing amendment
a “‘gimmick’’ that would not work.

The voice vote calling for an amend-
ment to limit Federal spending passed
without significant dissent.

In addition to the budget and foreign
|

policy stands, the assembiéd Republi-
cans also called for “‘indexing the tax sys-
tem" so that taxpayers wouid not pay a
higher proportion of taxes if their income
only increased enough to keep up with
inflation. ‘

Like today’s spending discussions, yes-
terday’s foreign policy debate, ending
with a ‘demand that woridwide Soviet
behavior be considered- in negotiations
and Senate consideration of a new strate-
gic arms. treaty, -pointed -the :party di-
rectly toward an immediate pouucal
issue.

Neither the talk nor the results were as

‘bland as they were at a session last

spring. But even so, the curremt meeting
again ‘managed to find issues:and:posi-
tions on which the. Republicans theught
that, by and large, they-agreed withieach
other and disagreed with the Democrats.
That unity effort is. mmmme
behind . the ~Tidewater ' confefences,
named for the Tidewater Thn:where they
are held, and both Mr. Brock-and Senator
Bob Paekwood, chairmanof the Rtpubli-
cans” Senate Caucus, ‘said" they “were -
pleased with the rsults ) Ry
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_ GOP Conference Prefers
Budget Amendment by Hilk

.+ ByJlules Witcover .
"7 . Washington Star Political Editor -

- EASTON; Md. —:The Tidewater I
Conference of Republican: elected
officials moved to put the GOP stamp

.squarely on the taxpayers’ revolt by
calling-on Congress to enact a consti-
tutional amendment limiting federal
spending and to balance the budget.

In & compromise resolution that
won-overwhelming support yester-

‘day, the conferees pointedly soughtto
end-run the developing drive in state

legislatures'ta direct Congress to-call .

a constitutional convention for thé !
same purpose. g ¥
The clear sentiment in the final day
of'the weekend GOP workshop mees
ing was to steer clear of any such core
vention and press the Democratics .
. controiled Congress to pass an amende..
ment by the usual route. &
_Sen. H. John Heinz III of Pennsylva-
- hia compared amending the Constitms-
.t.ion by convention to someond:
shooting an elephant with a shotgun.
He knows.he’s not going to miss, but:
he’s going to be sorry.” And Rep. Bag.

ber Conable of New York warned:. - self to bring spending within reasona-

_-ble limits.”

against playigg “constitutional roug
lette to satisfy rebellious taxpayers. &

- SOME, LIKE Republican Nationag
Chairman Bill Brock, opposed a cong.
stitutional amendment by any meansy:
Brock said it “demeans” the Constituy
tion to engage in what he called “th&-
demagoguery of the Jerry Browns of;
this world™'—a barbed, reference to:
_the Califormia Democratic governor’s:
support of a constitutional convems
tion. f Congress. fails to. pass ag
amendment requiring a- balanced-
federal budget.. o 5 i
But Brock-added that if there must’
be an amendment; “for God's sake, ¥
Congressdo.it™ .- - ce
The conferees at. first were movms;?
- toward a general resolution that madss
- no:mention of balancing the budges;
But that omission, triggered blung:

. warnings from. Sens. Bob. Dale.
Kansas and John Tower of Texas and;

Reps. Robert McClory of Illinois ard
John Rousselot of California that the ..
party risked losing the issuge to the -
Democrats by being too timid. -~
“Unless we want to have: another:
issue escape from us,” McClory said,
“we're going to have to speak out at -
this conference.” Dole added: “I'm

“concerned this is a Republican issue

but we’re about to lose it.” The confer-- '

-ees then went on record demanding

that Congress balance the federal.
budgetbyOct:i1,1980. .- = =~ . 77

THEY ALSO ACCEPTED language:
blaming the Democrats for the state
of the economy, after a harangue
from Tower. “The Democrats are
trying to take this issue from us,” he
said. “This is a political gathering.
Let’s put the monkey on their backs."
Democratic control, he said, “has
brought us to this sorry state, and let's
by God say so.” - ’

The resolution finally said that

“years of Democratic domination of

Congress have resulted in mounting
deficits, and-. . . the Congress has
failed to establish an order of national
spending priorities or to discipline it-

Afterward, Dole said even with the
resolution as passed, “I think we may:-
be a little weak.” He took issue with a
reference by House Minority Leader
John Rhodes to “gimmickry” in deal-
ing with the constitutional amend-
ment approach and said, “It can be

. better classified as responsibility.”

- Dole said the party can't afford to

. ignore the reports that 24 states have

passed. balanced budget amendment

~ resolutions.

The debate on the resolution was
the: final principal business of the

. weekend workshop conference in

which about 130 GOP officeholders
and their spouses talked, ate, drank,.’
sang and danced together in an infor-
‘mal setting at the Tidewater Inn here.
The group praised the organizer, Sen..
Bob Packwood of Oregon, and com-
missioned him to stage a Tidewater III
next year. e



GOP Chiefs Shun
Baldncing Budget
By Amendment

By David S. Broder
Washington Post Staff Writer-.

EASTON, Md., Feb. 4—Republican
Party leaders today rejected as “gim-
mickry” the call for a constitutional
amendment to require a balanced fed-
eral budget and, ‘instead, said the
GOP would campaign in 1980 for
lower taxes and tougher spending lim-
its.-

The issue sharply split members of
Congress and state officials at a party
conference here and left the losers
complaining that their party may see
another popular issue preempted by
what one of them called “born-again
Democratic fiscal conservatives.” .

- After two hours of sometimes emo-
tional debate, they found agreement
on 2 bare-bones resolution blaming
the Democrats for “mounting deficits”
and calling on Congress to balarice
the budget in fiscal year 1981 and to
consider immediately a constitutional .
amendment to “limit federal spend-
ing.” .
But Sen Bob Dole of Kansas, one of
the 1980 presidential hopefuls at the
session, complained that the resolu-
tion “ducked the tough one” on the
balanced-budget amendment, and Rep.
E. G. (Bud) Shuster of Pennsylvania
- said-it ‘showed “we’re nothing but pu-
-sillanimous pussycats.”

Dole and his " allies said the GOP
should take the lead in pushing the
balanced-budget amendment when
hearings begin in House and Senate
Judiciary subcommittees.

Twenty-five states have approved
some form of petition calling on Con-
gress to pass 'a balanced-budget
amendment or call a constitutional

. convention for that purpose. With 34
" states, there would be a mandate for

Congress to take one of those. alterna-
fives.

California Gov. Edmund G. (Jerry)
Brown Jr., 2 prospective Democratic
challenger to President “Carter’s re-
‘nomination, has endorsed the bal-

~ anced-budget amendment, as have
several GOP presidential hopefuls.

But Republican National Chairman
Bill Brock, House Minority Leader
John.J. Rhodes (Ariz.) and Rep. Bar-
ber B. Conable Jr. (N.Y.), ranking mi-
nority member of the Ways. and
Means Committee, led a concerted at-
tack on the amendment idea that suc-
ceeded in blocking it.

