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SOCIAL SECURITY OVERSEAS
BENEFICIARIES

HON. G. WILLIAM WHITEHURST

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker,
as are most Americans, I am concerned
about the future of the social security
system and want to do all I can to
assure its continued vitality for gen-
erations to come. The old-age, survi-
vors, and disability insurance program,
commonly referred to as social securi-
ty, is the largest single program in the
budget. Federal outlays for social secu-
rity are estimated to rise from $117
billion in 1980 to $136.9 billion in 1981,
about one-fifth of the Federal budget,
and pay benefits to over 36 million
persons. These benefits are indexed to
the cost of living.

As you may recall, in the 96th Con-
gress I led the debate on the issue of
extending certain social security bene-
fits to our Nation’s prisoners. Consid-
erable national attention was focused
on this issue, and my legislation was
eventually incorporated into a larger
measure that went on to become
Public Law 96-473. While the issue is
small when viewed in the overall
scheme of things, the estimated
annual savings nevertheless total
many millions of dollars.

In recent months, I have been exam-
ining another group of social security
beneficiaries who, in my judgment,
represent a substantial drain on the
system and pose severe problems down
the road. I am also pleased that Social
Security Commissioner John A. Svahn
also has expressed his concern to me
and has indicated that he will recom-
mend legislative remedies in the near
future.

On Wednesday, I introduced the
Social Security Alien and Foreign
Resident Limitations Act of 1981,
which addresses the growing number
of foreign auxiliary beneficiaries living
in more than 60 countries. At present,
313,342 persons living abroad receive
$965.8 million annually in social secu-
rity benefits. Of course, while some of
these people are U.S. citizens who
have retired to their native countries,
the vast majority—nearly 70 percent—
are not. I am concerned that this situ-
ation is only going to get worse in the
years ahead; indeed, there has been a
50-percent increase in the number of
foreign beneficiaries in the last
decade.

Aside from the dramatic increase in
the number of foreign beneficiaries, it

is my sense that opportunists exploit
the social security system abroad
simply because of the inherent diffi-
culties in administering it. Among the
most highly visible problems are the
following:

The overseas beneficiary population
is growing rapidly (from 98,791 in 1960
to 313,342 in 1981).

Benefits are obtained through fraud-
ulent means.

The high number of undocumented
workers in the United States raises the
specter of massive increases in future
benefit claims. For benefit purposes,
the Social Security Administration
does not keep statistics on the number
of workers here legally or illegally. It
is estimated that 8 million of these in-
dividuals are workers.

Benefits are lucrative compared to
local income levels in some countries.

Little risk of prosecution for receiv-
ing benefits fraudulently.

As the General Accounting Office
noted in a report 3 years ago that was
never published:

Overall, dependents and survivors repre-
sent approximately 40 percent of the gener-
al population of Social Security benefici-
aries. However ... in the five countries with
the most beneficiaries, dependents and sur-
vivors range from 45 percent in Canada to
73 percent in Mexico. We believe this dis-
proportionate number of dependents and
survivors is an indication of the magnitude
of program inequities and abuses.

At my request, the GAO is updating
its findings and will provide me with a
summary in the near future.

As with the prisoner issue in the
96th Congress, the issue of foreign
auxiliary beneficiaries has been one
that has received scant attention in
recent years. In my judgment, the
ramifications of our social security
laws applied abroad have not been
fully appreciated. But after reviewing
numerous case histories and examin-
ing the administration of the social se-
curity program abroad, there is no
guestion in my mind that serious prob-
lems exist that must be dealt with by
this Congress.

As an example, in the cases of four
families of illegal aliens whose com-
bined contributions to the social secu-
rity system totaled $910, as of last
month they have collected $81,026. Of
the total, the primary wage earners
have received $10,694, while their de-
pendents and survivors have received
$79,032—none of whom has ever been
in the United States.

In its study 3 years ago, the General
Accounting Office provided the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service
with the names of 111 aliens obtained
from a sample of 175 beneficiaries re-

siding in Canada or Mexico to deter-
mine the number of undocumented
workers receiving social security bene-
fits. It was determined that 39 of these
individuals, or 35 percent, could be un-
documented workers.

In a letter to my colleagues in the
House explaining my legislation, I
noted two other areas of abuse:

ITEM

In May 1978, there were 2,070 Mexi-
can students enrolled in public univer-
sities receiving social security student
benefits. According to several studies,
the average tuition costs in Mexican
public universities in 1978 was $10 per
year. Even so, the average monthly
social security student benefit at the
time was $93.

ITEM

Because there is a limited number of
nursing homes in the Philippines, it is
not uncommon for a Filipino to return
to the Philippines upon retirement
and marry a young woman to care for
him in his later years. In exchange for
her taking care of him, the woman,
and any children they may have, are
financially provided for after his
death. In one case, a 70-year-old man
married a 17-year-old woman, and fa-
thered three children before his death
at age 75. Even though his widow and
three children will probably never set
foot in the United States, they will
collect many thousands of dollars in
social security benefits.

Mr. Speaker, during this past recess
when most of us returned to our dis-
tricts, I think it is fair to say that
among the most frequently expressed
concerns of our citizens is the future
of the social security system. If the
Second District of Virginia can be as-
sumed to be a relatively accurate ba-
rometer of thought on this issue, I can
tell you that many of our citizens are
urging this Congress to return the
social security system to its original
intent of providing a supplementary
income when an individual becomes
old or disabled.

Of course, we all know that this is
not the case today. The Social Securi-
ty Act has become a Christmas tree of
programs with a little bit of something
for everyone. Unfortunately, in doing
this, our tree’s roots have become se-
verely weakened to the point where
today we are scrambling to find reve-
nue sources to keep them alive.

The Social Security Alien and For-
eign Resident Limitations Act of 1981
would significantly limit the opportu-
nities for abuse of the social security
program by beneficiaries in foreign
countries.
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Specifically, the legislation would do
this:

First, prohibit the payment of social
security benefits to illegal aliens.

Second, in cases of U.S. citizens who
reside outside the United States, social
security benefits would be extended
only to those dependents existing at
the time of the wage earner's 57th
birthday.

Third, in cases of individuals who
are not citizens or nationals of the
United States, social security benefits
would be limited to a single lump sum
benefit, equal to the total amount of
social security taxes imposed plus in-
terest.

Mr. Speaker, my legislation protects
those individuals presently receiving
social security benefits, and would not
conflict with treaty obligations exist-
ing on the date of enactment of this
bill.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would urge
my colleagues to join me in this effort
to end what, in effect, has become an
international welfare state. At a time
when our social security system is
hard pressed to meet its commitments
in this country, it is difficult for me to
continue to support an expansion of
benefits to beneficiaries abroad who
are not U.S. citizens.

Thank you.e

A TRIBUTE TO MRS. LILLIAN
TICHY

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to bring to the attention of my
colleagues an event that will be taking
place in Leverett, Mass., on September
12. On that date, the citizens of the
town of Leverett will honor their
oldest resident, Mrs. Lillian Tichy,
who will be observing her 100th birth-
day.

Mrs. Tichy is a vivacious and active
centenarian. An avid reader, she dis-
plays a sense of humor as well as an
interest in current national and local
events, participates in senior citizen
activities and is an accomplished pian-
ist. She is truly a shining example not
only to her fellow senior citizens but
to our younger people as well.

The residents of Leverett are hon-
ored to celebrate this milestone in
Mrs. Tichy's life and I would like to
join them in wishing her a happy
birthday and ever peace and happiness
in the years ahead.®

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS
WE NEED THE VOTING RIGHTS
ACT

HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

e Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker,
during this past spring and summer,
witness after witness testified before
the Judiciary Subcommittee on Civil
and Constitutional Rights on the
urgent need to extend the Voting
Rights Act with section 5 intact. De-
spite great gains achieved by minori-
ties in the past 16 years, many exam-
ples of blatant and more subtle viola-
tions of voting rights remain. Carl
Rowan points out that without exten-
sion of the act, the fundamental right
of political participation may remain
in jeopardy for millions of our citizens.

Do Not CArrY Us BAaCK
{By Carl T. Rowan)

President Reagan has hinted that he will
support extension of the Voting Rights Act
of 1965—extension without amendments de-
signed to make this vital piece of legislation
meaningless.

Support of the Voting Rights Act would
be Reagan's first act of consequence that
would say to America’s minorities, “I am
your president, too!"”

Skeptics are saying that Reagan’s good in-
tentions will get washed away by the “boll
weevils,” those Deep South congressmen
who figure that the president owes them
some favors for their help in the passage of
his budget and tax cuts. Others fear that
the Justice Department will, at its Oct. 1
deadline, offer Reagan some formula under
which areas once guilty of blatant electoral
diserimination (9 states and portions of 13
others) can wriggle out from under a re-
quirement that they clear with the Justice
Department any changes in election laws,
such as the reapportionment of state legis-
latures.

If Reagan wonders why this piece of legis-
lation is so important to minorities, he need
only look at the last 25 years of Mississippi
history.

Even with the Voting Rights Act, it took
13 years of court battles before blacks got a
half-decent chance of being elected to the
Mississippi legislature. Today 17 blacks are
among the legislature’s 174 members, 10
percent representation, although blacks
make up 35 percent of Mississippi’s popula-
tion.

“Look at that progress!"” opponents of the
Voting Rights Act are saying to the presi-
dent, “'This law is not needed anymore.”

Reagan need only look at what is still
going on in Virginia to know that not only is
the law still needed, but it must be enforced
by his Justice Department with diligence
and vigilance.

Virginia has a history of trying every trick
known to dilute the black vote and to
ensure that blacks are not elected to Con-
gress or to statewide office and that very
few blacks get elected to the state legisla-
ture.

Virginia is 18.7 percent black, but only 3.6
percent of its state legislators are black; one
senator out of 40 and four delgates out of
100.

Virginia’s game has been to draw district
lines so as to split up large, predominantly
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black areas in places like Richmond and
Norfolk.

