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House Voted to Reform Federal Budget Oversight
An article from CQ Almanac 1973

Amid the rhetoric of its clash with the White House over government spending priorities, Congress in 1973 moved
toward a long-awaited overhaul of the procedures by which it considers and changes presidential budget proposals.

A bill (HR 7130) to reform congressional budget procedures was passed by the House Dec. 5. In the Senate, similar
legislation (S 1541) was reported by the Government Operations Committee Nov. 28. The Senate bill subsequently
was referred to the Rules and Administration Committee, which was instructed to report S 1541 back by Feb. 1, 1974.

In approving its budget reform bill, the House took a landmark step toward forcing Congress to take a comprehensive
look at each fiscal year's federal budget-and its effects on the economic and social well-being of the nation.

In creating machinery for congressional determination of the budget's over-all revenue, spending and deficit figures,
the new procedures would restructure the existing appropriations process to impose stricter discipline on House and
Senate decisions changing budget priorities.

The measure would put in motion “somewhat of a revolution,” Al Ullman (D Ore.) proclaimed in Dec. 4 House debate,
by “establishing a budgeting concept that will allow us for the first time to consider all of the basic elements in our
economy and to put them together under sound procedures.” Ullman was co-chairman of a special joint committee on
budget reform that prepared the initial reform recommendations.

“For the first time,” Ullman added, “we will debate economic policy” before zeroing in on budget priorities. By making
Congress “a more respected institution and a more effective partner in government,” Ullman predicted, HR 7130 would
prove “the most significant reform of the 20th century.”

The budget reform bill “promises to be a vehicle to make the congressional decisions we should have been making
annually for nearly 200 years,” contended John J. Rhodes (R Ariz.). Its procedures, Rhodes went on, “will allow
Congress to make fiscal sense to the country.”

But David R. Obey (D Wis.) cautioned that while HR 7130 launched a much-needed effort to rationalize the
congressional budget-making process, “only time will tell whether Congress has the political courage to really in fact
deal with macro-economic questions in a responsible way-questions which Congress has really never had to face in
specific terms before today.”

In two days of debate before passing HR 7130, the House made no major change in the budgetary machinery
recommended by the House Rules Committee in reporting the bill Nov. 20. In drawing up the measure, the committee
had made substantial changes in the budget-reform procedures proposed by a special joint congressional study
committee, specifically by strengthening the priority-determining role played by the existing House and Senate
Appropriations Committees.

To assure an independent congressional look at the budget's fiscal impact on the economy, the House-passed bill
would establish new budget committees in the House and the Senate to draw up congressional resolutions setting
budget targets for appropriations, spending, revenues and surpluses and deficits.

To integrate congressional actions on budget priorities, the bill would strengthen the appropriations process by
requiring the Appropriations Committees to relate separate spending bills both to each other and to the budget targets.
To strengthen the Appropriations Committees' control over federal outlays, the bill would give them power, as of 1978,
to review spending under backdoor devices outside the regular appropriations process.

These decisions on budget totals and budget priorities would be harmonized by requiring a reconciliation process that
would alter the totals, adjust the priorities, or both.

To give Congress more time to study its budget options-without interfering with its customary August recess—HR 7130
would shift the start of the federal fiscal year backward to Oct. 1, from July 1, and would establish a firm timetable for
final action on authorizations, appropriations and budget resolutions to make sure the schedule was met. (Box
previous page)
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And to stop a president from overruling congressional budget decisions by executive fiat, the bill would give either the
House or the Senate authority to force the executive branch to release impounded funds. (S 1541, while similar to the
House bill in most respects, included no anti-impoundment provision.)

House Bill's Provisions

As passed by the House, HR 7130 would make a number of far-reaching changes in the machinery and methods used
by Congress in handling the budget proposals submitted by the President.

Budget Committees. To give Congress better capability to study and recommend changes in the President's budget
policy, HR 7130 would establish House and Senate budget committees and a Legislative Budget Office serving both
committees as well as all members of Congress.

Leaving the Senate committee's membership to be decided by the Senate, HR 7130 would create a 23-member House
budget committee. While the House Democratic Caucus and Republican Conference would pick the budget
committee's members without regard to seniority, HR 7130 would require that the committee include five members
from the Appropriations Committee, five from the Ways and Means Committee, eleven from legislative committees,
one from the majority leadership and one from the minority leadership.

The bill would prohibit any member from serving on the budget committee for more than four years out of a 10-year
period.

Under HR 7130, the Legislative Budget Office would be headed by a director appointed by the Speaker upon
recommendation of the House budget committee.

Budget Resolution. After reviewing the President's budget proposals-and recommendations by other congressional
committees, executive branch officials and outside experts-the budget committee would report to the floor a concurrent
resolution setting forth a tentative alternative congressional budget.

By May 1, Congress would have to clear the initial budget resolution, which would set target totals to guide actions on
spending and revenue measures for the forthcoming fiscal year. Those targets, subject to floor amendments under
normal House and Senate procedures, would include tentative totals for appropriations, outlays, revenues, the public
debt and a budget surplus or deficit.

The totals for appropriations and outlays would be further subdivided into targets for each of 14 functional program
categories set forth in the President's budget.

Appropriations Process. Once enacted by both the House and Senate, the initial budget resolution would serve as a
guide to Congress in considering spending and revenue legislation. Until the budget resolution was adopted, no bill
providing appropriations, increasing or decreasing revenues or adjusting the public debt limit could be considered.

As Congress started the appropriations process, the appropriations subcommittees thus would have at least three
alternative guidelines to consider in marking up bills appropriating funds for various federal programs: the
administration's budget proposals, congressional authorizing legislation and the budget resolution's totals and
subtotals.