Accusing Brown of “demagoguery,”
Brock said it is a “very, very hazard-
ous exercise” to write such a require-
ment into the Constitution.

“T just don’t like gimmickry,” Rho-
des said. “I think the Republican
Party should tell the American people
there’s nothing easy about this . . .
and if they want a balanced budget,
they should elect a Republican Con-
mn :

Washington Post
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Warning against ‘“constitutional
Russian roulette,” Conable said, “We
Republicans understand the frustra-
tion of the people. but we -believe in
caution. . .".The Constitution should
not be the repository of all 'kinds of
nitpicking amendments.”

But the conference resolution ap-

" proving a cofstitutional limit of unde-

fined strictness on federal spending
was termed “only half a loaf” by Rep.
Robert McClory (Ill.), ranking Re- .
publican .on - the Houae Judiciary ’

- Committee.

““Unless we .wmt anothér popular is-
sue, a Republican issue, to ctcape
from us, :we have to speak-to the Dm
anced budget issue,” he said.,

Dole, who has introduced an amend-
ment requiring that taxes and spend-
ing be cut to '18 percent of the gross
national product within three years,
echoed the warning that the amend-
ment “is a Republican issue and we're
about to lose it.”

But, in the end, constitutional cau-
tion prevailed over the desire for r-o-
prietorship of the fast-moving cause.
By a two-vote: margin, 34 to 32, the
conferees declined to open the draft
resolution to change. That result was
later reversed by a 41 to 27 vote, but
only to add some rhetoric accicin~
the Democratic majority in Congress
of failing to “disciplin~ **:els to bring
spending within res-onable limits.”

The issue.cut acioss normal ideolog-
ical lines. with such staunch conversa-
tives as !‘-p Jark Kemp (N.Y.) and
Sen. James .\. McClure (Idaho) taking:
the cautionary stand, while Dole and |
McClory went the other way.

The debate closed the second 'lide-
water Conference, an annual gather- ;
ing -of elected- GOP officials chaired
by Sen. Bob Packwood (Ore.). Earlier,
the conference approved a resolution

* calling for “substantial phased reduc-
- tions in federal income tax rates” and
indexing of the tax system to offset

inflation. )

Brock told reporters he was “not at
all fearful” of the political effects of
shunning the balanced-budget amend-

- ment. “We're talking too much about

tae budget. as if it was a panacea,” he
said. “Inflation isn’t caused just by
deficits.”



House Rank and Flle, Leaders Spht
- Over Approach to Balanced U.S. Budget

. By Mary Russe!I
Washington Post Staff Writer -
The House Republican rank and file
would like to take' charge of the drive
to call for a constitutional amendment
to require & balanced federal budget. *
/But House GOP* leaders would like
‘to rein in" the enthusiasm of their col-

* leagues and harness it to the more

'_H_-'workhorse-like task of seeking to get
- Congress to pass a balanced budget.. .

. That became clear yesterday after
Rep, E. G.:(Bud) Shuster (R-Pa.), chair-
man of the Republican Policy Com-
mittee, called Minority Leader John J.
Rhodes' (R-Ariz.). “completely wrong"™

- in his objections ‘to-the constitutional

amendment route. On Monday Rhodes
called a° constifutional amendment an
oversimplified" approach that would
not work. S

Shuster said 103 of 157 House Re-
publicans had either: co-sponsered leg- '

** islation or-gone:on record in'favor of

. a constitutional' amendment to balance

[

the budget. Shuster said he had “high

“regard” for Rhodes, but “I personally

disagree with him I think he is com-
pletely wrong.”

Tt.is net clear whether the split
among Republicans and their leaders

might dash GOP' hopes of using the
'~ balanced-budget

~issue " to regain
ground lost to - Democrats ‘who are
co-opting the fiscal 'conservative
stance.

Rep. Barber B Conable Jr. (NY ),

“ranking Republican on the House

Ways and Means Committee, called
talk of a serious split among House

' _Republicans “silly. I think we see eye-

to-eye. We're only disagreeing about
the means. Many of us would like to
use the pressure for a constitutional
amendment to impose discipline on
our body. We would not like to see it
imposed from outside because we be-

lieve in representative: government.”

Conable opposes a constitutional
amendment as “a meat-axe” ap-
proach that would take fiscal discre-

. tion out of the hands of the president

and Congress.

And Rep. John B. Anderson (IIL),"
chairman of the Republican confer- -

ence, said he opposes a constitutional
amendment, favoring legislation that

would restrict federal spending to a

percentage of the increase in the-
gross national product.

“I think John Rhodes and I have
the better side of the argument and I

hope we can persuade our brothers

that a constltutional amendment 15
best left to (California Gov) Jerry
Brown,” Anderson said.

But some Republicans, particularly

the freshmen, were not so ' sanguine.
“Frankly; the members of the Repub-

lican leadership that don’t support

this remind me of the legislators in
California that didn’t support Proposi-
tion 13,” freshman Rep. Dan Lungren
[R- Cahf )-said. .

“We're not out for any vendetta ’

We're not out.to criticize just to criti-
cize. But we're not going to stop go-
ing forward on - a constitutional

amendment. If we have to make lead-

ership moves of our own, we will.”
Minority Whip Robert H. Michel (R-
I11.) attempted to stay above the bat-
tle. Though he called the constitu
tional.- amendment process “an. ex-

treme” and said ‘‘we.just. can't éscape:
the responsibility” of balancing the:

" budget through the regular congres-

sional process, he added, “I'm not
about to throw cold water in the face
of those who want to-help me' get that
accomplished.

* “I'm just not about to get tled down

that way. We either lead.the revolt or .

get crushed by it. We shonldn’t rule

- out anything as a party.”

Michel is preparing a package or
rules changes that would restrain fed.’
eral credit expenditures, put more
items into the budget and establish a
congressional balanced-budget: ‘man-
date by requiring that when the-
budget comes up' any amendment to
increase the deficit would have to be
agreed to by a super-majority, such as

three-fifths of the House or Senate.
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I hope that the House will expedite its
consideration of this important House
resolution.

FCC THREAT TO GRAND
OLE OPRY

(Mr. BONER of Tennessee asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,

- on January 22, 1979, the Federal Com-
munications Commission which was cre-
ated in 1934 to regulate interstate and
foreign communications by wire and
radio, issued regulations designed to se-
verely cut back to within 100 miles broad-
cast signals of radio station WSM in
Nashville. WSM broadcasts the Grand
Ole Opry performances to a nationwide
audience and is currently classified as an
A-1 station entitled to a clear channel
frequency, meaning no other station in
the country is allowed to use the same
frequency. The FCC proposes to curtail
the signals of clear channel stations like
WSM to give other stations around the
country a chance to broadcast on those
frequencies. The impact of such a cur-
tailment on 25 stations including WSM,
the Grand Ole Opry, and the country
music industry as a whole could be
devastating.