Richmond's Mayor Henry Marsh recently
told a House judiciary subcommittee that in
1969, when blacks were becoming a majority
in that city, then mayor Phil Bagley told
public gatherings, “I don't want niggers to
take over the city.” So he moved to annex
portions of Chesterfield County to acquire
44,000 whites and thus dilute the political
power of blacks.

Virginia remains so backward politically
that electoral injustices would again become
commonplace if the Voting Rights Act were
allowed to expire next year—or if it were ex-
tended without Section 5, the provision that
requires the would-be gerrymanderers to
pass muster at the Justice Department and
before the courts.

The Voting Rights Act was a major factor
in ending the violence of the 1960s because
it gave people long outside the system
reason to believe that, once inside, they
could vote their way to justice.

Whatever else this society may take away
from its hungry and harassed, it must not
take away that hope.®

THE POOR HAVE MANAGED
WITHOUT THE HELP OF AN
ALL-PROVIDER FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT

HON. JOHN M. ASHBROOK

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I
would call attention to a recent item
in the Washington Post, “Funds
Cutoff Fails To Stem Low-Income
Abortions’ (September 4, 1981).

Despite the denial of Federal funds for
abortions—

The first paragraph reads—

985 percent of low-income and other women
who might have turned to medicaid for help
have gotten abortions anyway, the Govern-
ment's Center for Disease Control reported
yesterday.

The “poor” have managed to get
abortions on their own or with State
or loecal aid, but without the help of an
all-provider Federal Government. This
would lead one to suspect that the vi-
cious criticism that was leveled against
the passage and implementation of
the Hyde amendment—criticism which
labeled supporters of that amendment
as being “insensitive to.the needs of
the poor” was not really justified after
all. One might suspect further that it
was just a propaganda barrage to try
to gain public support and sympathy,
not so much for the poor, who, accord-
ing to this report, really did not need
it, but for the providers of this so-
called service.

Since the poor have not actually suf-
fered by the cutoff of funds for abor-
tion under the Hyde amendment, how
can anyone seriously claim that a
cutoff of funds for abortion under the
Federal employees health benefits
programs would hurt well-paid Feder-
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al employees, even those in the lowest
ranks?

I am saddened to note that almost as
many abortions are still taking place—
unborn human lives canceled out for
reasons of convenience or comfort, for
reasons of deformity or defect, or for
reasons of economy oOr careers—
unborn human lives that might other-
wise have been born in a society where
someday they will be sorely missed, as
the old grow more numerous and the
ranks of the young continue to shrink.
But I am likewise heartened that the
Federal taxpayer role in financing
abortions will soon come to an end.

Certainly, now, with this report in
hand, we can claim that there is no
longer any valid reason for not passing
the Ashbrook amendment as well.@

REAGAN'S IMMIGRATION PLAN—
AN AMERICAN CASTE SYSTEM

HON. ROBERT GARCIA

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, 1 wish
to share the following article from In-
quiry magazine which points out the
racist, unrealistic, and even illegal im-
migration policy of the Reagan admin-
istration.

As the article indicates, this plan
makes no economic, political, or social
sense. Further, it goes against Ameri-
can historical concepts, that is, we are

all immigrants; we or our ancestors
took a chance on political freedom and
better economic opportunity in Amer-
ica. It made sense then and it makes
sense now.

REAGAN'S IMMIGRATION PLAN—AN AMERICAN
CASTE SYSTEM

There is nothing quite like the word “im-
migration" to stir a politician's blood. After
all, a lot of the fun has gone out of politick-
ing in the last couple of decades; if you try
to give a speech about “shiftless niggers on
welfare,” you're liable to get in considerable
trouble. But talk the same way about Hai-
tian boat people or Mexican immigrants and
even the liberals love it. And you don't have
to worry that what you say makes even the
vaguest sense. For instance, Detroit’s black
mayor Coleman Young says that contrary
to common wisdom, last year's rioting in
Miami had nothing to do with the fact that
a bunch of white police officers beat an un-
armed black man to death and got away
with it. What the rioters were really upset
about, says Young, was Cuban immigrants.
(The only way to tell liberals from conserv-
atives on immigration is that liberals are re-
luctant to use such conservative totems as
welfare in their racist harangues. So Ted
Kennedy, instead of repeating the Republi-
can myth that immigrants all go on food
stamps, says instead that they take jobs
from decent red-blooded Americans.)

The temptations of the immigration issue
have proven a bit too much for the Reagan
administration. Opening with a properly
ominous warning that “we have lost control
of our borders,"” attorney general William
French Smith unveiled an administration
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“plan” for immigration that steadfastly ig-
nores all the real issues—but does offer
grand opportunities for more of the same
old political bluster.

The plan entails turning every business in
America into an arm of the Immigration
and Naturalization Service by forcing them
to prove that all their employees are citi-
zens and not some foreign scum. INS itself,
possibly the most incompetent of all federal
agencies, is to get an extra $75 million—
which, if things proceed according to form,
will get misfiled and lost. The hated bracero
program, under which Mexicans were al-
lowed into the country as "“guest workers”
and then instantly deported if they com-
plained about wages or working conditi-
tions, is to be revived. The Coast Guard is to
swoop down on boats operating on what we
quaintly refer to as the "“open” seas and
hold deportation hearings on Haitians who
haven't even gotten here. And the plan's
one concession to reality—amnesty for ille-
gal aliens who arrived before 1980—is irre-
deemably warped by the insistence that
most such aliens pay taxes and yet not be
allowed to use government services.

What it all adds up to is an expensive, un-
workable, and unfair mess. No one has even
ventured a guess as to what it will cost busi-
nesses to try to verify the status of all their
employees. And if the Reagan administra-
tion really tries to enforce the proposal the
likely result will be massive job discrimina-
tion against Hispanics and other minorities
at the lower end of the job market. Who
will bother to spend a lot of time and money
checking the credentials of a potential
busboy? Better just to hire someone who's
white and indisputably “American,"”

The other provisions are equally silly.
Giving $75 million to INS is pointless; this
agency can't even deal with legal immi-
grants, much less the illegal ones. Earlier
this year there was a near riot at Miami
International Airport when 16,000 passen-
gers arrived in a single day and INS couldn’t
cope. (Of course, when INS does cope, it can
be frightening. Some agents of the Border
Patrol, an INS subagency, report that the
patrolmen routinely carry garrotes, black-
jacks, and lead-lined gloves, the better to ad-
minister justice. Another popular item is
the “throwdown' gun, to be dropped near
the body of a murdered fugitive so patrol-
men can say they fired in self-defense.)

If the INS can't stop the flow of illegal
aliens—and it won't ever be able to, unless
we hire the 2.5 million more border patrol-
men that it would take to stand shoulder to
shoulder along the 2,000 miles between
Brownsville, Texas, and San Ysidro, Califor-
nia—then the administration’s conditional
amnesty plan makes no sense, either. What
we have now is a permanent undereclass of il-
legal aliens who are subject to awful exploi-
tation because unscrupulous employers can
have them thrown out of the country if
they complain. (The bracero program,
which operated from 1942 to 1964, was
nothing more than an attempt to institu-
tionalize this practice.) Amnesty—even Rea-
gan's bizarre pay-taxes-but-don't-collect-
services amnesty—is the only decent way to
deal with this situation. But what good does
it do to relieve one group of the stigma of il-
legal alien status while simultaneously cre-
ating another one? Most Americans are ap-
palled at India’s caste system, and yvet our
immigration laws have created an appalling
caste system of our own.

Underneath it all is a hard core of racism.
No one complains that the damn Canadians
are sneaking down here and ruining every-
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thing. The groups that arouse popular
enmity are the Mexicans, the Haitians, the
Cubans, and the Vietnamese (although the
government applauds Cuban and Vietnam-
ese emigrants as long as they go elsewhere:
after all, it's a propaganda coup). But we've
faced racist objections to immigration for
two centuries and overcome them, and we
can do it again—if the political mythmaking
about the economics of immigration can be
exposed. When conservatives claim that im-
migrants go on the dole, and when liberals
say immigrants take jobs from the deserving
poor, they are lying. It's as simple as that.
Nearly all available economic data shows
that most immigrants work hard, avoid wel-
fare, and do not take jobs from natives.

In 1975, for instance, the average native
family paid $3,008 in taxes. Immigrant fami-
lies here ten years averaged $3,564, and im-
migrant families here between sixteen and
twenty-five years averaged $3,592. At the
same time, immigrants—who tend to be
young, healthy, and single—make compara-
tively little use of welfare-type social pro-
grams. This is especially true of illegal
aliens. A U.S. Department of Labor study
found that only 5 percent of illegal aliens
use free medical care, 4 percent unemploy-
ment insurance, 1 percent food stamps, 1
percent welfare, and 4 percent public
schools. “Practically no illegals receive
social security, the costliest service of all,”
says economist Julian Simon of the Univer-
sity of Illinois, “but 77 percent of illegal
workers paid social security taxes and 73
percent had federal income tax withheld [in
19751." Even those who avoid withholding
still pay taxes every day; sales taxes, excise
taxes, property taxes (through their rent).
Meanwhile, a pair of University of Califor-
nia researchers interviewed nearly 1200 un-
employed natives in Los Angeles and gave
them lists of jobs that illegal aliens typical-
ly hold. Some 40 percent of the natives said
they wouldn't take the jobs under any cir-
cumstances, and virtually none was willing
to take them at the minimum wage. The in-
escapable conclusion is the same one econo-
mist Simon reaches: Admitting immigrants,
of any kind or color, “improves our average
living standard. If we Americans just plain
don’t want any more ‘foreigners’ in our
midst, let's say so, but let's not justify our
xenophobia with unsound economic argu-
ments.”