To clear the way for action on appropriations bills, HR 7130 would require that Congress complete action on all bills
authorizing appropriations by March 31-barely more than two months after submission of the President's budget but six
months before the fiscal year would begin.

To assure some weighing of priorities among the separate annual appropriations bills drawn up by 13 appropriations
subcommittees, HR 7130 would require that the full committee approve all 13 measures before sending any to the
floor. Before reporting the bills, the committee would submit a report comparing its recommendations with the budget
resolution targets.

By Aug. 1-just before its usual August recess-Congress would have to complete action on all appropriations bills for
the upcoming fiscal year. However, an appropriations bill could be sent to the President for his signature only if it
provided appropriations and outlays within the budget targets for functional budget categories.

All other appropriations measures would be held up until Congress completed a budget reconciliation process.

Reconciliation. With all appropriations measures passed by Aug. 1, the budget committee would go back over the
separate congressional appropriation actions while reviewing changes in national needs and economic conditions.

The committee then would report a final budget resolution calling for changes making separate appropriations and
outlays consistent with budget totals. If changing conditions allowed or demanded increases, the second resolution
could raise budget ceilings to accommodate increased spending approved by Congress.

If conditions required Congress to stick by its budget targets, however, the resolution could call for adjustments cutting
spending, raising revenue, or both. The budget measure could instruct the House Appropriations Committee and Ways
and Means Committee to report a budget reconciliation bill rescinding or amending previously approved
appropriations, adjusting tax rates, changing the public debt limit, or providing for a combination of such measures.

Congress would have to clear the final budget resolution by Sept. 15 and the reconciliation bill by Oct. 1, the start of
the fiscal year. The new process would begin with fiscal 1976.

Backdoor Spending. By bringing backdoor spending into the appropriations process by fiscal 1979, HR 7130 would
give the Appropriations Committees and Congress a chance to review all federal spending programs as a package.



Under existing procedures, only about 60 per cent of federal spending was subject to annual appropriations. The rest-
provided through such devices as permanent appropriations, contract authority, loan authority, and open-ended
commitments-either did not require yearly appropriations or created obligations that Congress had no choice but to
meet through appropriations.

To remedy the resulting fragmentation of spending decisions, HR 7130 would prohibit creation of new backdoor
spending programs starting in 1975 unless outlays were dependent on annual appropriations. For existing backdoor
programs, the bill would forbid spending after Oct. 1, 1978, except with funds provided by appropriations measures.

The bill would make exceptions, however, for self-supporting trust funds (such as the Social Security and highway trust
funds), existing federal insurance and guarantee programs, some government corporations and gifts to the federal
government for specific purposes.

Impoundment. Reviving provisions similar to a bill (HR 8480) passed by the House July 25, HR 7130 would give
either the House or the Senate power to force release of impounded funds by passing a simple resolution within 60
days after the President reported their impoundment to Congress. The provision would take effect immediately. Unlike
HR 8480, it would not be limited to one year.

The separate impoundment control measure had been stalled in conference by House and Senate disagreements over
how best to overrule presidential refusal to spend appropriated funds. The Senate bill would have automatically
required release of impounded funds after 60 days unless Congress approved their impoundment. (Action on
impoundment measures, this chapter)

Background

For the first 134 years of the republic, Congress held undisputed sway over the government's purse strings, except for
scattered incidents of executive impoundments, none of which came near rivaling the scale of President Nixon's
impoundment of $40-billion of appropriations in his first four years in office. But the increasing complexities of both the
economy and government led to fragmentation of congressional control over the budget and an expanded role for the
executive. In 1921, Congress itself ceded coordination over government spending and revenue estimates to the
executive branch, and the next half century was marked by further erosion of the congressional budget-making power.
(CQ Guide to Congress p. 175)

Until the post-Civil War period, the House Ways and Means Committee dominated government budget policy. (The
authority of Congress itself in this area was made explicit by Article I, Section 9 of the Constitution, which directed that
“no money shall be drawn from the treasury, but in consequence of appropriations made by law.” And the Ways and
Means Committee derived its own hegemony from Article I, Section 7, which stated that “all bills for raising money shall
originate in the House of Representatives.”) In the pre-war period, control over both spending and revenue raising was
vested in Ways and Means, and later in its Senate counterpart, the Finance Committee. But the press of work for a
single committee became too great, and, in 1867, these functions were split in two. Responsibility for raising revenues
remained in the Finance and Ways and Means panels, but new appropriations committees were established in both
houses to act on the disbursement of money.

Within two decades, pressures for internal improvements and other “pork barrel” spending projects had led to further
fragmentation of the congressional budget process. Legislative committees jumped into the act and persuaded
Congress to vest them with sole authority over 8 of the 13 annual appropriations bills. As former Assistant Secretary of
the Treasury Murray L. Weidenbaum noted in a 1973 pamphlet (“Matching Needs and Resources,” American Enterprise
Institute), “The impulse for increased spending existed, the conditions for increased spending existed-and spending
increased.”

In the midst of budgetary chaos, Congress in 1921 passed the Budget and Accounting Act, establishing a Bureau of
the Budget (then placed in the Treasury Department but moved in 1939 to the executive office of the President) with
authority to reconcile the government's spending and revenue estimates. The President, with the assistance of the
Budget Bureau, was authorized to submit a coordinated fiscal plan to Congress, supplanting the age-old practice of
submitting agency requests individually. As counterweights to the new executive power, Congress again restored to
the appropriations committees all authority over appropriations and established the General Accounting Office (GAO)
to inform Congress about the execution of government spending. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
succeeded the Budget Bureau in 1970.