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, to introduce
legislation designed to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934 which provides
the basic legislative and legal authority
for the Federal Communications Com-
mission to promulgate regulations in this
area. My legislation simply prohibits the
FCC from adopting rules relating to clear
channel broadcasting. I feel the proposal
to limit the clear channel broadcast
range of the existing 25 class A-1 sta-
tions to make room for additional local
AM stations, is arbitrary, capricious, and
beyond the normal regulatory activities
of the Federal bureaucracy.

The legislation which I will introduce
today seeks to redress this discrimina-
tory Federal regulation and simply pro-
vides congressional input and direction
into an area that a Federal Government
has sought to involve itself. The issue
here is not just WSM in Nashville, Tenn.
It affects radio stations across the Na-
tion, such as KFI in Los Angeles, Calif.,
WNBC and WABC, New York, WSB in
Atlanta, Ga. WJR in Detroit, Mich,,
WBAP in Fort Worth, Tex., WHAS in
Louisville, Ky., WLS in Chicago, Ili,
WHAM in Rochester, N.Y. Today I have
issued an invitation for the entire House
of Representatives to stand up as one
and cosponsor and support this piece of
legislation designed to correct the FCC’s
overregulatory activities.

The Grand Ole Opry began on No-
vember 28, 1925, and today, over half a
century later, it is the oldest continuous
radio program in the United States of
America and has never missed weekly
broadcast in all these years. The colorful
opry cast has grown to over 200 singers,
musicians, dancers, comedians and is

regularly heard throughout much of the -

United States, Canada, and overseas.
Over 906,934 faithful listeners saw the
Grand' Ole Opry in 1978 and I under-
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stand that an additional 7 to 8 million
people across this land see the opry
stars as they visit local areas throughout
the United States.

Opry fans annually travel an aver-
age of 470 miles, one way, to see the per-
formance at the Grand Ole Opry House
with a seating capacity of over 4,400.
Over 50 percent of the Opry’s annual
ticket sales are generated in the States
of Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan.
This is not purely regional or a State of
Tennessee problem, it is an effort to cut
out a vital part of America’s music and

_ national tradition. Nashville citizens em~

ployed by recording studios, record press
plants, talent agencies, trade papers, re-
cording companies and performing rights
organizations are a few of the country
music industries that are directly affected
by the Grand Ole Opry.

This past year, the country music in-
dustry in Nashville generated over $1
pillion in business and I am proud to
say that the Grand Ole Opry is a vital
part of this Country Music tradition.
I think Judge George D. Hay, an an-
nouncer summed it up well when he said:

The Grand Ole Opry is as simple as sun-
shine. It has an universal appeal because
it is built upon goodwill and with folk music
expresses the heartbeat of a large percentage
of Americans who labor for a living.

I understand that an organization has
been formed in Nashville, Tenn., called
Friends of the Grand Ole Opry which
has already begun a nationwide cam-
paign to save the listening audiences of
this great American tradition. I shall
make every effort to generate support
for passage of my legislation, both in the
Subcommittee on Communications,
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee and on the floor of the Con-
gress and shall urge all friends of the
Grand Ole Opry to join with me in fight-
ing these Federal Communications Com-
mission regulations.

Every interested person is urged to
write to the Federal Communications
Commission, FCC Reference Room, 1919
M Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20554
before the April 9 comment period ends.

In addition, I urge all Members and
readers of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD t0
support the provisions of the bill that I
have introduced today as well as any ef-
forts to retain the Grand Ole Opry as a
way of life for its large and dedicated
listening audience.

A copy of my legislation reads as fol-
lows:

H.R. 1913
A bill to amend the Communications Act of

1934 to prohibit the Federal Communica-

tions Commission from prescribing rules

which would permit duplication of radio
broadcasting station assignments on Class

I-A clear channels, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That part I
of title III of the Communications Act of
1934 is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new section:

“CLEAR CHANNEL BROADCASTING STATION

ASSIGNMENTS

“Spc. 332, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act or any other provision of
law, the Commission shall not have any au-
thority to prescribe or administer any rule
which would—
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“(1) authorize or otherwise permit or al-
low the amount of duplication of radio
broadcasting station assignments on Class I-
A clear channels to be increased to an amount
greater than the amount of such duplication
which is authorized under rules of the Com-
mission in effect on February 1, 1979; or

“(2) rescind, repeal, or limit the applica-
tion of the provisions of section 1.569 of title
47, Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect
on February 1, 1979, which prohibit any in-
terference or overlap with Class I-A radio
_broadcasting stations which operate on un-
duplicated Class I-A clear channels.”.

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT TO
~ REQUIRE A BALANCED FEDERAL
BUDGET

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

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, a new
political wave has been sweeping. across
America, and it is beginning to break
over Washington. It carries urgent pleas
for consideration of a constitutional
amendment requiring a balanced Fed-
eral budget.

We must deal with it. Most important,
we must consider the depths of the wave
as well as its spectacular surface. We
must look beyond its immediate con-

-tours and try to foresee its impact—

and the consequences of any action we
might take in Congress.

I am certain of one characteristic
of this movement for a balanced budg-
et: It holds immeasurable implications
for the future and uncharted dimen-
sions related to the way in which our
Government operates. On this issue, we
face a great unknown.

Since last summer, staff members of
the House Judiciary Committee and I
have devoted = considerable study,
thought, and discussion to the many
proposals advanced and the many
resolutions introduced, which differ in
detail but all of which call for a con-
stitutional amendment. :

I wish to announce that the House
Committee on the Judiciary will conduct
hearings centered on the basic proposal
to amend the Constitution to require
a balanced Federal budget each year.

We will prepare for the hearings
calmly, carefully, and thoroughly. We
will conduct the hearings with a full
awareness of the gravity of any action
to amend the Constitution of the United
States.

We will take the time necessary to
assure, in advance, that the hearings
will be deliberate, fair, and comprehen-
sive. The hearings will require diligent
work and deep thought.

The imperative need is to study, to -
inquire, to deliberate on the vast implica-
tions of this issue—not to decide or
rule now, on superficial grounds or
capricious political considerations.

No matter how many resolutions are
introduced—and more than 50 have
been introduced in the House so far in
this session—and no matter how many
influences are exerted, I will urge that
the Judiciary Committee remain an
island of reason on this issue.

A constitutional amendment requiring
a balanced budget may, ultimately, be a

¢
A
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sufficient incriminating evidence to In-
diet 170 individuals.

The failure of the German Government
to act on the statute of limitations would
undoubtedly serve both to diminish these
recent worldwide efforts and make use-
less much of the newly discovered evi-
dence—which may involve individuals
azainst whom proceedings have not been
instituted by the December 31 deadline.
The Washington Post, in fact, recently
reported that the showing of the televi-
ston program “Holocaust” in West Ger-
. many, has resulted in a flood of new alle-

gations against undetected war ecrimi-
nals in West Germany itself. And there
have even been allegations that some
valuable information is now being in-
tfentionally withheld, particularly by
Communist countries, to be used to em-
barrass the West German Government
once the statute has expired.