The tragic thing is that Simon or anyone
else should have to address the issue. We
should know better. Nearly all of us are im-
migrants; we, or our ancestors, came here
looking for a better life—a life with more
political freedom and better economic op-
portunity. In a very real sense, immigration
is what this country is all about. How can
we deny others the same chance we had? In
doing, so, we deny our own heritage—and
for all its patrotic trappings, that's exactly
what the Reagan administration is trying to
do.e

FOCUSING ON ENERGY
HON. JOHN P. MURTHA

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, in the
first 8 months of 1981, I believe we
have tended to ignore the remaining
aspects of America’s energy situation.
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For the information of my colleagues,
I include two of my “Weekly Col-
umns” which I recently wrote on this
issue:

THE BorroMm LINE READS ENERGY

In 1981 the debate in Washington has fo-
cused on the economy and national defense.
Missing from the debate, however, has been
an issue that links the two together, and
without attention could destroy our plans in
either area—the issue is America's energy
future.

Like the popular ballad where singers
remind us of “the good old days” and “the
way we were,” a summer’s oil surplus has
cut our memory very short about gasoline
lines two summers ago. Naturally, we all
would like to return to the days when gas
and oil were easy to come by and cheap. Un-
fortunately, we can not. It is a problem we
must face. So far this year, we have not.

A new book on “Energy and Security,” by
David Deese and Joseph S. Nye, summarizes
our problems in a couple of vitally impor-
tant paragraphs. In the one, the authors
note, “Today, nearly two-fifths of the oil
consumed by the free world's economy is
vulnerable to terrorism, accident, warfare,
and extortion. The sudden loss of Persian
Gulf oil for a year could stagger the world’s
economy, disrupt it, devastate it, like no
event since the Great Depression of the
1930s.” That is the economic link of energy.

As for the national security link of energy,
Deese and Nye outline it like this: “The
probability of Soviet tanks rolling across the
North German plain is much lower than the
likelihood of an interruption of oil supplies
stemming from various conflicts in the
Middle East. Yet our energy plans and our
diplomatic strategy do not reflect those
probabilities. We are far less prepared for
an energy emergency than for a military
attack.”

Of course, energy policy has proved com-
plex and controversial. Regional differences
over the use of natural gas and oil remain;
environmentalists worry properly about
“acid rain," and other difficulties associated
with increased coal use; the debate contin-
ues over the role of nuclear power; govern-
ment research funds are being cut-back
from solar and other energy research in the
budget trimming steps. When Congress
adopted the first National Energy Plan in
United States history back in 1978, the key
portions passed by only a single vote in the
House of Representatives. Congress and the
Nation still remain that divided over the
best way to proceed.

But to ignore energy will be disastrous.
Eight years after the oil embargo we have
learned many important things: we have
learned Americans will conserve, we have
learned Americans want to use our own
energy resources, we have learned business
and institutions will join in the conservation
effort; but we have also learned that there
is no magic, all-purpose solution that will
make this problem go away; we have also
learned that we cannot easily break our oil
habit or our need to import foreign oil, and
we have learned that switching to coal is
costly, cumbersome, and controversial.

In the last three weeks in this space as we
have looked at the energy problem, I think
we have noted that we can take some pride
in the last eight years of energy debate;
after all, we have done more on energy in
those years than in any other period in our
history, but if we fail to continue to act, we
will lose everything that we have gained.
Moreover, we will throw open to disaster
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whatever progress we have made on eco-
nomic stability and national security.

Those are the stakes in the energy debate.
We cannot afford to forget them. We
cannot fail to act.

ExpPoRTING MoRE CoAL

The road to using more Pennsylvania coal
winds through what at first glance appears
to be a most unlikely stop—Philadelphia,

When we think of coal, we do not usually
associate it with Philadelphia, but last week
I was in that city for an announcement that
will impact directly on our area's coal hopes.

The meeting unveiled plans for a major
new coal storage and handling terminal at
Philadelphia’s Port Richmond Pier. By 1985
the coal handling capacity is estimated to
reach 15 million tons per year, an increase
from a present capacity of only about 3 mil-
lion tons.

By the time the second phase of construc-
tion is complete, over $60 million will have
been spent with the result of a loop track
arrangement for continuous unloading of
unit trains, dockage of ships up to 60,000
tons, ship and barge loading capacity of
5,000 tons per hour, and significant storage
of coal, allowing ships to load directly from
storage without awaiting rail cars.

Port Richmond has great potential for
serving the expanding coal export market.
Its east coast location—closest to the coal
fields of the Northeast and the coal-burning
markets of Europe—can combine with
worldwide coal demand and a good competi-
tive pricing situation for U.S. coal, to make
the port attractive to shippers and buyers.

That impacts directly on our area and our
coal mines. In the short-range (meaning the
1980s), our two best hopes for major in-
creases in coal production remain export of
coal and synthetic fuels development.

A major hindrance to increasing our for-
eign sales of coal has been the transporta-
tion bottleneck. The road transportation
system out of the mines must be improved,
the rail links between the coal fields and
the export ports must be upgraded, and the
ports like that of Philadelphia must be im-
proved to be more efficient and economical.
The need for the improvements is shown by
the increase between 1979 and 1980 when
U.S. coal exports surged from 65 million
tons to 90 million tons. At our Nation's
three major coal ports—Hampton Roads,
Baltimore, and Philadelphia—ships were de-
layed an average of 40 days prior to loading,
and extra charges of about $15 a ton were
added to the coal cost, because of the delay.

Now, though, American ports see the need
for expansion. A Dravo Corporation study
concluded that world demand for seaborne
coal will grow from 180 million tons in 1980
to more than 800 million tons by the end of
the century. A British study estimates that
coal importing nations will more than
double their imports by 1985, and then
double them again by 1890. The U.S. has
the greatest potential for supplying this
world demand for steam coal.

So, step one is to improve these port facill-
ties. Step two is to work on the rest of the
transportation network. Working hand-in-
hand with those steps is the third one—to
make sure we link the mines of our area to
that system 50 we can play a major role in
providing that coal, and so we can put our
miners back to work.

In the last month in this space, I have
talked about the energy problem our nation
still faces. I talked about the need for new
technology, the need to reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil, and the need for a
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strong energy leadership role from the fed-
eral government. It is proper that this series
end with a fourth key element in America’s
energy plan—making full use of the coal re-
serves we have, both in our own country,
and throughout the world.e

A TRIBUTE TO DR. RANDALL H.
NELSON

HON. PAUL SIMON

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, one of
the finest citizens of my district and of
this country is the former chairman of
the Political Science Department at
Southern Illinois University and now
professor there, Dr. Randall H.
Nelson.

Dr. Nelson served this country in the
armed services, sustained serious
injury, has provided distinguished
leadership to our area and is one of
the most thoughtful citizens I know.

Recently, he wrote a letter to me
which summarizes in such common-
sense terms what we are doing in the
Nation that I thought I would share it
with my colleagues and those around
the country who read the CoONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

I urge my colleagues to read this
fine letter which raises the fundamen-
tal question of whether we are consid-
ering what is happening to the guality
of life as we debate budget problems:

Hon, PAuL SIMON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Paur: I am certain that what you
need least is another letter from the hus-
tings, but I am sufficiently concerned about
current events to write a few comments.
The test of any society, it seems to me, is
the quality of life that it can provide for its
people. This seems to be the furthest thing
from the mind of the present administra-
tion. These ideologies are monopolizing the
political dialogue. The President simply pro-
claimed that the economy is in the worst
condition since the great depression. That is
pure fiction. The unemployed are indeed
very bad off, and the unemployment among
young blacks is of crisis proportions. Howev-
er, I do not think that the President's pro-
gram will remedy either problem. Most
people in this country have more in the way
of material goods than they ever had any
right to expect, but they still do not want to
pay taxes and are concerned lest somebody
else pick up a crumb or two.

The idea that all that we have to do is to
accept the President’'s program and let free
enterprise lead us out of the wilderness is
nonsense. Has corporate industry ever done
anything that it was not forced to do by
law? I ean recall a few things such as work-
men'’s compensation, the right of workers to
organize and bargain collectively, unemploy-
ment insurance, social security, air pollu-
tion, water pollution, chemical dumping,
consumer protection, and safety in the
workplace. How much of this is to be lost
under the plea of necessity for restoring the
economy? I am as concerned about inflation
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as anyone. Income in higher education has
not come close to keeping up with inflation.
However, I do not think that the simplistic
proposals of the Reagan Administration are
going to cure inflation. Inflation is a world-
wide phenomenon. I do not know what
causes inflation, but I am reasonably certain
that David Stockman doesn't either. Part of
the problem, I suspect, flows from the fact
that we do not have a free economy. When
there is a freeze in Florida, the price of
orange juice on the store shelf is immediate-
ly raised. That is not what the law of supply
and demand dictates. It is what the market
will bear. The oil companies are rapidly con-
solidating control over all forms of energy
and are now expanding into other areas.
Has Congress ever undertaken a thorough
study of the impact of conglomerates on the
economic system? The question that con-
cerns me is whether a corporation with
excess capital uses that capital to expand or
modernize its equipment or whether it
merely goes out and buys control of another
corporation or a professional sports team. It
seems to me, although I hasten to add that
I am talking about a subject of which I
know nothing, that such practices could
have a stultifying impact on industrial
growth.

The President himself convinced me that
the budget is not the problem. He spoke of &
national debt that is approaching a trillion
dollars, certainly a frightening figure. How-
ever, he then explained that the dollar is
worth only thirty-six cents compared to
1960. Simple arithmetic suggests, then, that
the debt is only 360 billion dollars in 1960
dollars which is only a modest increase over
the Eisenhower legacy. I noted in the Trib-
une last week that the program for elimi-
nating architectural barriers for the handi-
capped was to be cut back or eliminated be-
cause it is too costly. Has anyone considered
the cost of not continuing this program?
Why not cut out FAA support for private
aireraft? 1 am certain that the cost must be
great and the amount of fuel consumed
enormous.

I also noted last week that the administra-
tion is considering the resumption of domes-
tic surveillance by the CIA. I think that it is
imperative that this be prevented. If we
need a secret police or intelligence agency to
spy on American citizens, the country has a
more malignant problem than the economy,
and the President should be required to tell
us the nature of this malignancy.