Spending Ceilings. In a sense, the 1973 White House-congressional battle over budget priorities began in 1968,
when Congress extracted cuts in government spending as the price for enacting President Johnson's long-sought tax
increase.

After more than 10 months of deliberation, Congress enacted the 1968 Revenue and Expenditure Control Act (PL 90-
364), handing the President a 10 per cent income tax surcharge to pay for the Vietnam war, but coupling it with a $10-
billion cut in projected fiscal 1969 appropriations, a $6-billion reduction in fiscal 1969 spending, an $8-billion recision in
unspent prior-year appropriations, and a 245,000-man cutback in federal employment. Four categories were exempted
from the limits, however, including Vietnam spending, veterans' benefits, interest on the public debt and social security
payments. Fueled by increases in these programs, final budget figures for the year showed increases of $4.5-billion in
appropriations and $4.4-billion in spending above the bill's prescribed limits. The whole budget-cutting exercise had
been a “charade” for flexing congressional muscle, White House aide Joseph Califano told Congressional Quarterly.
(1968 Almanac p. 263)

The spending hassle took a new twist at the outset of the Nixon administration, when the President began paring
domestic programs in a move to hold his budgets down. Congress in the Second Supplemental Appropriations Act of
1969 (PL 91-47) set a $191.9-billion limit on spending for fiscal 1970, but did an end run around the President by
exempting congressional appropriations from the ceiling. In addition, the spending ceiling, which was $1-billion less
than the President's revised budget estimates, was to be adjusted to reflect any congressional actions that would push
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up the year's total spending. The President would be empowered to increase the ceiling by as much as $2-billion if
certain uncontrollable expenditures exceeded his budget estimates. (1969 Almanac p. 193)

The limitation on spending was raised by almost $6-billion in the Second Supplemental Act of 1970 (PL 90-305), which
also established a $200.8-billion maximum for fiscal 1971 spending. Congress once again exempted its actions from
the ceiling and gave the President a margin of up to $4.5-billion to allow for increases in uncontrollables. Actual 1970
spending came to $196.6-billion-a figure within the revised ceiling. But fiscal 1971 spending came to $211.4-billion-
exceeding that year's spending lid by $10.6-billion. (1970 Almanac p. 272)

Perhaps the most heated controversy over a spending ceiling came at the close of the 1972 session when President
Nixon pushed for a $250-billion limit for fiscal 1973, with authority to make whatever spending cuts he deemed
necessary to get the total down to that level. The House approved the ceiling without change, but the Senate balked at
giving the President such broad discretionary authority. By a 46-28 roll-call vote, the Senate adopted an amendment to
the debt limit bill (PL 92-591) imposing limitations in cuts in uncontrollable items, requiring that funds for all government
departments be cut by equal percentages and limiting reductions in any one program to 10 per cent. House and
Senate conferees worked out a compromise solution, placing less restrictive limits on the President's authority to cut
spending, but the Senate rejected the conference report and the ceiling died for the session. (1972 Almanac p. 419)

The spending ceiling-impoundment control controversy was renewed in 1973. Both the Senate and House passed
similar bills (S 373, HR 8480) to restrict presidential impoundment of funds and impose an over-all limit on fiscal 1974
spending. Aside from differences over the spending limit-$268-billion in the Senate bill and $267.1-billion in the House
version-the two chambers took different approaches to ensure that the President carried out congressional wishes on
how the money should be spent. That legislation had not emerged from conference when the 1973 session ended.
(Impoundment, this chapter)

Joint Study Committee

Hearings. The Joint Study Committee on Budget Control, which was established by Congress in 1972, held hearings
in March on congressional budget procedures. In preliminary recommendations, Feb. 7, the committee had proposed
the creation of a mechanism by which Congress could set ceilings on both spending and appropriations for each fiscal
year.

Finding general agreement with its conclusion that Congress should create its own mechanism for controling federal
spending, the study committee March 6–9 began looking at the details of how to go about it.

“The question is not whether it must be done, but how,” Federal Reserve Board Chairman Arthur F. Burns told the joint
committee as it opened hearings March 6.

“If you can develop procedures that will enable members of Congress to vote on an over-all fiscal policy that
adequately reflects congressional priorities, you will revitalize representative government in this country,” Burns added.

Burns, Comptroller General Elmer B. Staats and members of Congress who testified during the week's hearings voiced
approval of the committee's tentative recommendations for reforming the way Congress handles the federal budget.

The more difficult task, witnesses agreed, would be to develop workable congressional procedures to implement those
goals. In Burns' words, “…procedures must… be developed to assure reasonable compliance with the ceilings” on
appropriations and outlays for each fiscal year recommended by the budget committee.

Burns and Staats discussed alternative procedures for consideration by the joint committee, and more than 15
members of Congress testified on behalf of various legislative proposals for budgetary reform.

Burns called for greater cooperation between Congress and the executive branch in drawing up the federal budget,
including a role for Congress in preparation of the President's recommendations.

“In the long run, there would seem to be no political advantage to either the executive or the Congress in battling over
budgetary prerogatives,” Burns asserted, “particularly if the result is bad budgets.”

“Let peace be declared,” Burns said. “Let Congress play a greater role in reviewing the budget, and perhaps even
become involved in the preparation of the budget.”

Members of Congress had complained that the administration denied Congress access to the budget proposals
submitted by federal agencies to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which prepared the President's over-all
budget. As a result, members said, Congress could study each department's request only after OMB had tailored it to
the administration's over-all budget priorities.