‘West Germany has twice before—in
1965 and 1969—extended its statute of
limitations governing war crimes, ap-
parently recognizing its special obliga-
tion to assure that all those who partici-
‘pated in the Holocaust are brought to
Justice. But according to Der Spiegel,
there is a growing reluctance among
leaders of all four Bundestag parties to
extend the statute of limitations again.
For this reason it is vital that the West
German leadership be made aware that
the world community is watching its re-
sponse. Several countries, notably Po-
land and Israel, have already expressed
their strong views that the statute
should be extended once more or abol-
ished entirely. The United States should
add its voice to this call for justice.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution we are in-
troducing today refiects the work of nu-
merous organizations, particularly the
American Jewish Congress, the Ameri-
can Jewish Committee, B'nai B’rith, the
Harvard Jewish Law Students Associa-
tion and the Simon Wiesenthal Center
for Holocaust Studies, and incorporates
several suggestions made by officials at
the State Department. It deserves whole-
hearted support and prompt passage. I
urge my colleagues 'who have not yet
jolned as cosponsors to do so.
® Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, T am
pleased to join Representatives Horfz-
MAN and FisH in cosponsorship of a fes-
olution urging the West German /Gov-
ernment to extend the statute of Ymita-
tations governing the prosecufion of
Nazi war criminals. T have als¢ written
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt ¢xpressing
my strong feelings on this mAtter.

I do not believe that any statute of
limitations should apply Ao Nazi war
criminals. During the Secohd World War
this Nation, alone and #n concert with
our allies, vowed that fhe practitioners
of genocide would not £o unpunished. At
the 1943 Moscow Coyference we pledged
that we “will pursyé them to the utter-
most ends of the garth and will deliver
them to their acfusers.” At Nuremberg,
after the war, the victors put all Nazi
criminals on ngtice that they would not
escape justice/and the judgment of hu-
manity. How unseemly to speak of a
statute of limitations in connection with
the slaughter of 18 million men, women,
and children. The prosecution of Nazi

-
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war criminals should only cease on the
day that the last perpetrator of geno-
cide is brought to justice.

I commend Representatives HOLTZMAN
and Fisu for their sponsership of this
resolution. I am also pleased to note
that Representative HorLrzman’s bill,
which will expedite the removal of Nazi
war criminals from these shores, is now
public law. Her leadership in this area
is well recognized. My letter to Helmut
Schmidt en this matter follows:

US. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washingion, D.C., February 8, 1979.
Chancellor HELMUT SCHMIDT,
Bundeskanzlerant,
Federal Republic of Germany.

Dear CHANCELLOR ScaminpT: I am writing to
express my strong belief that the statute of
limitations governing Nazi war crimes should
not be permitted to expire. As you know,
was the intention of the Allied powers/as
enunciated at Nuremberg in 1945 and begore,
that those responsible for the Nazi gepbcide
should not escape prosecution. Duriig the
Moscow Conference of October, 1943/the Al-
lies vowed that they would pursue @ar crim-
inals “to the uttermost ends of fhe earth.”
It is, I believe, the moral obligation of he
Federal Republic to fulfill thet pledge.

I do not believe that any stgtute of Iimita-
tions should apply to Nazj/ war criminals.
The murders of six milligh Jews and mil-
lions of others cannot bf dealt with as if
they were simple cases of manslaughter, and
prosecutions must not gease until every sur-
viving killer is brought to trial. There is no
statute of limitationg'for the survivors of the
Holocaust who myst live every day with
their memories of/unspeakable horrors and
with the loss of rglatives, gone forever. There
is no statute of limitations for the Jewish
people which Will forever bear the scars of
one-third of #fs number, gone forever. There
is no statute/of limitations that governs pain
and indescribable grief.

Mr. Chaghcellor, I urge that the Federal
Republic/continue its prosecution of Nazi
war crintinals. No arbitrary statute of Iim-
itationg should stand in the way of the jus-

‘Sincerely,
JONATHAN B. BINGHAM.Q

. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
Oining today in the introduction of the
esolution by the gentlelady from New

York (Ms. HOLzMAN) .

In my judgment, it is particularly ap-
propriate that we act at this time to
urge the Federal Republic of Germany
to abolish or at least extend the statute
of limitations on war crimes.

‘Within the last several weeks the tele-
vised dramatization “Holocaust” was
screened in Germany and its showing
resulted in numerous calls to those in-
vestigating the war crimes with new in-
formation and leads.

Our own Government has intensified
its efforts in thisregard.

But the statute of limitations in West
Germany will prevent the prosecution
of individuals for war crimes after De-
cember 31 of this year.

These are crimes against humanity,
Mr. Speaker, and assuch should have no
statute of limitation.

The German people have acted twice
in the past to extend the statute and it
is my sincere hope that they will do so
again,

 The horyor and tragedy of the wan-
ton slaughter of millions of innocent
people lives with us still. Those who
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were responsible ought not escape pun-
ishment. Time cannot diminish the hor-
ror of their crimes and time should not
be permitted to erase their legal guilt.
It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that we
will move on this resolution and express
our suport to $he Government of the

. Federal Repujlic of Germany for re-

peal or extepfion of the statute of limi-
tations onwar crimes.

GENERAL LEAVE

5. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
panimous consent that all Members
ave 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their rémarks on the subject of the
resolution I am introducing today with
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
FisH). 5

The SPEAKEE pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection,

ABOLISHING WEST GERMANY'S
STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS ON
NAZI WAR CRIMES

(Mr. FISH 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. FISH. Mr. Speaker, with a per-
sonal moral committment, I join my col-
league from New York (Ms. HOLTZMAN)
in the introduction of a House resolution
expressing the sense of the House that
Government of West Germany should
abolish or extend its statute of limita-
tions governing the prosecution for war
crimes, due to expire on December 31,
1979.

Some claim the introduction of this
Tesolution results in meddling in the in- -
ternal affairs of West Germany. I-do not
see it as such. Rather, I believe this reso-
lution calling for the extension or abol-
ishment of the statute of limitations is
2 continuation of the world community’s
obligation, recognized by the Allies after
‘World War II, to bring to justice those
who committed crimes—not only against
the Jewish community in Europe, but

The possible expiration -of the statute
of limitations at this time would be most
tragic. I draw this conclusion frem the
fact that there has been an intensifica-
tion of the efiorts to bring these crim-
inals totrial.

I am sure my colleagues in the House
would be interested to know that there
is a growing sentiment in West Germany
to aid in the apprehension of Nazi war
criminals. Newsweek, & national news
weekly magazine, recently published an
article which stated—and I quote:

Simon Wiesenthal, the dogged Austrian
who tracks down Nazi War Criminals has
been deluged with tips from West Germany
in the past two weeks. The new information
comes mostly from TV viewers reacting to a
West German screening of “Holocaust,”
NBC’s mini-series about Nazi persecution of
Jews. “They felt moved to do something,”
Wiesenthal says of his informants. “They
can't keep silent now.”