Finally, I am tired of hearing about the
mandate which the people gave the Presi-
dent. The most disconcerting fact about the
last election was the fact that almost fifty
percent of the people of voting age stayed
home. President Reagan received the votes
of less than thirty percent of the potential
electorate. That is hardly a mandate. How-
ever, I respect Woodrow Wilson's observa-
tion that the President has a right to be as
big a man as he can, The Democrats need to
develop counter proposals based on hard
data. We need education in the public
sector. How many jobs will the President’s
program cost? I have not seen that question
addressed. Can the defense industry absorb,
economically, the amount of new money
that will be “stuffed” into it? Who will man
the 150 new ships that are to be added to
the fleet, the planes, tanks, etc.? Is a new
draft inevitable? Is it necessary to deny the
poor people of the country the benefits of
the Legal Services Corporation so that their
rights can be violated with impunity?

It is much easier to write a long letter
than a short one, and I have only just
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begun. I merely wanted you to know that all
Democrats have not abandoned the field to
“supply side” economies which I thought
had gone out of style with Herbert Hoover.

Sincerely,
RanpALL H. NELSON.®@

A PATTERN DEVELOPING
HON. AL SWIFT

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, Seplember 10, 1981

® Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, there is a
pattern developing. It started with the
budget. Estimates were so fuzzily opti-
mistic that Jim JoneEs warned the ad-
ministration their programed deficit
would balloon. The budget predicts
the Federal Government will be
paying only 8.9 percent interest start-
ing next month. Ridiculous. The defi-
cit now looks like its going to be twice
the size the President assured us it
would be.

The House Budget Committee told
him so. But he told the Congress, in
effect, “Don’t listen to them. They
will tell you two and two make four.
But I tell you two and two make five.
Follow me."”

Then we came to the tax cut plan. It
will benefit the average American very
little. Alternatives that would have
done a better job for middle America
and been more reasonable in many
other ways were offered.

But the President went on television
and said, “Don’t listen to them. They
say two and two make four. But I tell
you it makes five. Support me.”

Now that pattern will hold, I predict.
Small businessmen all over America
are going bankrupt because of the
high interest rate policy of the Feder-
al Reserve. And this President is as en-
thusiastic a supporter of that terrible
policy as has ever sat in the White
House.

But you watch. He will soon call on
the Congress for power to impound
appropriations—the much abused
tactic of Richard Nixon—and he will
demand another round of cuts in im-
portant domestic programs even
before the ink is dry on his last set.
And, he will do so in the name of
fighting—what? High interest rates, of
course.

But, let us get it straight right now.
The President can affect high interest
rates, instead of continuing his sup-
port of Chairman Volcker's terrible
policy that is bleeding Americans to
death.

His impoundment ideas and his fur-
ther budget cuts should be examined
on their own merits. Those policy pro-
posals and any others he may want
considered are not tied to high inter-
est rates. To use the agony of millions
of Americans caused by that interest
rate policy—to use it as a cover for
other and unrelated proposals—is not
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only cynical; it is worse, Such a link-
age will serve to cover more delay by
the administration in doing anything
about high interest rates. We need
something done now. No flimflam this
time. Two and two really do make
four.e

LOCAL BAR ASSOCIATIONS
ENDORSE LEGAL SERVICES

HON. BARNEY FRANK

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, at the
recent meeting of the American Bar
Association in New Orleans, the lead-
ers of the major local bar associations
throughout the country adopted a
statement urging reauthorization of
the Legal Services Corporation Act
and sufficient funding for this pro-
gram. The statement noted, and I
concur, that the Corporation’s pro-
grams have provided a major step for-
ward in making equal access to justice
a reality for the poor. The statement
was signed by the leaders of 28 local
bar associations.

The House will today continue con-
sideration of the Commerce, Justice,
State, and Judiciary appropriations
bill which contains an appropriation
of $241 million for the Legal Services
Corporation. I ask my colleagues to
support this figure, which represents
an amount equal to that which passed
the House in H.R. 3480—the Legal
Services Corporation Act Amendments
of 1981. I also ask my colleagues to
consider the overwhelming support of
the legal services program by members
of the bar as evidenced by this state-
ment, which I ask to be printed in the
RECORD.

A copy of the statement follows:
STATEMENT ON THE LEGAL SERVICES
CORPORATION

As representatives of major local bar asso-
ciations in the United States, we strongly
urge the reauthorization of the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation and sufficient funding for
legal services to the poor. Most of our asso-
ciations already provide extensive volunteer
services to poor in supplement to the exist-
ing federally funded programs, and we know
from practical experience that volunteer
programs cannot fill the void created by the
elimination of, or severe cut back in, the
Legal Services Corporation.

Equal access to justice is a basic societal
concern, and the programs funded by the
Legal Services Corporation have been a
major step forward in making such access a
reality for the poor. We will continue our ef-
forts, whatever the outcome, but we hope
Congress will not dismantle this program.

Raymond Young, President, Boston Bar
Association; Joanne M. Garvey, President,
Bar Association of San Francisco, Herman
S. Palarz, President-Elect, Beverly Hills Bar
Association; Martha H. Perin, Executive Di-
rector, Cincinnati Bar Association; Thomas
L. Dettelbach, President, Cuyahoga County
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Bar Association, Cleveland, Ohio; Don
McDonald, President, Denver Bar Associa-
tion; James W. Lamberton, President, New
York County Lawyers Association; Robert
Russell, President, Detroit Bar, David
Butler, President, Atlanta Bar; Wayne E.
Babler, President, Milwaukee Bar Associa-
tion; and Leonard A. Girard, President-
Elect, Multnomah Bar Association, Port-
land, Oreg.

Victor H. Beauzay, President, Santa Clara
County Bar Association, San Jose, Calif.;
Sidney R. Rose, President, Beverly Hills Bar
Association; Helen K. Pulsifer, Executive
Director, Seattle-King County Bar Associa-
tion; Roy H. Aaron, President-Elect, Los An-
geles County Bar Association; Maryanne S.
Freedman, President, Erie County, New
York Bar Association; Kevin M. Forde,
President, Chicago Bar Association; George
M. Burditt, Past President, Chicago Bar As-
sociation; and Richard William Austin, Past
President, Chicago Bar Association.

Esther R. Rothstein, Past President, Chi-
cago Bar Association; Robert J. Perry, Presi-
dent, Columbus, Ohio, Bar Association; An-
thony J. Sestric, President, Bar Association
of Metropolitan St. Louis; William R.
Delano, Executive Secretary, Association of
the Bar of the City of New York; Herbert J.
Belgrad, President, Bar Association of Balti-
more City; H. J. Kelly, President, Hennepin
County Bar Association, Minn.; Jerome
Bogutz, Past Chancellor, Philadelphia Bar
Association; Miles C. Cortez, Jr., President-
Elect, Denver Bar Association; and Ralph E.
Mahowald, President, Maricopa County Bar
Association.e

PENTAGON WASTE
HON. LES ASPIN

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, the most
fundamental waste continues in the
Pentagon. Today I would like to cite
examples such as a Navy office that
holds checks for 11 days before depos-
iting them and an Army arsenal that
planned to build tank cannons at four
times the rate that tanks could be
built.

The new administration took over at
the Pentagon intent to root out waste
and inefficiency. Let me point out to
these officials several examples of
clear and simple wastefulness that
have been unearthed by auditors
within each of the services.

First, an Army recruiting command
paid an advertising agency $323,381
for work that was not performed,
$92.200 for work previously paid for
and $220,979 for work that may have
been done but for which documentary
evidence of the work was never sup-
plied. The payments were approved
and made and no questions asked until
Army auditors came in for a routine
check.

Second, an Army arsenal laid out
plans to expand its production base
for artillery and tank cannons. The ex-
pansion included a capacity for pro-
ducing tank cannons four times great-
er than the capacity for producing
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tanks. It also included expansion to
produce artillery weapons due to be
replaced or phased out before the ex-
pansion would be completed. The
excess capacity would cost about $15.7
million.

Third, Navy auditors found one
Navy regional finance center was hold-
ing checks for an average of 11 days
from the time they arrived until they
were sent for deposit. The deposits,
furthermore, were mailed, adding an-
other 2 to 4 days to the cycle. Navy
auditors estimated that that one fi-
nance center was costing the Govern-
ment an extra $1 million a year by its
slow processing of checks.

Fourth, Army auditors looked at 22
medical care items, each of which was
being bought from a solitary source
without competitive bidding. The audi-
tors said that if the Army had used
competitive bidding, it could have
saved $533,000 on those 22 items
alone.

Fifth, the Hydrographic and Topo-
graphic Center of the Defense Map-
ping Agency found it had a half mil-
lion dollars in unspent funds as the
fiscal year was ending. So it went out
and spent it all on map paper for
which it had no plans or need.

Sixth, the Army has spent $115 mil-
lion to develop a scout helicopter. The
project began in 1974. Seven years
later, the Army is no closer to having
a helicopter that fulfills that mission.
Army auditors said the primary prob-
lem was very simple: the agency that
is developing the helicopter and the
Army’s helicopter users still haven't
agreed on just what is needed in a
scout helicopter.

These are just a handful of exam-
ples of waste that internal auditors
and inspectors found in a 6-month
period, October 1980 through March
1981.

They are illustrative of problems I
have pointed out for many, many
years: sloppy planning, poor manage-
ment, too little competitive bidding,
vearend spending binges, and ill-de-
fined ideas for weapons.