Burns said eight states had established means for involving their legislatures in budget preparation, “generally through
a board most of whose members are legislators.”

In improving its budget process, Burns suggested, “it may be that the federal government could usefully adopt some of
the techniques of the states, where budgets are subject to a relatively firm discipline.”

One method by which states exercise fiscal restraint “is by granting considerably larger power to the governors than
the Congress has granted to the President,” Burns said, noting that some governors had the power to veto individual
spending items in appropriations bills.

“Although Congress has made it clear that it does not wish to emulate the states by strengthening the powers of the
executive branch to trim total outlays to acceptable levels,” Burns added, “procedures that produce deficits that the
Congress itself does not desire invite corrective action by the executive.”
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Burns repeated his support for the concept of “zero-base budgeting,” under which a federal program's entire
appropriations request would be reviewed annually.

Under existing procedure, Burns explained, program officials “have had to justify only the increase they seek above
last year's level. Substantial savings could undoubtedly be realized if both the administration and the Congress treated
each appropriation request as if it were for a new program.”

Burns endorsed provisions of a bill (S 40) introduced by Sen. Bill Brock (R Tenn.) limiting authorization of any major
spending program to three years and requiring detailed evaluation of the program's performance before it could be
extended beyond three years.

Staats, a former Bureau of the Budget official, made suggestions based on his experience in the executive branch and
as head of the General Accounting Office, an agency of Congress that investigates on request the performance of
federal programs.

The executive branch could help Congress determine annual appropriations and spending totals, Staats suggested,
by:

Submitting detailed analyses of relatively uncontrollable outlays, broken down by programs within the jurisdiction of each
congressional committee and subcommittee.

Providing an analysis of how much of the over-all spending total projected in each year's budget falls within the
jurisdiction of each committee and subcommittee.

The GAO, Staats added, could help Congress set budget priorities by analyzing agency budget justifications, by
providing staff assistance for proposed budget committees, and by obtaining and analyzing data on federal programs.

The GAO staff could help relate appropriations requests to actual expenditures for each fiscal year and the following
three to five years, Staats suggested.

Proposals Challenged

Recommendations. The study committee's proposals, incorporated in bills (HR 7130, S 1641) introduced April 18,
suggested creation of special committees on the budget in both houses, with one-third of the membership coming from
the Appropriations Committees, one third from the House Ways and Means and Senate Finance Committees and the
other third from legislative committees.

The panels, whose work would begin with preparation for the fiscal 1975 budget to be submitted by the President early
in 1974, would report out concurrent resolutions governing appropriations and spending-one resolution early in the
session and another late in the year. Like the relationship between government agencies and the President's Office of
Management and Budget, the committees with budget-making authority would submit recommendations to the budget
committee which would then set over-all ceilings and map out priorities within them in the form of budget subceilings.

Under the proposals, the special committees on the budget would be made up of 21 members in the House and 15 in
the Senate. Chairmanship of each committee would rotate each year between members from the appropriations and
finance committees, with the stipulation that similar committees (such as Finance and Ways and Means) could not
control both the House and Senate chairmanships in the same year. The finance and appropriations committees would
select their representatives, while members from the legislative committees would be named by the party leadership.

The committees would be provided with a single joint staff, which would seek to rival OMB in both organization and
competence.

To give Congress flexibility, a second resolution would be considered later in the year to take care of any emergency
changes in the ceiling and its subceilings. Debate on each of the resolutions would be limited to 30 hours in both
houses of Congress.

While the proposed reforms would not affect existing legislation providing backdoor spending, they would require that
future enactments of permanent appropriations go through the appropriations committees and that other backdoor
spending approved by legislative committees carry language limiting payments to levels set forth in advance in regular
and supplemental appropriations bills.

To control spending as well as appropriations, the money bills approved under the system would carry limits on the
year's expenditures, and the limits would become binding on the White House when the President signed the bills.

Amendments to the resolutions would be permitted, but if a move to increase the ceiling of any budgetary outlay were
offered, it would have to be accompanied by an equivalent cut in other programs or by a tax increase. In a wrap-up
appropriations bill at the end of the session, a tax surcharge would be considered to cover any shortfall between the
year's spending and revenue estimates.

Liberal Criticism. Plans to streamline the congressional appropriations process by creating new “super-committees”
on the budget ran into serious opposition from liberals inside and outside Congress.

Critics mobilized to present the other side of the case. The Democratic Study Group, an organization of about 165
liberal and moderate Democrats in the House, issued a staff report May 10 criticizing the proposed legislation on an
item-by-item basis.

One source of liberal concern was the fear that the new budget committees would be dominated by conservatives.
Under the proposals, two-thirds of the budget committee members would be from the Appropriations, Ways and
Means, and Finance committees, and the senior members of all three of these committees generally are more
conservative than either house as a whole.



“The proposal,” wrote the DSG, “would lock the congressional budgetary process into a conservative mold for
generations to come.”

Authors of the critical report said Republicans would join with southern Democrats to make sure that conservatives got
the bulk of the budget committee seats from Appropriations, Ways and Means, and Finance. The Democratic Study
Group claimed that the one-third of the budget committee that would be chosen by the House leadership would not be
enough to offset conservative majorities.

Ullman Concessions. In July 19 hearings before the House Rules Committee, Ullman offered a series of
compromises.

Ullman told the Rules Committee that House members of the joint committee had informally agreed to nine changes in
the proposal. “In fact,” he said, “we have tried to go out of our way to meet problems that others have presented.”