February 8, 1979

‘correct action. But T share the spirit of
caution in these words, spoken by Abra-
ham Lincoln in 1848, ‘when he was a
Member of Congress:

I 'wish now to submit a few remarks on
the general proposition of amending the
Constitution. As a general rule, I think we
would much better let it alone. No slight
occasion should tempt us to touch it. Better
not take the first step, which may lead to &
habit of altering it. Better, rather, habituate
ourselves to think of itas unalterable. It can
scarcely be made befter than it is.

Many, many questions will have to be

answered before we can act on the pro--

posals to amend. the Constitution to re-
quire a balanced budget. The Judiciary
Committee will examine each question
dispassionately.

1 have already «considered some of the
fundamental questions related to this
issue, and I'do'not yet know the answers.
I doubt that anyone does.

‘Would a constitutional amendment re-
quiring a balanced budget work?

‘Would it be enforceable?

How would the sugegested majorexcep-
tion to the requirement—“a mnational
emergency’’—be defined?

Is it wise to eliminate the «discretion
of elected representatives on budget and
fiscal matters and replace it with an in-
flexible rule?

‘What would be the effects of a Consti-
tutional amendment requiring a bal-
anced budget on inflation? On unem-
ployment? On the Government’s ability
to -engage fiscal policy to prevent reces-
sion?

. Behind the opinion polls and the press
headlines, what do the ‘people of the
United States really want? A balanced
‘budget? Reduced .government spending?
Reduced taxes? Reduced Government
services? Reduced inflation rate? All-of
those or some of them or none of them?

Does the purpose of the people on this
require the severe step of amending the
Constitution, or are there alternative ac-
* tions possible?

What would. @ budget-balancing
amendment do to the ability of Congress
to perform its responsibilities within our
system of representative democracy?

Would an amendment of this type pre-
serve the integrity of the Constitution
of the United ‘States, which has served
and guided us so magnificently through-
out our history?

I will continue to devote study and
thought to these and other guestions.

The House Judiciary ‘Committee and
its staff will prepare as fully as possible
for hearings to examine these and many
more questions. »

Those hearings will, I am confident,
provide the basis for calm, logical, in-
formed, and wise judgments.

31115

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

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, T am de-
lighted that Representative PErer W. Ro-
pivo, the distinguished chairman ‘of the
Judiciary Committee, on which I serve
as the ranking member, is announcing
a firm intention to hold hearings on the

proposal to amend the Muﬁm to
‘require a balanced Federal budget.

In so'doing, the chairman is respond-
ing to a groundswell of public opinion
sweeping the country, a ‘tide which is
manifest in resolutions thus far received
from 25 States asking for action on the
balanced budget issue—with more such
resolutions certain to.come.

In my judgment, a constitutional con-
vention may well not be the best way
to ‘proceed, and, therefore, the -chair-
man’s promise ‘of congressional ‘action is
doubly welcome for providing a means
by which the task of amending the Con-
stitution can be dealt with in a more
careful and orderly 'manner.

Behind the scenes, the Judiciary Com-
mittee has, in fact, been moving ahead
on this issue for some time on & biparti-
san ‘basis. Last August, a Committee re-
quest for an -analysis -of the balanced
budget concept was made to the Library

of Congress. A study by the Public In-.

terest Eeconomics Foundation was com=~
missioned by the committee last fall on
the economic issues raised by proposed

constitutional amendments to require

a-balanced budget. Numerous discussions
have been held, generally on a biparti-
san basis, with experts:on the issue from
the Brookings Institution, the American
Enterprise Institute, the Hoover Institu-
tion, the Library of Congress and others.

‘The responsible course for the Judici-
ary Committee, which Chairman Ro-
DINO's statement gives promise will be
followed, will be to.schedule early briefing
sessions for Members and staff .and to
follow them up promptly with compre-
hensive ‘hearings. I am gratified o be
able to report that a number of the
economists and others with whom we
have been meeting have offered the as~
sistance of their organizations in both
the briefing and hearing stages of our
committee’s .consideration of the pro-
posed amendment. I am not taking any
position as to what form an amendment
should take, but I have concluded on the
Dbasis of my examination thus far that a
constitutional amendment offers the best
means of imposing the mecessary fiscal
discipline on the Executive and the Con-
gress.

Again, I welcome Chairman RopinNo’'s
statement -and I can assure him of fthe
solid interest and enthusiastic coopera-
tion .of the Republican Members on his
committee for early hearings—and reso-
lution of this all-important national
issue,

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, can
the distinguished gentleman tell us how
soon this mxght be; is it within the next
month?

Mr. RODINO. Without attempting to
avoid giving the gentleman a positive

Speaker, will

response, I might say that because the

issue is one of infinite complexity with
enormous consequences, I believe we
have got to prepare with great care to
assure that the hearings will be the kind
of hearings that the gentleman and
others who are concerned and the Amer-
ican people will require of us..
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man ‘that we will xmt delay. We 'wdll pro-
ceed posthaste immediately upon having
‘prepared for this.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, the gentle-
man probably thinks it would be wﬂhm
the next 2 or 3 months?

Mr. RODINO. I have every reason to
believe the gentleman’s statement is rea-
sonably accurate.

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE BIEN-
NIAL BUDGETING ACT

(Mir. PANETTA ‘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, PANETTA. Mr. 8Speaker, today I
am reintroducing the Biennial Budgeting
Act, @ bill I sponsored in the 95th Con-~
gress which would switch ‘Congress over
1o a2-year budgetﬁmstable,mmae of

the committee. Under-our present 1-year
system, the crush of work that faces the
committee in attempting to responsibly
prepare ‘and report out a budget resolu-
tion covering maore than $500 billion
worth of Federal programs is staggering.
The committee, under the leadership of
the gentleman from ‘Connecticut (Mr.
Grammo), has in fact ‘been the cubting
edge of fiscal restraint in the House.

‘There can be no doubt that the basic
guiding principles of the budget system
do work. In the last year, for example,
the «committee was @ble to reduce the
projected fiscal year 1979 deficit by bil-
lions of dollars in the second budget res-
olution, merely through closer oversight
and serutiny of economicand budgetary
fluctuations during the year. The com-
mittee:and the process:met the test: more
oversight does and did lead to better con-
trol-over the sizeof the budget.

It is'with that observation in mihd that
I propose the Biennial Budgeting Act,
which will give Congress a full 6 months
of oversight, as well as another 6 months
for hearings and markup of specific
Jegislative proposals, before the budget
resolution and specific bills actually come
before the full House. It is my firm belief
that this additional time will greatly help
us get a handle on the hundreds of Fed-
eral programs and agencies and enable
us ‘to ‘begin building & ‘more ‘€ffective,
Jong-term budgeting system.