Many of these problems entered the
Pentagon with the first people to
occupy the building 40 years ago.
They would not be tolerated for even 1
week in private enterprise. There is no
reason they should be tolerated any
longer in the largest agency of the
Federal Government. If the Reagan
administration is eager to make good
on its pledges to root out waste, I
invite it to start prowling the Penta-
gon halls now.e

20215

MAKING A SCHOOL SYSTEM
WORK

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE

OF MAINE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, we read
headlines in the newspapers almost
daily about the problems of our public
schools, particularly declining test
scores, difficulties in retaining compe-
tent teachers, and other roadblocks to
providing quality education for our
children. In contrast, I would like to
bring to the attention of my col-
leagues an article from the September
9, 1981, Wall Street Journal about the
Portland school system in Maine. This
article describes the work of school su-
perintendent Peter Greer, and how his
competence, commitment, and courage
has created a school system which has
distinguished itself from national edu-
cation trends by improving upon its
past performance and setting new rec-
ords for achievement by its students.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 9,
19811

MAKING A ScHOOL SYSTEM WORK
(By Bill Bennett and Terry Eastland)

(Mr. Bennett is director of the National
Humanities Center in North Carolina. Mr.
Eastland is editor of the Norfolk Virginian-
Pilot.)

Recent studies on what makes schools ef-
fective have all pointed to the importance of
good leadership in both the individual
school and the school system. This perhaps
is obvious, but what may not be so obvious
is that good leadership is not a matter of
style but requires day-to-day commitment,
competence and no small amount of cour-
age.

This is especially true in the public
schools, constrained in ways private schools
are not. An effective leader in the public
schools will find himself involved in skir-
mishes every day, and at the end, if not of
the day, of the school year, he must win
more than he loses. One such effective
leader is Peter Greer, superintendent of
schools in Portland, Maine.

Mr. Greer, previously a full-time teacher,
is 40 years old and has been Portland's su-
perintendent for the past two years, having
been an assistant superintendent. The
system includes 12 elementary schools,
three middle schools, two high schools, a re-
gional vocational school and a school for
the emotionally disturbed. Many of the
8,000 students come from low-income fami-
lies. An unusually high 16 percent are en-
rolled in special education. The system
relies heavily on the property tax. The
budget this past year was $20 million. The
Portland system is Maine's largest, and na-
tionwide it is of average size.

MR. GREER'S PHILOSOPHY

Earlier this summer Mr. Greer spelled out
his educational philosophy. Portland, he
said, “must stand for the belief that the
widespread despair over public education is
a form of self-indulgence we cannot afford.
Education must demand something, stand
for something, or it has nothing to give.
Competence and quality must be recognized,
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sought and rewarded. Outstanding teachers
must be rewarded in order to encourage
first-rate people to choose teaching as a pro-
fession. Excellent students must serve as
models for other students.”

Mr. Greer has emphasized this philosophy
to teachers and staff. But his push for ex-
cellence has involved more than philosophy.

Faced with budget cuts, and at the same
time wishing to institute a program in Latin
for the elementary grades, Mr. Greer has
succeeded in finding funds for the program
from a local bank. He also has instituted a
writing program in which all students in all
grades participate, and he has instituted a
Great Books program.

Mr. Greer hired administrators for his
central office whom he describes as parents,
taking time, for example, to read samples of
the students’ writing. Mr. Greer does the
same, and also finds time during his more
than 70-hour work week to teach a class in
American history.

Mr. Greer has established a quarterly pe-
riodical called “Excellence.” It is mailed to
all parents, including those who send their
children to non-public schools. The periodi-
cal also is placed in hospitals, supermarkets
and offices. Excellence highlights the
achievement of Portland students, teachers
and schools.

As a result of these achievements many
parents who chose to place their children in
private schools have decided to return them
to the Portland system. In 1980-81, for the
first time in the past 10 years, the standard-
ized test scores of Portland students were at
or above the national norm in all grades,
one to 11 and in all seven test areas. Last
year Portland students won 35 state and na-
tional awards for writing, the highest ever
for the city's children.

But everything isn't roses and harmony in
Portland. Mr. Greer is controversial. He re-
ceives his share of hate mail. “Drop dead,”
said one recent letter. Another said: “You
will be shot dead soon in a lonlely (sic) place
by the people of Portland due to your un-
reasonable and unjustful demands. You are
the most unacceptable person for the Port-
land public schools system. The time is very
short for you to leave Portland to heavenly
holiday."”

A large part of Mr. Greer's administrative
work is absorbed by personnel matters,
mainly grievance and arbitration proce-
dures. He estimates he spends two days a
week in legal matters. During a recent two-
week period he was served three times by
the Portland sheriff.

Though he is well liked and widely re-
spected by parents and by most of the
teachers in the system, the Portland Teach-
ers Association, the local affiliate of the Na-
tional Education Association, is hardly a
Peter Greer fan club. Some of the system's
principals have told Portland citizens that
since Mr. Greer became superintendent “it’s
not as much fun as it used to be.”

Mr. Greer frankly admits that they are
right. “There are no more long lunches and
visits with each other by the principals and
teachers every day. There's no more neglect
or rejection of test scores. Test scores now
are taken seriously, and so is the teachers’
work. When the teachers had fun, as before,
the students suffered. I firmly believe that
superintendents who are universally liked
make no decisions or have few to make.”

Mr. Greer issues press releases that anger
some school personnel and please others. A
recent one led with the headline: “Fewer
sick days equal higher test scores.” Mr.
Greer says that “one way to assess school
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morale is by considering the number of sick
days each staff member uses.”

The staff evaluation form Mr, Greer uses
has angered some Portland school system
employes. The evaluation form’s first ques-
tion asks the reader to say when this person
usually arrives at work and usually leaves.
The second, third, and fourth questions ask
about the employe's pace at work, level of
effort and quality of work. Other questions
deal with the person’s maturity and stabili-
ty, and there are very direct questions about
the person's intelligence, judgment and
range of information.

THE MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE

Mr. Greer is serious in using these evalua-
tion forms; indeed, he is serious about get-
ting the best people there are to teach in
and staff the Portland schools. He is abso-
lutely opposed to using seniority as the sole
criterion for retention. The most important
issue in his mind is the quality of the teach-
er. He thinks that the credibility of teacher
associations depends on their understanding
this.

One afternoon recently Mr, Greer relaxed
with one of his principals over beer and re-
flected on the pace of their jobs. Like Mr,
Greer, this principal works hard, and the
two were probing the question of why work
so hard,

“The only answer,” Mr, Greer said, “is
that for some reason we can't stand the edu-
cational hustling that goes on, We can't
stand the fact that children in certain class-
rooms are getting mediocre teaching, We
know how bad it is to be short-changed in
your education—it ought to be a crime. We
can't stand to let new and terrific teachers
go, while a bozo stays to cheat kids.”

Mr. Greer is an example of what it takes
today, day-to-day, to be an effective public
school administrator. There is no avoiding
the fact that the campaign for effective
public education is a battle, and it takes con-
viction and courage on the part of those ul-
timately in charge of a school system—the
superintendents—to wage this battle suc-
cessfully.e

IN SUPPORT OF REPEALING
WINDFALL PROFIT TAX IN
THE ECONOMIC RECOVERY
TAX ACT OF 1981

HON. PETER A. PEYSER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing today legislation to repeal
those provisions of the Economic Re-
covery Tax Act of 1981 which ex-
tended the credit against the windfall
profit tax on domestic crude oil for
royalty owners, which reduced the
rate of such tax on newly discovered
oil, and which exempted from such
tax independent producer stripper
well oil.

It is my hope that in order to sup-
port the President’'s call for a reduc-
tion in the 1982 Federal deficit that
we in the House, and particularly
those members of the Ways and
Means Committee who will be initially
involved, will recoup $11 billion that
was given to oil producers as an extra
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bonus in the recently passed tax pro-
gram. I cannot believe that Members
of the House would knowingly vote to
make additional, unnecessary cuts in
programs dealing with education, de-
fense, housing, and so forth without
first taking this action, thereby mini-
mizing additional cuts that the Presi-
dent may deem necessary in other pro-
grams. Can we truly ask the elderly to
tighten their belts and at the same
time say to oil producers that we are
going to give you an $11 billion bonus?
This is the time when even those
Members from oil-producing States
should bite the bullet if they are con-
vinced that we must hold down the
deficit in 1982. It is my hope that
Chairman RosSTENKOWSKI and the

members of the Ways and Means
Committee will give us the opportuni-
ty to act quickly on this on the floor
of the House.@

NO COMPROMISE ON JOB
OPPORTUNITY

HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, poli-
tics is known as the art of compromise.
Every day we seek a balance over such
issues as resource development versus
environmental protection, first amend-
ment rights versus national security
needs, et cetera. However, as the
Christian Science Monitor so ably
points out in its August 28 editorial:

There can and must be no compromise
* * * for the Federal commitment to equal
job opportunity for all Americans.

The administration’s retreat on af-
firmative action must be countered
forcefully. I include this editorial for
the Members' benefit.

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Aug.
28, 19811

No RETREAT ON JoB OPPORTUNITY

While recognizing the legitimate interest
of the U.S. business community in freeing
up firms from excessive paperwork—in
other words, “red tape"”—it is paramount
that the federal government not renege on
its obligation to women and minorities to
ensure equal access to jobs involving federal
monies,

In the case of government contracts, after
all, employers receive taxpayer dollars—col-
lected from all citizens irrespective of color
or gender.

Consequently, how those dollars are dis-
bursed, and to whom, takes on a different
aspect than in the free market economy,
where contracts involve private funds.

The principle involved here is directly rel-
evant to the administration's new proposal
to ease paperwork and other antidiscrimina-
tion requirements for federal contractors.
Currently, affirmative action paperwork re-
quirements apply to all contractors with 50
employees and contracts worth $50,000 or
more. The administration is proposing re-
ducing the compliance rule for something
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like 75 percent of all firms in the U.S. by re-
quiring written compliance plans from only
those contractors having 250 or more em-
ployees and contracts of at least $1 million.
The new regulations also would reduce the
government's definition of the proper
number of minorities to be hired by contrac-
tors in different parts of the U.S. Despite
the proposed changes, according to Labor
Secretary Ray Donovan, affirmative action
protection will be retained for nearly 77 per-
cent of all women and members of minority
groups.

Meantime, all employers having contracts
of $10,000 or more. Mr. Donovan points out,
are still required to hire and promote
women and minorities, whether or not they
file written affirmative action reports.