Specifically, Ullman, who was co-chairman of the joint budget study committee with Jamie L. Whitten (D Miss.), July 19
proposed changing the proposal so that half, rather than one-third, of the members of the House budget committee
would be drawn from legislative committees, reducing the representation of the Appropriations and Ways and Means
Committees.

In addition, he suggested, all members of the new committee should be selected and appointed under existing House
rules by the Democratic caucus or the Republican conference, rather than chosen by the members of Appropriations
and Ways and Means.

The changes would also beef up the representation of minority party members on the budget committee, changing the
ratio to 3-to-2 from 4-to-3 for majority and minority members.

Other changes included:

Allowing the House and Senate to proceed simultaneously on legislation setting the target budget ceilings, rather than
requiring the House to act first.

Leaving the selection of a committee chairman to the committee rather than mandating that the chairman be a member of
the Appropriations or Ways and Means Committee.

Requiring the President to submit his budget by Dec. 20 instead of Jan. 20.

Building more flexibility into the floor amendment process.

Increasing reserve and contingency funds to accommodate adjustments in specific appropriations bills.

House Committee Action

Prodded by its Republican members, the House Rules Committee opened hearings on budget reform legislation July
19. By agreeing to move promptly on budget reform, committee Democrats headed off efforts by Rep. John B. Anderson
(R Ill.) to attach budget reform provisions to the House anti-impoundment bill (HR 8480). The hearings continued
sporadically through late September, and the committee began marking up legislation in October. HR 7130 was
reported to the House Nov. 20.

In its report on HR 7130 (H Rept 93–658), the Rules Committee presented a detailed indictment of the existing budget
procedures and an explanation of its recommendations.

By linking budget reform to impoundment control, the committee contended, HR 7130 “seeks to remedy the two main
deficiencies that have weakened congressional control of the purse.” The bill's two titles shared “a joint purpose,” the
committee added, “to restore responsibility for the spending policy…to the legislative branch. One without the other
would leave Congress in a weak and ineffective position.”

Under existing procedures, the committee complained, “the fact of the matter is that there is no congressional budget
process, only an agglomeration of separate actions and decisions.”

While Congress as a representative body must remain receptive to many interests and needs, the report went on, “the
dispersion of budget responsibility within Congress has left it unprepared for what are perhaps the two main
contemporary purposes of the budget process: to manage the economy and to determine public priorities.”

The committee said it reworked the special joint study committee's proposals “to cast the purposes of budget control
into an acceptable and useful framework. Budget reform is of no value if it cannot be adopted, or if adopted it cannot
work.”

In modifying the joint committee's restrictive procedures, the committee said it sought a workable process that would
allow Congress to express its will on spending priorities, avoid concentrating spending decisions in a single committee,
protect “the well-established appropriations process,” and stick to established legislative procedures as much as
possible.

The proposed House budget committee make-up the report argued, would put the tax and spending expertise of
Appropriations and Ways and Means Committee members to use while drawing “the entire membership into the
budget process….”

By making the initial budget resolution totals targets only, the committee went on, HR 7130 would “preserve and
enhance the appropriations process which has consistently demonstrated its effectiveness….”



In minority views, four of the five Rules Committee Republicans-Dave Martin (Neb.), James H. (Jimmy) Quillen (Tenn.),
Delbert L. Latta (Ohio) and Del Clawson (Calif.)-endorsed the budget reform procedures but opposed the impoundment
provision as an unwise restriction on the President's ability to manage the budget.

In separate views, John B. Anderson (R Ill.), the committee's fifth Republican, supported the impoundment provision but
recommended procedures requiring action by both the House and Senate to overrule a presidential impoundment.

In additional views, Spark M. Matsunaga (D Hawaii) argued that the budget committee composition should be left to the
House party caucuses. Matsunaga also questioned the utility of budget resolution targets which were divided into
functional budget categories that did not correspond to the Appropriations subcommittees.

House Floor Action

The House Dec. 5 passed HR 7130 by a 386-23 recorded vote. (Vote 466(T), p. 146-H)

In Dec. 5 floor votes on amendments offered to HR 7130, the House made one minor technical change in the
committee bill. It rejected proposals to open up budget committee membership, revamp the appropriation process and
remove the anti-impoundment provisions.

Upholding the committee on impoundment control, the House by a 108–295 recorded vote rejected an amendment
offered by Martin to delete the entire anti-impoundment section. (Vote 463(T), p. 146-H)

If the bill's budget reform procedures failed to work, Martin argued, “then it is even more important that the President
have the power to impound.”

Without restrictions on impoundment, Bolling replied, the budget reform bill “in my judgment is a waste of time.”

Defeating efforts to revise the committee's anti-impoundment provisions, the House rejected:

By a 186–221 recorded teller vote an amendment by Anderson that would have required passage of a concurrent
resolution by both the House and the Senate to force the president to spend impounded funds. (Vote 464(T), p. 146-H)

By a 186–221 recorded teller vote an amendment by Richard W. Mallary (R Vt.) that would have made the anti-
impoundment provisions effective on Oct. 1, 1975, the same date the budget reform measures would be implemented.
(Vote 465(T), p. 146-H)

Overriding objections by some Democrats, the House by a 23–76 standing vote rejected Matsunaga's amendment
deleting provisions specifying membership on the House budget committee. Conceding that the Ways and Means and
Appropriations Committees should be represented on the budget committee, Matsunaga, Obey and others
nevertheless argued that writing that requirement into law would infringe on Democratic Caucus control over
Democratic committee assignments.

Without assigned seats for members of the appropriations and tax-writing committees, replied Ways and Means
Committee member Martha W. Griffiths (D Mich.), “instead of the budget committee being a useful coordinating device it
will…further fragment fiscal policy decision-making.”