I believe that the central thrust-of our

“future budgeting schemes must be around

long-range planning. Tong-range plan-
Tning ‘is basic Yo every good budget system
and the Federal Government should be
no exception. For example, when a family
plans its budget, it allows money ‘each
year for relatively fixed costs or easily
estimable costs, such as housing, food,
clothing, transportation, and then con-
siders on top of that fixed figure what
extras or emergencies it .should budget
for. If the same family used the system
we use, it would.compute these costs.each
year -as though they were entirely new
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'T'%e‘ Budget and the Constitution

Is the country galloping toward a constitutional
amendment that would require a balanced fed-
eral budget? It takes 34 states to summon
constitutional convention and 25 have already
joined in the cail. This article is the first of
three on the implications of the campaign for

the amendment.
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In this happy land of short memo-
ries, half of the states’ legisiatures
are now demanding a balanced
budget- enforced by constitutional
amecdment. Not to be outdone, sev-
eral dozex ' congressmen have
drafted langunage that would aiso re-
quire the government to pay off the
federal debt within the next cen-
If those ideas seem right and good

to you, you owe it:to yourself--and -

to the country—to look at their his-
tory. THose were-the ideas that pre-
vailed in this country until late in
the New Deal, and they locked the
American economy intora partern of
short booms that quickiy crested in
financial panics and severs unem-
ployment. g

There were six financial crashes
and two long depressions between
the Civil War and Worid War [L*

Those depressions were periods of
violent coilisions between labor and
management. They brought the
United States closer to the European
styie of social-ciass politics than ever
befere or sincg. Through it all, presi-
dents and' Congresses agreed that
federal budgets always ought to be
balanced except in nationai emer-
gencies, and they struggled consci-
entiousiy to pay off the war debts.

Then, in the late 1930s, things
changed.

Does it strike you as important
that this. country has now gone
through 34 years since Worid War II
with no financial panics, and with
the unempioyment rate never as
high as 10 percent? The reason is
‘hat the federal government has
earned to use budget deficits and

Historieal Experience

debt, you return the economy to the
joiting imstability of the 1Sth cen-

tury.

The United States had paid off the
federal debt in the 1830s, but it had
to. borrow heavily in the Civil War.
For nearily 30 years after the war,
the budget was held consistently in
surpius and the debts were siowly
reduced. The social costs were
severe,

Banks, then as now, used govern.
ment bonds—-that is, pieces of the
federal debt-—-as their reserves.
When the government retired the
bonds, it was inadvertently tighten-
ing the money supply. The con-
straints got tighter than ever when
Congress put the country back om
the goid standard.

aetsl P ATcived 1 10T tig
nancial p arrived in 1
gered, appareatly, in Europe by the
reparations that France paid to Ger-
many after the war of 1870. Credit
coilapsed in the United States,
throwing the country into a depres-
sion that lasted five years.

The 1880s brought a tremendous
boom as immigrants flooded into the
country, new land came into produe-
tion and new resources were
opened. But this surge in produc-
tion, against a tightly limited money
supply, forced a steady fall in prices
—a disaster for the farmers and
small businessmen trying to pay off
loans with shrinking incomes.

In 1893 there was another panic,
this time incited by financiers’ fears
that coinage of silver woulid bring in-
flation. Again a depression foilowed.
In 1892 the unempiovment rate was
3 percent. In 1894 it was 18 percent.

Modern Americans are apt to

iebt to stabilize the whoie national - think of William Jennings Bryan's

iconomy. If you ruie out deficits and

famous Cross of Gold speech in 1896

as a faintly comic piece of old-
tashioned hyperbole:

“You come to us and tell us that
the great cities are in favor of the
gold standard; we reply that the
great cities rest upon our broad and
fertile prairies . . . We will answer

i their demand for a gold standard by

saying to them: You shall not press
down upon the brow of labor this
crown of thorms, you shall not cru-

| cify mankind upon a cross of goid.”

Bryan was speaking for the piains
farmers who had seen wheat drop to
half the price of the early 1880s, in

nse to steadily tightening

respo
| money. It was deflation, the opposite

of the present inflation.

But the distress was not confined
to the piains. The extreme insecurity
of industrial life generated a wave
of pitched batties between the new
labor unions and empioyers. \The
Homestead strike was in 1892 -and
the Pullman strike, that President
Cleveland broke with federal troops,
in 1894 Thoughtful Americans
began to fear that the country was
sliding toward another civil war, this
time along social and economic
lines.

Then pure luck ended the long de-
flation. Prospectors suddeniy found
gold in Alaska and Austraiia, and
chemists developed the cyanide pro-
cess to recover it from low-grade
ores. Gold prices dropped. Ironically,
the goid standard became, for a
time, inflationary.

The cycies of growth and contrac-
tion continued through the eariy
20th century, with the greatest of
the crashes coming, of course, in
1929. The collapse of credit again
caused bankruptcies, resuiting in
unempioyment that diminished

demand and brought further uner
ployment in a long spiral dovmwan
By 1933 the unempioyment rate

25 percent. am

In England, John Maynard Keyn
—in one of the great intellectu
triumphs of this century--was wor,
ing out his theory of employmer
and money. He urged governmen'
to use their public credit to repla¢
the collapsed private credit, and {
expand public spending to offset th
decline in private demand.

In the United States, the Ne
Dealers, far less radical than thei
reputation, were suspicious ¢
Eeynes, When the economy slowl
and painfully began to recover i
1937, the Roosevelt admiinistratio
immediately reverted to conver
tiopal economics and tried to cu
federal spending. Presiden: Roose
veit himself urged Congress to elim
nate the deficit. As Keymes ha
warned, the patient immediatel
suffered a relapse. Unempioymen
shot from 14 percent in 1937 back u)
to 19 percent in 1838. That pet
suaded Roosevelt, who 1nsiantl
began widening the deficit again
But it took three years, rearmamen
and the draft to get the urempioy
ment rate down under 10 percent. [
has been there ever since hecaus¢
every subsequent administration
Republican.and Democratic, has fol
lowed the Keynesian method of
using the federal budget as the bal
ance wheel of the economy.

Why do a good many respectable
people now want to forbid it, by con
stitutional amendment? Having
grown accustomed to steady growth
and stable prosperity, they have losi
interest in the mechanism that pro
vides it. They have forgotien what
life was like without it.
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BUDGET BALANGERS
WARNED BY NUSKIE

He Says Amendment Would Result
in Cut in Aid to the States —
Calls Drive Irresponsible

By B. DRUMMOND AYRES Jr.
Special to The New York Times E
WASHINGTON, Feb. 13 — Voicing th
feelings of an increasing number of legis-
lators on Capitol Hill, Senator Edmund S.
Muskie of Maine warned today that if the
states succeeded in amending the Consti-
tution to_mandate a balanced budget,
Federal aid to the states would be the pri-
mary target of budget cutters.’

“That’s not a threat, but arithmetic,”
Mr. Muskie, the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee, said in a luncheon
speech at the National Press Club. He
called the amendment effort ‘‘unwork-
able, counterproductive and even irre-
sponsible.””