The proposed new rules, published this
week in the Federal Register, are now open
for routine comment. After the comments
are reviewed by the Labor Department, the
final regulations will take effect 30 days
from their publication.

Organized labor, women's groups, and civil
rights organizations should vigorously use
the review process to insist that the changes
actually do what one Labor Department of-
ficial promises, namely, “create incentives
for voluntary compliance and put an end to
mindless confrontations with employers
who have been acting in good faith.”

There is little question that many smaller
firms find the current compliance processes
onerous and costly. For them, some form of
relief from the paperwork burden seems in
order so long as affirmative action require-
ments are met. But what must be ensured is
that the changes do not serve as a method
for retreating from the federal commitment
to equal job opportunity for all Americans.
About that there can and must be no com-
promise.@

VLADIMER TSUKERMAN
HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr, SENSENBRENNER. Mr.
Speaker, I have recently added my
name to the list of Congressmen who
have given their support to Represent-
ative BarNEs' vigil for Soviet Jewish
refuseniks. I would like to draw my
colleagues’ attention to the case of
Vladimer Tsukerman. Mr. Tsukerman
was born in Kishinev, Moldavia, in
1947, He is not a Communist party dig-
nitary or a government official. He is a
mechanical engineer. Being a Soviet
Jew, Mr. Tsukerman applied to emi-
grate to Israel in December, 1977. His
application was refused, but his wife
and son were allowed to leave the
Soviet Union. They live in Israel now
and have been separated from their
husband/father for several years.
After Mr. Tsukerman's first attempt
to emigrate, the Soviet authorities let
it be known that if he laid low, they
would reconsider his application. For
over 2 years, Vladimer Tsukerman
complied with their wishes and re-
frained from any so-called anti-Soviet
activity. Then, last April, the authori-
ties told him that “a wife who leaves
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her husband is no wife,” and rejected
his application again. He could no
longer remain quiet and decided to
participate in a demonstration protest-
ing Soviet denial of exit visas, in Ki-
shinev on May 30. On May 29, Soviet
authorities placed 48 people under
short-term house arrest so that the
demonstration could not take place.
Mr. Tsukerman, however, along with
Mr. Loksin, were arrested and charged
with article 203-3 of the Moldavian
Criminal Code, better known as article
190-3 of the Russian Soviet Republic
Criminal Code. The charge was “join-
ing an organization of or activities par-
ticipating in group actions which vio-
late public order.”

If we recall that several people
throughout the Soviet Union have re-
cently been charged and sentenced
under article 190-3, we must realize
that Mr. Tsukerman’s situation is very
serious. Having been in solitary con-
finement since his arrest, if he is tried
and sentenced, he faces up to 3 years
of internal exile, or prison camp, or
both. The fact that he is not a world
renowned dissident, but an average
mechanical engineer, is all the more
reason for us to protest this treatment
of Vladimer Tsukerman. We must let
it be known that we do not in any way
support the forced separation of a
family or the unethical detainment by
Soviet authorities which he has expe-
rienced and may continue to experi-
ence for an indefinite period of time.@

CINCINNATTIAN CONDEMNS
WEAKNESS THROUGH GUILT,
CALLS FOR PEACE THROUGH
AMERICAN STRENGTH

HON. JOHN M. ASHBROOK

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker,
after World War II, Japanese leaders
told Americans repeatedly that they
had decided to attack Pearl Harbor be-
cause they felt America was militarily
weak and morally unwilling to fight.
We paid dearly for the antidefense
image we had projected in 1941 by the
time the war ended in 1945.

Predictably, leftists have worked
hard to twist the lesson we should
have learned from our war with the
Japanese Empire. Each August, they
stage demonstrations, and weep croco-
dile tears over the dropping of atomic
bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in
August of 1945. At these gatherings,
they demand that America disarm,
and leave its enemies in sole posses-
sion of nuclear weapons.

As anyone familiar with history
knows, the alternative to using those
bombs was the invasion of Japan. Mil-
lions of people, American and Japa-
nese, are alive today because we used
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our nuclear power at that time. Had
we been militarily stronger in 1941, all
the deaths in that conflict, including
those in Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
might have been avoided. It was the
very policy the weakness-through-
guilt advocates demand today that led
to the tragedy they claim to mourn.

In response to news coverage to such
an August demonstration this year,
Mr. Lois Kindley exposed its real mo-
tives in a letter to the Cincinnatti En-
quirer, and explained the historical
facts and their implications. Her expo-
sition is clear, sincere, and factual. I
insert it below, and recommend strong-
ly that my colleagues read it.

TEARS FOR HirosHIMA BuT NoT PEARL
HARBOR

To THE EpiTor: The picture on the front
page of the Aug. T Enquirer entitled “Rally
on the Sguare” (against nuclear arms and
energy) was sad indeed. These demonstra-
tors have a dubious idea. Perhaps we should
be grateful to them for reminding us of the
events, even though these events were taken
out, of the context in which they occurred.

They weep and pray over Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, but they seem to have no tears
for the Americans who died in the Japanese
sneak attack on Pearl Harbor Dec. 7, 1941.
Nor do they seem to have any prayers for
our brave veterans of the war, some still
confined to Veterans Administration hospi-
tals. We can mourn the tragedy of the
atomic devastation of Aug. 6, and Aug. 9,
1945, but not to the point that we use it as
an excuse for disarming America. Who
started the war, anyway?

The Japanese made up their minds quick-
ly after Aug. 6 and 9. On Aug. 14, they ac-
cepted Allied terms and hostilities ceased.
On V-J Day, Sept. 2, 1945, General MacAr-
thur and the allied forces received the
formal surrender of Japan on the U.S. bat-
tleship Missouri. We will—have we—remem-
bered these historic days? This was the vie-
tory that bought freedom paid for in
“blood, toil, tears and sweat.” Our country
was determined to survive. Because of our
military might and ability, we once again
had peace in the world—yes, peace with
freedom.

What is the best way to keep peace? Shall
we choose peace through strength? Since
today another nation (Soviet Russia) accu-
mulates nuclear weapons beyond all ration-
al necessity, shall we stand idly by? The So-
viets are dedicated to a system of govern-
ment that strangles freedom. Some of the
“peace” activists are merely misguided, but
it cannot be doubted that there are traitors
who sympathize with the Soviets and know
full well that an unarmed America can
easily be conquered.

At Pearl Harbor we weren't prepared to
resist aggression. Surely we have learned
the lessons of history. To remain free and
deter would-be invaders, we need to build
the cruise missile, B-1 bomber, nuclear-pow-
ered aireraft carrier, neutron bomb and in-
crease our conventional forces. We can be
thankful that we now have the Trident sub-
marine, the USS Ohio, to protect our
shores,

The men in the Kremlin show by their ac-
tions as well as their words that they have
plans for world conquest. But we have an
answer. We have a will to stay free, We
elected a President to carry out this will of
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the people and we should support his ef-
forts to make America strong again.

As the poet Edna St. Vincent Millay so
beautifully phrased it: “Make bright the
ArTOWS,
prise . .

polish the shields, against sur-
. This is my prayer for peace,
Mrs. Lois KINDLEY.®

DEFICITS MATTER
HON. BARBER B. CONABLE, JR.

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, Ver-
mont Royster of the Wall Street Jour-
nal has been writing instructive analy-
ses of the Nation's policies and prob-
lems for many years. As he noted in a
column of September 9, his conserva-
tive views now seem to be regarded as
more timely than previously, but he is
concerned that they be fully under-
stood. Mr. Royster discussed our
spending and defense policies in yes-
terday's column, and I include it in the
RECORD!
[From the Wall Street Journal, Wed., Sept.
9, 19811

DEFICITS AND DEFENSE

(By Vermont Royster)

If reading this you think me out of time
with the times, you won't be the first. For
years liberals labeled me an anachronism
for my views on everything from govern-
ment economic policy to the threat of the
Soviet Union to world peace.

Now, ironically, I find myself out of tune
with some of what's called the new conserv-
atism.

Specifically, I think that deficits matter—
government deficits, that is—in their effects
on the nation's economy. And after years of
bewailing the disrepair of our defense ram-
parts, I find myself uneasy with the idea
that we best repair them with a crash pro-
gram of just throwing money at the Penta-
gon,

The attitude of the new conservatism, if I
read the signs right, is that government
deficits don't matter. Or in the words of
Representative Jack Kemp, one of the more
thoughtful and articulate spokesmen for
the new attitude, Republicans as conserv-
atives “no longer worship at the shrine of a
balanced budget.”

Similar views, less colorfully expressed,
have been heard from others on the pages
of The Wall Street Journal and elsewhere,
Their burden, at least until very lately, is
that the Reagan administration need not
overly concern itself with the President’s
promise of a balanced budget by 1984.
Shades of Walter Heller and John Kenneth
Galbraith!

The rationale for the new conservatism is
that government deficits don't of them-
selves create the inflation which so much
plagues us. Moreover we shouldn’t worship
at the balanced budget shrine because the
nation faces another problem, the sad estate
of our armed forces compared with those of
the Soviet Union.

There is truth in both of these arguments.
Inflation, as these pages have long insisted,
arises from the excessive creation of money
and credit from whatever sources. It would
be quite possible to have inflation, even a
rampant one, while the government’s
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budget was precisely balanced between reve-
nue and expenditures. That would happen
if monetary policy remained expansionist.

By the same token it would be possible for
the government to run a budget deficit with
little or no inflationary effects if the deficit
was not “monetized”; that is if the govern-
ment borrowed real savings to finance it,
rather than having it “paid for” with money
and eredit pumped out by the Federal Re-
serve system. If that were the case a “small”
deficit would make no difference.

There remain a few difficulties nonethe-
less. The greater the government’s demand
for "real” savings the greater the squeeze
on the savings supply, raising the cost (in-
terest rate) for all borrowers, from home
purchasers to industry. Even without infla-
tion the economy would have mammoth
problems.