Refusing changes in the appropriations process outlined by HR 7130, the House rejected:

By a 106–300 recorded teller vote an amendment by House Armed Services Committee Chairman F. Edward Hebert (D
La.) that would have delayed to July 1 the authorization deadline. (Vote 459(T), p. 144-H)

By a 185–218 recorded teller vote an amendment by Charles E. Bennett (D Fla.) that would have required pilot testing or
evaluation of all major new spending programs. (Vote 460(T), p. 144-H)

By a 192–217 recorded teller vote a Bennett amendment limiting authorizations to three years. (Vote 461(T), p. 146-H)

By a 117–289 recorded teller vote an amendment by Jonathan B. Bingham (D N.Y.) requiring Congress to hold all
appropriations bills-including those within budget targets-until the reconciliation process was completed. (Vote 462(T), p.
146-H)

By a 26–63 standing vote an Anderson amendment requiring that the President's budget include high and low options as
well as the administration's recommendation for appropriations and spending in each functional budget category.

Making a single change in the committee's bill, the House by voice vote adopted an amendment by Alphonzo Bell (R
Calif.) increasing to 10 days from five days the time given members to study a reported budget resolution before it was
considered on the floor.

Senate Action
Hearings

A Senate Government Operations subcommittee held hearings on budget reform in April and May. In advance of the
study group's proposals, other plans were suggested.

April 2

Opening hearings by the Government Operations Subcommittee on Budgeting, Management and Expenditures,
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Chairman Lee Metcalf (D Mont.) said its task was to come up with specific budget control proposals “while Congress is
in a mood for asserting its constitutional responsibilities.”

In preserving its prerogatives, Metcalf asserted, Congress also must address itself to a larger purpose: the need for
prudent management of federal fiscal policy.

“The plain facts,” he said, “are that regardless of who exercises authority, the budget is in danger of going out of
control. In the face of persistent inflation, huge budget deficits, mammoth deficits in our balance of payments and the
declining value of the dollar abroad, action is imperative.”

To speed such action, the subcommittee must “extract the best” from interim recommendations by the Joint Study
Committee on Budget Control and from ten bills before the subcommittee, Metcalf said.

“All have the basic objectives of providing the machinery, staffing and information to enable Congress to frame its own
legislative budget, set a ceiling on expenditures in relation to revenues and the national debt, set the people's priorities
under that ceiling, and take charge of fiscal policy in general,” he said.

Joint Committee. Several budget reform proposals would create a joint committee made up of senior members of the
House and Senate appropriations and tax-writing committees to recommend an annual ceiling on federal spending. In
testimony before Metcalf's subcommittee, however, Sen. Adlai E. Stevenson III (D Ill.) opposed the joint committee
suggestion.

An experiment with such a joint committee in 1948 was “found unwieldy and unworkable,” Stevenson said. A joint
committee mechanism, he contended, also would “delegate…an important function of all members to a body which
would essentially be a committee of only the most senior members of the most powerful committees.” (1948
experiment, CQ Guide to the U.S. Congress, 1971, p. 190)

Stevenson recommended that an outlay ceiling be considered by the existing appropriations committees, “which, after
all, are the committees charged with providing the budget authority which results in outlays.”

If such a joint committee is created, Rep. John Conyers Jr. (D Mich.) told the subcommittee, its membership should “fully
reflect the diversity of opinions and interests within both parties and both houses of Congress.”

To that end, he suggested, the joint committee should include some “members of the four ‘money’ committees, but the
majority…should be elected by the party caucuses in each house….”

Omnibus Bill. Both Conyers and Stevenson recommended that all appropriations for each fiscal year be approved in
a single omnibus or consolidated appropriations bill. Under Stevenson's proposal (S 905), the omnibus bill not only
would appropriate funds but also would specify permissible outlays for each program during the fiscal year.

“The present procedure of reporting out and considering individually more than 10 separate appropriations bills makes
it difficult for Congress to rationally set priorities,” Stevenson said. “Under the procedures which I propose, Congress
would be compelled to weigh the cost and benefits of one program against those of another.”

Congress tried an omnibus appropriations measure in fiscal 1951 but abandoned the method. Opponents contended
that drawing up a massive bill was too time-consuming and its provisions too complex for completion of action in
reasonable time. (Guide to the U.S. Congress, p. 190)

Conyers contended that those obstacles could be overcome if Congress had access to agency and department budget
requests when submitted to the Office of Management and Budget and if the House abandoned its traditional
insistence that the Senate await House action before acting on appropriations.

Conyers also suggested that annual appropriation and annual authorization requirements be dropped. By adopting a
system of staggered multi-year appropriations and authorizations, he argued, Congress could devote closer scrutiny
each year to fewer programs.

Rep. Charles E. Bennett (D Fla.), on the other hand, urged consideration of a bill requiring annual appropriations for all
federal programs, including those financed by trust funds. Other requirements of Bennett's bill were five-year budget
projections for each program, re-evaluation of each program every three years and pilot testing of new program
proposals.

April 9

A. Alan Post, California's legislative analyst, told the Government Operations Subcommittee on Budget, Management
and Expenditures that his state's budget system had demonstrated that effective legislative control over government
spending was possible.

“It is frequently stated,” Post said, “that the fragmentation of power within legislative bodies renders them unfit for
unified consistent legislative action. It is my conclusion that the budget review system in California as carried out by the
Legislature demonstrates that such fragmentation need not exist in the legislative process.”