‘He declared that grants-in-aid to the
states would have to be cut because there
was no room for reductions in defense
spending, Social Security payments and
other major budget categories.

v A “Quick Fix’ Opposed

Congress and the executive branch are
moving slowly but steadily toward a bal-
anced budget, said Senator Muskie,
whose committee is expected to play a
role in any Congressional consideration
of ‘a budget-balancing amendment. But

he argued that neither Congress nor the|

President should be “handcuffed” by a
‘“‘quick-fix’’ mandate that ruled out defi-
cif spending in a recession or by an “ill-
considered contrivance’’ that attempted
td'establish when a recession was serious
enough to permit deficit spending.
““Constitutional amendments can’t bal-
ance the economy,” he said. ‘‘Resolu-
tions passed in Richmond or Topeka can’t
dictate policy in Riyadh or Teheran.
Decisions made in Washington’s caucus
rooms aren’t always supported in the
board rooms of New York.”
Twenty-seven states — Idaho became
the 27th today — have petitioned Con-
gress to take action on a constitutional

amendment that would require a bal-|.

anced budget. Some have called for a con-
vention that would draft the amendment;
others have called upon Congress to draft
it. In any event, the resulting proposal
would require approval by three-fourths

* progress,” he said. “In 1975, the deficit

of the states, or 38.

Serious Debate Urged

‘Mr. Muskie called for serious debate on
the proposal, saying that it had attracted
“much attention but little careful
thought.”

“Some legislatures,” he continued,
“have reviewed this proposal with appro-
priate deliberation. But in many- state-
houses, prudence has given way to panic.
Resolutions to change the Constitution of
the United States are introduced at noon
and adopted before dinner.

“Sometimes without a single hearing,
without a review of the alternatives,
without as much debate as a new state
song would engender, the states endorse
a substantial revision of the fundamental
law of the land.”’ &

Senator Muskie argued that the best
way to achieve a balanced budget was to
continue the Federal budget process that
was begun in the mid-1970’s, in which

sets specific spending, revenue
and deficit figures that cannot easily be
amended once enacted.

Discipline Seen Needed
“We have made tremendous

was 3 percent of our gross national
product. But in 1980, it was projected at
1.2 percent. We don’t need fiscal hand-
cuffs to wipe the deficit out. We need fis-
cal discipline. If we have that will, no for-
mula is necessary; if we don’t, no for-
mula will work.”

Mr. Muskie also saw a danger to the
country in mandating a convention to
amend the Constitution. He said that the
procedures for calling a convention and
limiting its agenda were by no means
clear.

“It’s an uncharted course to an un-
known destination,” he said. ‘A balanced
budget amendment is only one potential
result. There are other popular crusades
— to outlaw guns, to outlaw gun control,
to make abortion a right, to make abor-
tion a crime, to ban forced busing, to
endow forced busing with a specific con-
stitutional sanction, to limit the access of
the press, to give the press more access.”

In warning the states that grants-ip-aid
would be the first victims of a balanced-
budget amendment, Mr. Muskie calcu-
lated that the cuts required to put the cur-
rent budget in the black would total $45
billion. *“That would cost more than a mil-
lion American jobs,”” he said. “It might
have an impact on inflation, but it would
lfeave the economy far weaker than be-

ore.”
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- Unless its new visibility slows it
down, a campaign that many people

- dismissed as farfetched could, very
soon, force Congress to consider a
balanced-budget amendment to the

. Constitution, try to set ground rules
“for the first federal constitutional
_.convention since 1787, or perhaps
wrestle with both huge problems at.
‘once. s e

- sleeper of the year, an antispending,

- endorsed by 21 states before it came

| to general attention when California

- Gov. Jerry Brown embraced the

kansas, North Carolina, South Da-
kota and Utah) have signed ori, That
makes 25. Advocates, such as Jason
Boe, Oregon senate president -and
head of the National Conference of
State Legislatures, expect to collect
the required 34 by this summer—

though opponents claim some of the
resolutions are invalid. R

.. anti-Congress drive that had been

he Budgetand t

Where did - this ‘startling. move-
_ment start? Proposed anti-deficit
amendments have been -kicking
around for years. So have conven-
tion calls on other issues. .

The idea of combining the two ap'-v

parently came to several ‘men in
scattered states about four years
ago. One of those, state representa-
tive : David Halbrook of Belzoni;
Miss., recalled recently that he “was

sitting around with some friends in-
the back of a drygoods store—no.

- kidding—and we got . to - talking
about what could be done, what
could be done to get some handle on
the [federal] government.”

- Meanwhile, in Maryland, Sstate
senator James Clark (D-Howard) de-
cided that a convention call might
arouse his congressional delegation,
which had ignored his first appeal
for a no-deficit amendment. = -
- After getting their - measures

ough their own states in 1975,

" '‘€larkand Halbrook got t’og’ethef and

got - organized. Halbrook lobbied "

~across the South: Clark recruited the

*_aid of the National Taxpayers Union

ANTU), a small Washington-hased

group best known until recently for

. Issuing frequent lists of lavish or
- silly-sounding federal grants.

..... The small érusade with such greatr R Sg IL. g, G

~_ implications has been the political

and- ties with other anti-spending
groups, they worked - primarily
through informal networks of state

* The writer is a_member of the
_ editorial-page staff. This is the sec-

:  ond article in a three-part series on

~ Since then, four more stal::esv.‘(Af-.';a

thq »implicati‘o‘ns Qf a constitutional
amendment to require a balanced

Sederal budget.

Jegislators. Recently Clark and
James Davidson, NTU’s founder, did
recruit one paid coordinator: George
Snyder, a former Maryland. state
senator now based in Florida. . -
“If this isn’t grass-roots,” said Hal-
brook, “I don’t know what is.” :
Instead of seeking much publicity,

_ the movement’s sponsors nurtured

their obscurity to keep opposition

- down: “We put out just enough

statements so we couldn’t be ac-
cused of hiding anything,” Davidson
said recently. They also encouraged
impressions that their project was

outlandish and their resolutions

about as meaningful as endorse-
ments of apple pie. g %

'Still, hundreds of minor crusaders
plod through the country all the
time without winning even one

state. This effort has caught on be- |
cause its themes have at least super-
ficial appeal. Rightly or wrongly,
“balanced budget” is a catch-phrase
for economic stability, strong dollars
and governmental self-control—just
as “deficit spending” symbolizes
recklessness, inflation and general
¢ivic decline. : .

Clark summed up this brand of
economic fundamentalism recently
by saying, “People may not under-
stand all the theory, but they know
instinctively ~what’s ~wrong.” And
when “what’s wrong” seems to in-
clude an irresponsible Congress and
a runaway bureaucracy, using the:
Constitution as a checkrein is a sale-
able idea. Jr e :

Thus, in Virginia, where most Pro-
posed _constitutional - amendments
get stalled for years, the balanced-
budget measure went through both
houses without dissent in 1966. In
Oregon last November, two state
tax-curbing measures were rejected,
but an advisory question on the
amendment plan, put on the ballot
by Jason Boe, got 82 percent of the
vote.

Milton Friedman, advancing com- .