Perhaps I'm too cynical, but experience
suggests also it is highly unlikely that a def-
icit of any size would in fact be met by bor-
rowing only “real” savings. The pressures
on the monetary authorities against stand-
ing fast would be enormous even with the
support of a President as tough as Mr,
Reagan. Already we've heard mumblings
from the Secretary of the Treasury about
the present restraint by the Federal Re-
serve Board, not to mention complaints
from business and industry about the pre-
vailing high interest rates.

So I persist in my anachronistic view that
deficits do matter. Handled one way they
cause one kind of problem, inflation. Han-
dled differently they create all manner of
other problems,

The Reagan administration came to office
with three main objectives, all worthy and
all overdue. To reduce the growing size and
cost of government. To lower the people's
taxes. To rebuild our neglected armed
forces.

The first two were carefully thought out
and a splendid beginning made on each. The
third hasn't been. The approach was simply
to increase the defense budget without
weighing its overall effects on the cost of
government and, equally importantly, with-
out pause to consider carefully how the
money should be spent.

To pinch-penny with our defense is fool-
hardy. To merely hand the Pentagon money
and leave it to decide how to spend it is
reckless. No branch of government can
waste money easier, or in such Ilarge
amounts, as the military., We need hard
thought on what kind of planes, ships, mis-
siles, guns or troops will be best adapted to
the next war, not the last one. If that means
difficult decisions by the President, that's
what we have one for.

Another thing. One of the reasons we
could gird ourselves for World War IT with a
minimum of strain was that we entered it
with no inflationary pressures. The country
could absorb huge wartime expenses. The
next war, big or little, will bring new infla-
tionary pressures—make no mistake about
that—as we should have learned from the
half-war of Vietnam. The less strain on our
resources at the beginning, the easier we
will bear the burden.

So it’s with relief I see some cracks in the
attitude that of all the activities of govern-
ment, defense alone should be immune to
discipline. Money may be the sinews of war
but its use should never be left to generals
alone.

I'm relieved too at what seems a recogni-
tion that deficits matter after all. Anyway,
there are hints the administration will seek
to shrink them and won’t shrink from a rig-
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;Jtmus look at all spending, not just part of

For the two are related. Military safety
depends not only on the ramparts we watch
but on the economic strength behind them.
Conservatives also need to relearn old les-
sons now and then.e

NORTHEAST FACES MANY
PROBLEMS

HON. DONALD J. MITCHELL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to bring to the
attention of my colleagues the follow-
ing editorial from the Herkimer (New
York) Evening Telegram. It is a
thoughtful commentary on the diffi-
culties of the Northeast region of our
Nation that demonstrates the persist-
Eng intensity of local concern for the
issue:
NORTHEAST FACES MANY PROBLEMS

The Northeast is continuing to lose popu-
lation, industry, and economic and political
importance for a variety of factors which
must be confronted. Some of them are diffi-
cult to combat, such as the energy question.
When production costs are necessarily
higher, because of higher energy needs and
costs, a continuing drain of industry is one
of the consequences.

In addition, the needs of the Northeast,
and to some extent of the Middle West, are
being inecreasingly ignored in Washington.
This is a trend which set in in the after-
math of World War II, and has been accel-
erating. Until the energy crisis, it affected
the Middle West to a lesser extent, but the
slump of the automobile industry has hit
that region harder in late years. Steel pro-
duction, with aging plants and reduction in
demand because of lower automobile
output, has been another hard hit industry.

All this requires much greater cooperative
effort in the so-called Snow Belt if the
present trends are to be halted and turned
around. Unfortunately, as economic clout
has been declining, so has political strength
in Washington. The South, Southwest and
Far West, which have been prospering, seem
less and less concerned with what goes on to
the north and east.

Regional planning may be one of the an-
swers. Declining industries simply cannot be
bailed out, a temporary and often counter-
productive action. New approaches to old in-
dustries and the development of entirely
new ones, especially in advanced technolo-
gy, seem to be the best answer, Massachu-
setts has been particularly successful in this
area, partly because of its large number of
high quality educational institutions.

The states involved need to operate on a
much more closely integrated basis, espe-
cially since there is less and less likelihood
of help from Washington. This may be
good, it may end the long-time practice of
devoting energies to the hunt for federal
grants, and divert it to an independent
search for answers to our problems.

The situation can be reversed, but this de-
mands greater and better coordinated effort
to achieve regional goals. Hand-wringing
and adherence to the traditional solution
must alike be avoided. We need more of the
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old “can do” spirit, we need greater self-suf-
ficiency.e

THE TRUTH ABOUT THE BLACK
LUNG PROGRAM

HON. JOHN N. ERLENBORN

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker,
the ConcrEssioNAL REecorp for the
past 12 vears contains literally hun-
dreds of pages about what the black
lung benefits program does and does
not do. Now, however, we have an
analysis made by someone who spent 2
years working on black lung claims at
the Department of Labor and then
left to research and write his master’s
thesis on the subject.

Whether you favor the black lung
program, are opposed to it, or just
want to be enlightened about it, I urge
you and my other colleagues to read
the following assessment from Mr.
David Nicolai:

CHAMPAIGN, ILL., August 8, 1981.
Hon. JoHN N. ERLENBORN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoONGRESSMAN ERLENBORN: I have
been a close observer of Congressional pro-
ceedings ever since 1 was a page in the
House of Representatives in 1969, but I
have never before sat down to write a “fan
letter” to a Congressman or Senator. It is
ironic that I should now be writing one to
you, as we probably do not agree on very
many political issues (my views tend to be
somewhat to the left of most “liberal”
Democrats). However, after working for two
years at the Black Lung Benefits Program
in Washington and then doing extensive re-
search on the legislative history of the pro-
gram for my masters’ thesis, I must take the
time to commend your singular efforts over
the past twelve years to bring some measure
of reason to the Congressional debate on
this little-understood and scandalous pro-

I went to work at the Department of
Labor in November, 1977, just before the
passage of the Black Lung Benefits Reform
Act of that year. It did not take very long
after the re-evaluation of claims under the
liberalized eligibility criteria established by
that Act began in August, 1978, for me to re-
alize what a horrendous mistake Congress
had made. The name of the game, as you
are well aware, was to reward as many
claims and to pay out as much benefit
money as was humanly possible, regardless
of the evidence in the files; this was made
crystal clear to all agency personnel by the
top administrators, who knew their jobs de-
pended on placating certain powerful mem-
bers of Congress. Thus, the findings of the
G.A.O. report which you commissioned, con-
cluding that almost 90 percent of the award-
ed claims contained insufficient evidence of
black lung disease, only confirmed what had
become obvious to me after examining thou-
sands of claim files.

I was delighted that the G.A.O. report re-
ceived at least some press attention, but it
was not until I began reading through the
thousands of pages of floor debate and
hearings transcripts that I became aware of
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the role you've played ever since 1969 in
regard to this program. I am so impressed
by how well informed, fair, and constructive
your contributions to the lengthy black
lung debate have been. It is remarkable that
a Congressman from a wealthy suburban
district of Chicago, devoid of coal miners
and coal mines, should be the only member
of Congress who has consistently offered an
honest analysis of where the program was
heading. I realize just how difficult it would
be to convince a skeptical public that a con-
servative Republican from Du Page County
would argue again and again against further
liberalization of the Black Lung Program,
not because of an obession with budget defi-
cits or a lack of compassion for the miners,
but because this dishonest piece of special
interest legislation raises very basic ques-
tions of social justice. It is, in fact, a traves-
ty of justice for all other American workers,
very few of whom are able to supplement
their often meager retirement income with
the $15,000 to $25,000 checks that so many
black lung claimants have been receiving
over the past three years. I also believe that
the continual expansion of the Black Lung
Program, beyond any reasonable bounds,
has jeopardized the prospects for establish-
ing legitimate compensation programs for
the many thousands of workers who do
genuinely suffer from occupational diseases.
Senator Javits emphasized this point during
the 1977 debates.

According to a recent issue of the Con-
gressional Quarterly, the Black Lung Pro-
gram has emerged intact from the past few
months of budget-cutting in Washington. 1
find that shocking, given the hundreds of
worthwhile social programs and other feder-
al initiatives which are being severely
trimmed or terminated. The American
public loves to condemn “welfare chisel-
lers,” but what other welfare or benefits
program can you name where almost 90 per-
cent of the recipients do not really deserve
the benefits? Was the Reagan Administra-
tion really that intimidated by the miners’
march on Washington to protest the pro-
posed black lung cuts?

One other aspect of the program I should
mention is the way it is abused by many of
your colleagues on the Hill as a vehicle for
both pumping hundreds of millions of dol-
lars annually into their home states or dis-
tricts and for garnering thousands of votes
in the process. It would be hard to overstate
the attention paid to the Congressional In-
quiries Office, where I worked, by the De-
partment of Labor officials who oversee the
program. Prompt processing of claims and
courteous treatment of the claimants were
of secondary importance compared with an-
swering the thousands upon thousands of
Congressional inquiries about constituents’
claims. When I was there, the cardinal sin
for an employee was to notify a miner or
widow of an awarded claim before informing
all interested Congressional offices; other-
wise, the Congressman or Senator would not
be able to claim personal credit for the
award. I don't object to Congressional staff
members doing reasonable case work, but
the Black Lung Program has obviously
become a very big and cynical racket.

1 suppose I have rambled on long enough,
but let me reiterate my great admiration for
your eloquent and principled criticism of
the Black Lung Program.

Sincerely,
Davip NicoLAL®
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TRIBUTE TO ROY WILKINS

HON. MARTIN OLAV SABO

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, over the
last half century great advances have
been made in the cause of civil rights
in this Nation. Roy Wilkins, a man
who for 50 years served as a leader of
the movement, and stood at the helm
for much of the last 30 years, died yes-
terday. Wilkins' death means the de-
parture of a leading champion of the
cause of civil rights, but we will long
be grateful for his spirit, his vision,
and his successes.