Post directed the California Legislature's Office of Legislative Analyst, which reviews the governor's budget and
analyzes all spending bills considered. The office also analyzes tax bills and makes studies of the tax implications of
budget requirements and reform proposals.

The Joint Committee on Budget Reform, established in the 93rd Congress to recommend procedures by which
Congress could better consider the budget, reportedly had concluded that Congress should create an agency
patterned after California's budget analysis office.

As described by Post, California's Office of Legislative Analyst employed about 45 professionals-political scientists,
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economists, engineers and an architect-who operated under the general supervision of a 14-member joint committee
of the Legislature.

Because of its expertise, Post said, his staff could “deal with technical and policy issues on a reasonable parity with
agency administrators of the highest rank,” thus offering the Legislature independent judgments on proposals favored
by executive agencies.

As he prepares the state's budget, California's governor provides the legislative analyst with data used in the
preparation, Post said. As a result, he added, the Legislature is able to start hearings on the budget within weeks of its
submission by the governor.

Those hearings-conducted by the Legislature's appropriations committees-are based on a detailed budget analysis by
the legislative analysts' office, Post said. The report, more than a thousand pages long, includes analyses of the over-
all budget and of individual appropriations requests as well as recommendations for revising the governor's proposals.

A key feature of California's system, Post told the subcommittee, is centralized control over state spending by the
appropriations committees. Those committees consider an omnibus appropriations bill drafted by the governor and
also all continuing appropriations previously enacted by statute or the state constitution.

“While other committees may resent this centralized appropriations authority and the power it wields,” Post said, “it is
my belief that only by having and using judiciously such power will the legislative branch be able to operate effectively
with the executive branch.”

Subcommittee Action

The Subcommittee on Budgeting, Management and Expenditures July 25 approved S 1541, a refinement of legislation
originally introduced by Sam. J. Ervin Jr. (D N.C.), chairman of the full Government Operations Committee.

The bill “draws much from the recommendations of the Joint Study Committee on Budget Control,” Subcommittee
Chairman Lee Metcalf (D Mont.) said in announcing subcommittee action, “but there are significant differences.”

The subcommittee approved the bill by an 8-0 vote, with Edmund S. Muskie (D Maine) absent. But three members who
voted to report the bill to the full committee favored an alternative approach during subcommittee deliberations.

As approved by the subcommittee, S 1541 would require that Congress by April 15 of each year enact a concurrent
resolution setting ceilings on over-all appropriations and spending for the upcoming fiscal year. The resolution also
would set spending and appropriations ceilings for each major program category.

Under the subcommittee bill, Congress by Sept. 15 of each year would enact a second concurrent resolution adjusting
the ceiling to take account of changed economic needs. The second resolution could either raise the ceilings to
accommodate changes approved by Congress or tailor program categories to fit the existing ceilings.

By a 4–5 vote, the subcommittee rejected a proposal by Muskie that would delay enactment of firm ceilings on
appropriations and spending until the end of the appropriations process. Under the Muskie approach, Congress would
enact general guidelines at the beginning of a session to be followed by appropriations and legislative committees in
considering bills requiring federal spending.

Since committees would be likely to approve funds above the guidelines, Congress after the budget process has been
completed would enact a “reconciliation bill” changing the guidelines or tailoring separate legislation to fit
appropriations and outlay ceilings. No spending measure could go into effect until the reconciliation was completed.

Supporters of the Muskie approach contended that the bill approved by the subcommittee would place too much
restraint on legislative committees in considering spending programs required by national needs.

In addition to Muskie, Metcalf, Bill Brock (R Tenn.) and William B. Saxbe (R Ohio) voted for Muskie's proposal in
subcommittee.

Full Committee Action

The full Government Operations Committee Nov. 28 unanimously reported (S Rept 93–579) a compromise version of
S 1541. As reported, S 1541 generally followed the thrust of the House bill, although it contained no impoundment
provisions and it established a different timetable for congressional budget action.

The committee bill was a compromise between the version approved by the budgeting subcommittee and a proposal
offered by Muskie and Brock. The alternatives differed in three main respects.

The subcommittee's bill created House and Senate budget committees to consider the President's budget proposals
and recommend a congressional budget. It required that Congress enact firm budget ceilings and subceilings before
considering separate appropriations and backdoor spending measures. It also directed the President to send his
budget to Congress by Nov. 15.

Rejecting separate budget committees, the Muskie-Brock proposal assigned most budget-making functions to the
existing Senate Appropriations Committee. The proposal provided for adoption of a tentative budget resolution early in
each session but left enactment of firm ceilings to the end of the appropriations and spending process. The bill also
changed the federal government's fiscal year to start each year on Oct. 1 rather than July 1.

The compromise adopted generally followed the Muskie-Brock approach. Dealing with major differences, the
compromise would:



Change the fiscal year, with Oct. 1 used as a starting date.

Create a budget committee but give the existing Appropriations Committee major responsibility for enforcing budget
decisions.

Require enactment by July 1 of a budget resolution setting a firm ceiling but flexible subceilings on federal spending.

Require enactment by Oct. 1 of a “ceiling enforcement bill” putting all appropriations and backdoor spending bills into
effect. In reporting the enforcement bill, the Appropriations Committee would recommend cuts in individual spending bills
if needed to keep total spending under the ceiling. If Congress failed to enact a consistent enforcement bill, the budget
committee then would propose a new budget resolution readjusting spending and taxes.

Roth Objections. The full committee Oct. 9 gave tentative approval to the compromise with one dissenting vote by
William V. Roth Jr. (R Del.). Roth objected that the compromise “eliminates any self-discipline” from congressional
budget decisions.