As the plan became linked with
other anti-spending, anti-Washing-
ton protests, it attracted more notice
and much more fire. Last year in
Colorado, for instance, the proposal
was backed noisily by tax-protesting
groups and a bloc of aggressive,
.arch-conservative Republicans, It
passed, but only after a legislative
brouhaha.’ * = - :

_Clark and Davidson had hoped to
proceed quietly until they had per-
~haps 30 states in tow. Brown’s leap-

ing that they cannothope to control. |

The publicity has also brought a
scrutiny that the movement is not
ready for. Their proposals are still
vague; they have not yet endorsed

any specific amendment la: {
proposed convention fules.. Thus .
they are ill prepared to explain, for

instance, what kinds of ““national
emergencies” might justify a federal
deficit, or how convention delegates
should be picked. And they now find
national figures whose aid they had
hoped to seek, such as economist

peting plans. . . Rt
Moreover, the state-nitiative strat-.
egy has become a dicey approach.

.3 convention Or expect one to occur;

his aim has been to force Congress - |

to submit an amendment to the
states. But if apprehensions about a
possible convention cause the drive
to stall, Congress could easily put the
amendment question back on the
shelf. On the other hand, if state leg-
islatures are not deterred, stop

at 30 or 33 states—while congres:

geor, .l

sional = deliberations amble on—
could become difficult. -
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James E. Clayton

The Amendithrocess:

Sometime this spring, according to
those who keep track of such things,
the 34th state legislature will for-
mally petition Congress to call a con-
stitutional convention to draft a

budget-balancing amendment. What-

happens when (and if) that resolu-
tion reaches Capitol Hill? The an-
swer is that no one knows. There are
no precedents, no laws and few guid-
ing principles. Congress—and the
nation—would be off into the un-
Eknown. ;

The only guidance we have is Ar-
ticle V of the Constitution, which
reads as follows: et g

.The Congress, whenever - two-
thirds of both Houses shall deem it
necessary, shall propose Amend-
ments to this Constitution, or, on the

Application of the Legislatures of

twolthirds of the- several States,
shall call a Convention for propos-
ing Amendments, which, in either
Case, shall be valid to all Intents and
Purposes, as part of this Constitu-
tiom. avhen ratified by the T.emisln

tures of three-fourths of the several
‘States, or by Conventions in three-

fourths thereof, as the one or the
other Mode of Ratification may be.

proposed by Congress. ...
There is nothing in that article

about the scope of that convention,
who is to be represented in it, how it

is to proceed, or what is to happen to
its product. Nor is there any indica-
tion in the Constitution of what hap-
pens if Congress simply refuses to
issuethecall.
‘Since two-thirds of the states have
never asked for a convention on the

same subject, there are no examples
to follow. The Senate, under the .

prodding of former senator Sam J.
Ervin Jr., did pass legislation a dec-
ade ago that attempted to fill some

considered it seriously. And the
framers of the Constitution, al-

e

though they must have had some-
thing quite specific in mind, left few
traces in their commentaries on
what a conventionistobe. '

It is easy, given so many un-
-knowns, to dream up scenarios that
throw the nation into a political
«crisis. What, for instance, if Con-
gress refuses to call the convention?
Those who have organized the drive
for one say they would ask the Su-
preme Court to order Congress to do
its duty. But the Court has never or-

dered Congress to do anything—an

old legal maxim holds that courts do

not enter orders they cannot en-

~ The writer i3 @ member of the

:éd.l .‘.l.v,w: % ‘-~ a4 &
of the voids, but the House never ~ ooror . Pade SIaff. This is the last

article in a three-part series on the

.implications of a constitutional

amendment to require a balancqi

S

A Morass f | }Unknowns, |

force. There is a strong possi bility

the justices would rule the matter is
a “political question” beyond their
jurisdiction. If they did that, then
what? Congress would be in clear
disobedience of the Constitution and
the states would have a moral right
to make it obey in any way they
could. : \

~ While that scenario is unlikely, a

_ more refined version has Congress

refusing to call a convention be-
cause ‘the resolutions requesting it
are not identical. The possibility of a
congressional réfusal on that ground

.was seriously discussed in the 1960s

during the drive for a convention to
deal with the apportionment of state:
legislatures. The issue was not re

-solved then because that drive fell
‘two states short. It hasn’t been re-
solved since. If Congrwsdjd. such a




thing, no one knows how its action
would fare legally or politicaily.

The most likely scenario, of
course, is that Congress would heed
the resolutions and either pass a
budget-balancing amendment itself
or call the convention. Any other

course would repudiate too many of

the basic principles of the nation. If
it-chose to call the convention, all
the other unsettled questions would
arise.

Chief among them is whether Con-
gress can restrict a convention to
one subject, in this case budget-
balancing. Most authorities think
Congress could do that and then
could ignore any action the conven-
tion took on other subjects. But it
can (and ne doubt would) be argued

that Congress lacks that power. The-

argument for congressional power
rests on inferences that can be
drawn from the Constitution and
from some of the things its authors
wrote about their work. The argu-
-ment against such limitations rests
largely in political theory; a constitu-
tional convention, after all, is the su-
preme authority of a free people. *
The Constitution is also silent on
who is to be represented at a con-
vention. Should it be the states, with
- one vote each, as it was in 1787? Or
the people as a whole with delegates
allocated strictly on a population
basis? Or, as Congress is, a mixture
of state and popular representation?
Should delegates be chosen by state
legislatures or popularly elected?
Presumably, Congress is. the only
body that can decide, since it is the
body that must call the delegates to-

gether. Once they were assembled,
however, they might claim the:
power to revise the voting pattern or .
any other rules that Congress had at-

tempted to impose ypon them, such
as a two-thirds vote to approve
amendments. -

The ultimate scenario for political
chaos is one in which a convention
rebels against efforts by Congress to
restrict its work. Suppose Congress
said the convention was limited to
budget-balancing, but the delegates
also proposed amendments on abor-
tion, prayer in the schools, segrega-
tion, apporuonment or women’s
rights.

Those who say a convention can/
be limited assert Congress could sim:
ply refuse to submit those extrane-
ous amendments to the states for
ratification. ‘That assumes the con-
vention’s work goes through Con-
gress on its way to the states, an:as-
sumption based on the fact that Con-

' gress must decide whether state leg-

islatures or state conventions are to
do the ratifying. But the Constitu-
tion does not specifically route a
convention’s proposals through Con-
gress. It merely says those proposals
become effective when three-
fourths of the states ratify them in
the method proposed by Congress.
If a runaway convention—assert-
ing that it, not Congress, speaks for
the people—-shipped its proposals di-
rectly to the states and told Congress
merely to designate the mode of rati-
fication, could (and should) Congress

‘refuse to do so? Would the Supreme

Court stay out of such a hassle, as it
has always stayed out of arguments
involving the validity of constitu-
tional amendments? If it did, how
would the impasse be resolved?

The answer to those questions,
like the answers to almost all the
others, is that no one knows, That’s
why the drive for a ‘constitutional
convention- sends ' chills down 'the
backs- of ‘most of those who have
ever thought about the forcés that
could be unleashed. There are in
that drive the seeds of conflicts that
would make the other political crises
: since the Civil War look puny.