“As a practical matter,” Roth complained, under the compromise provisions Congress “will pretty much end up the
same way we do today.

“We still have what I call a rubbery over-all ceiling,” he went on, “that would be subject to increases at the end of the
year by a majority vote.” Rather than cutting appropriations to meet the ceiling, he argued, Congress would find it
easier to simply raise the ceiling.

Appropriations Committee Chairman John L. McClellan (D Ark.), a Government Operations Committee member, argued
that “the subceilings should be firm.”

The Appropriations Committee had experimented in 1973 by assigning ceilings to its subcommittees as they handled
separate appropriations bills, McClellan said, and “it's worked pretty well…. If they have a ceiling, they know they've
got to meet it. That's a whole lot better than calling them targets.”

McClellan also proposed that Congress set up a joint committee to handle budget deliberations rather than separate
House and Senate budget committees.

Rules Committee Referral

Deferring further congressional action to restructure its budget-making process until 1974, the Senate Dec. 7 referred
its version of budget reform legislation (S 1541) to the Rules and Administration Committee.

Under a unanimous consent agreement worked out with Government Operations Committee Chairman Sam J. Ervin Jr.
(D N.C.), the bill was referred to the Rules Committee with instructions to report it back by Feb. 1. To assure that the
Rules Committee could not delay action indefinitely, the agreement provided that S 1541 automatically go on the
Senate calendar on Feb. 1 even if the Rules Committee had not acted.

Majority Whip Robert C. Byrd (D W.Va.), chairman of the Rules Committee's Subcommittee on Standing Rules of the
Senate, insisted that the Rules Committee share jurisdiction over budget control, according to Senate sources.

The Dec. 7 agreement replaced an earlier agreement announced Nov. 30 under which the Rules committee was
instructed to report S 1541 by Jan. 21. That agreement, however, included no provision automatically putting the bill on
the Senate calendar if the committee did not act.

Features
Congressional Budget Timetable

As passed by the House Dec. 5, HR 7130 established the following timetable for consideration of the budget by
Congress:

Jan. 20 President's budget submitted (no change from present practice)

March 31 Congress clears authorization bills

May 1 Congress clears first budget resolution setting targets

Aug. 1 Congress completes action on appropriations bills

Sept. 15 Congress clears second budget resolution setting final totals, requiring appropriations and tax changes if necessary

Sept. 30 Congress clears budget reconciliation bill if necessary to adjust appropriations and taxes to meet second budget resolution

Oct. 1 Fiscal year begins

Backdoor Spending

A major stumbling block to congressional control over the budget is presented by “backdoor spending” —the approval
of budget authority by routes other than through appropriations considered by the appropriations committees.

Backdoor spending comes in four different forms:

Borrowing authority, or authority for a federal agency to borrow from the public for programs such as student loan
guarantees, the rural electric program and public housing.

Contract authority, or authorization to enter into contracts not entailing present appropriations but involving obligation of



federal funds for payment at a later date.

Permanent appropriations, a process in which basic legislation makes funds available for a specific period of time (as in
the revenue-sharing program, social security and the like) and no further appropriation is needed to authorize annual
spending.

Mandatory spending, in which payment levels are established in basic legislation-such as public assistance and veterans
benefits-and then become a binding obligation of the government to be funded by annual appropriations. (Mandatory
spending leaves the appropriations committees with little if any leeway, however, because court action can usually be
obtained to force the payments of the benefits.)

“Backdoor or mandatory spending in recent years has been proved in practice to be more difficult to control than
spending through the regular appropriations process,” the Joint Study Committee on Budget Control emphasized in its
April report on congressional budget reform. Although Congress in action on regular appropriations bills had reduced
administration budget requests by $30-billion over the period of fiscal 1969–73, the report noted, Congress had
increased the estimates by about that same amount in actions it took on legislative bills over that same period.

Budget Study Participants

Following is a list of the membership of the Joint Study Committee on Budget Control, established under 1972
legislation (PL 92-591) increasing the government debt ceiling (1972 Almanac p. 419):

Co-Chairmen

Jamie L. Whitten (D Miss.), House Appropriations Committee

Al Ullman (D Ore.), House Ways and Means Committee

Co-Vice Chairmen

John L. McClellan (D Ark.), chairman, Senate Appropriations committee

Roman L. Hruska (R Neb.), Senate Appropriations

Russell B. Long, (D La.), chairman, Senate Finance Committee

Herman T. Schneebeli (R Pa.), House Ways and Means

Other Members

Senate Appropriations Committee: John C. Stennis (D Miss.), John O. Pastore (D R.I.), Alan Bible (D Nev.), Milton R.
Young (R N.D.) and Norris Cotton (R N.H.).

Senate Finance Committee: Herman E. Talmadge (D Ga.), Vance Hartke (D Ind.), J.W. Fulbright (D Ark.), Wallace F.
Bennett (R Utah), Carl T. Curtis (R Neb.) and Paul J. Fannin (R Ariz.).

Senate at Large: William Proxmire (D Wis.) and William V. Roth Jr. (R Del.)

House Appropriations Committee: George Mahon (D Texas), John J. Rooney (D N.Y.), Robert L. F. Sikes (D Fla.), Elford
A. Cederberg (R Mich.), John J. Rhodes (R Ariz.) and Glenn R. Davis (R Wis.)

House Ways and Means Committee: James A. Burke (D Mass.), Martha W. Griffiths (D Mich.), Dan Rostenkowski (D Ill.),
Harold R. Collier (R Ill.), and Joel T. Broyhill (R Va.)

House at Large: Henry S. Reuss (D Wis.) and James T. Broyhill (R N.C.)
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