Roy Wilkins joined the national of-
fices of the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People,
the largest and oldest civil rights orga-
nization, in 1931. Until his retirement
in 1977, Wilkins served as executive di-
rector of the NAACP for 22 years, a
long and influential tenure.

Many young people today—both
black and white—forget the great
struggles that took place, and the
great and significant distances trav-
eled, on the road toward equal rights
and equal opportunities. Roy Wilkins
was at the forefront of many of the
most significant accomplishments
during the last 50 years. When lynch-
ings were occurring in horrifying num-
bers in the 1930's, Wilkins fought for,
and got, antilynching laws. He was
there when the landmark 1954 Su-
preme Court decision banning school
segregation was made. He was a lead-
ing organizer of the influential 1963
civil rights march in Washington.
Working closely with President John-
son, Wilkins again played a leading
role in securing the passage of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, which made
voting rights, equality in employment,
and equal access to public accommoda-
tions part of Federal law.

Roy Wilkins' style evoked admira-
tion and respect from followers and
adversaries alike. While people were
not always aware of the extent of his
contributions and influence, his per-
sistent behind-the-scenes work within
the system produced successes. He did
not need the limelight in the move-
ment. Instead he worked quietly and
eloquently—knowing the facts, the
system, and the people involved—and
always pushing forward.

Minnesotans are especially proud of
our special association with Roy Wil-
kins. Growing up in St. Paul, where he
spent most of his young life, Wilkins
lived in an ethnically diverse neighbor-
hood. Here he was exposed to a varie-
ty of people and conditions. Following
his graduation from the University of
Minnesota, where he began his career
as a journalist working on the Minne-
sota Daily, he returned to work in St.
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Louis. Wilkins' awareness of the con-
trast between the treatment of blacks
in Minnesota and the conditions in St.
Louis, ignited his life-long passion for
the civil rights movement.

Roy Wilkins truly stands out, not
only as one of the paramount leaders
in the history of the civil rights move-
ment—alongside Martin Luther King,
Jr. and A. Philip Randolph—but also
as one of the great Americans of this
century. His persistent work helped to
enlighten all Americans, of all races,
about the plight and conditions of
black Americans and the poor and the
ills of our society. Roy Wilkins once
said that the NAACP was in the busi-
ness to go out of business. While Wil-
kins produced great successes in his
business, today the NAACP and the
civil rights movement still has much
to do. Today as we remember and ex-
press our gratitude for Roy Wilkins’
life and work, let us rekindle our ef-
forts to his goal of equal rights, equal
opportunities, justice, and the im-
provement of the quality of life for
black Americans and the poor.e

INJUSTICE DEPARTMENT
HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, many
Americans wrongly seem to feel that
there is no longer any need to advo-
cate forcefully for civil rights. The leg-
islative successes of the 1960’s and the
activist stance of the Carter Justice
Department have caused many to
ignore the fact that divisive and dan-
gerous prejudice continues to fester in
our Nation. The Reagan administra-
tion, in a change of focus, is unfortu-
nately adopting a Department-wide
policy of abstaining from a vigorous
enforcement of civil rights. This re-
strained approach actually reveals a
deep dislike of these laws which pro-
tect minorities and the handicapped.
As Robert Plotkin, an ex-administra-
tor in the Justice Department’s Civil
Rights Division points out, “the ad-
ministration is not only turning back
the clock, it is also turning its back on
millions of Americans.” I submit the
complete text of Mr. Plotkin’'s article
from the August 3, New York Times.
INJUsTICE DEPARTMENT
(By Robert Plotkin)

WasHINGTON.—President Reagan may be
undecided about extending the Voting
Rights Act of 1965, perhaps the most impor-
tant civil rights legislation in United States
history. But Justice Department policy
across the entire spectrum of civil rights
issues reveals a deep-seated hostility toward
the laws that protect minorities and handi-
capped persons.

Attorney General William French Smith
has already promised that the Justice De-
partment will not pursue busing orders in
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school-desegregation cases, that it will not
seek the imposition of numerical quotas to
correct employment discrimination, and
that it will not impose “onerous' standards
upon state and local prisons to correct con-
ditions that violate inmates’ rights.

The Attorney General has not said, how-
ever, what the Reagan Administration will
do in these and similar cases. This silence is
not simply the pause of indecision. Indeed,
in a Government otherwise tickled by its
own ability to seem bold and imaginative,
the lack of a coherent civil rights policy is
ominous. It masks an antipathy toward civil
rights that stretches far beyond particular
disputes about effective remedies for dis-
crimination.

This Administration sees civil rights laws
as imposing unnecessary regulatory and eco-
nomic burdens on society, and would like
nothing better than ultimately to replace
today’s tough laws with toothless “tigers.”
The debate about the voting legislation is
simply the opening round in a bout that is
sure to go the distance.

Principled civil rights policy-making at
the Justice Department has been replaced
by the political gamesmanship of Deputy
Attorney General Edward C. Schmults.
Allies of the new Administration have
learned quickly that a telephone call to Mr.
Schmults will achieve favorable results and
bypass the lawyers of the Civil Rights Divi-
sion, whom their new bosses see as subver-
sive “liberals.”

For example, Senator Jeremiah Denton,
Alabama Republican, recently called Mr.
Schmults to complain about language that
he found objectionable in a legal document
filed by the Civil Rights Division in a voting
case against the city of Mobile, Ala. Within
24 hours, an amended pleading had been
filed at Mr. Schmults’ personal direction, re-
moving the offending words. Although the
legal significance of the change was inconse-
quential, its political message was clear: The
Civil Rights Division is under control.

The “Denton maneuver” was also execut-
ed by the Governor of Texas, William P.
Clements. Complaining about a successful
prison-conditions suit brought in district
court by the Civil Rights Division, Governor
Clements wrote to the Attorney General
that the court’s decision would cost Texas
“billions of dollars” to implement, and
pointed out that “it makes good political
sense” for the department to reconsider its
position. The letter was referred to Deputy
Attorney General Schmults, who agreed to
review the case and wrote to the Federal
District Court for the Southern District of
Texas asking it to delay further orders. To
its credit, the court refused to delay again
the eight-year-old controversy, but Mr.
Schmults' promised review will continue
while the case is on appeal.

Similarly, in a discrimination suit against
North Carolina’s college system, the Depart-
ment of Education, without consulting the
Civil Rights Division lawyers responsible,
negotiated a settlement that failed to re-
solve important issues in the case. When
those attorneys refused to sign the agree-
ment, Mr. Schmults reassigned the case to
another division and ordered the compro-
mise to be filed.

The Administration has publicly denied
that the Justice Department has moved
away from vigorous enforcement of the civil
rights laws, Labeling the new course as a
“change of focus,” Attorney General Smith
has promised minority groups that he in-
tends to seek more “innovative and practical
approaches” to achieve racial equality.
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Significantly, not a single Reagan ap-
pointee at the Justice Department has any
background in civil rights. Not a single ap-
pointee is a member of a racial minority. No
special “task force” exists to study contro-
versial civil rights problems, although the
Attorney General has made much ado about
other task forces he has created, such as the
one on violent crime.

If we are to believe that creative new solu-
tions will replace the supposedly outmoded
policies of the past, who will devise them?
And when?

It is remarkable that the Reagan Adminis-
tration continues to refuse to admit that
the era of civil rights enforcement is dead.
This refusal, obscured as indecision, de-
prives concerned citizens of their right to
publicly debate the matter. It also assumes
that public dissatisfaction with busing
equals rejection of racial equality. The Ad-
ministration is not only turning back the
clock, it is also turning its back on millions
of Americans.e@

NEED FOR A TRULY FREE
WORLD PRESS

HON. FORTNEYT(PETE) STARK

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the free
flow of information is vital to interna-
tional understanding and cooperation.
For almost 10 years the United Na-
tions Educational, Scientific, and Cul-
tural Organization (UNESCO) has

been working to establish a restrictive
code of conduct for journalists. This
effort must be defeated. In May of

this year leaders of the world’'s free
press met at Talloires, France to de-
nounce UNESCO's proposed code and
to adopt the Declaration of Talloires
which speaks to the need for a truly
free world press. The declaration reads
as follows:

[From the New York Times, May 18, 1981]

TEXT OF DECLARATION BY INDEPENDENT NEWS
ORGANIZATIONS ON FREEDOM OF PRESS

We journalists from many parts of the
world, reporters, editors, photographers,
publishers and broadcasters, linked by our
mutual dedication to a free press,

Meeting in Talloires, France, from May 15
to 17, 1981, to consider means of improving
the free flow of information worldwide, and
to demonstrate our resolve to resist any en-
croachment on this free flow,

Determined to uphold the objectives of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
which in Article 19 states, “everyone has
the right to freedom of opinion and expres-
sion; this right includes freedom to hold
opinions without interference and to seek,
receive and impart information and ideas
through any media regardless of frontiers,”

Mindful of the commitment of the Consti-
tution of the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization to
“promote the free flow of ideas by word and
image,”

Conscious also that we share a common
faith, as stated in the charter of the United
Nations, “in the dignity and worth of the
human person, in the equal rights of men
and women, and of nations large and small,”
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Reealling moreover that the signatories of
the final act of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe concluded in
1975 in Helsinki, Finland, pledged them-
selves to foster “freer flow and wider dis-
semination of information of all kinds, to
encourage cooperation in the field of infor-
mation and the exchange of information
with other countries, and to improve condi-
tions under which journalists from one par-
ticipating state exercise their profession in
another participating state” and expressed
their intention in particular to support “the
improvement of the circulation of, access to,
and exchange of information,”

Declare that:

[11

We affirm our commitment to these prin-
ciples and call upon all international bodies
and nations to adhere faithfully to them.

[21

We believe that the free flow of informa-
tion and ideas is essential for mutual under-
standing and world peace. We consider re-
straints on the movement of news and infor-
mation to be contrary to the interests of
international understanding, in violation of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
the constitution of Unesco, and the final act
of the Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe; and inconsistent with the
charter of the United Nations.

£31

We support the universal human right to
be fully informed, which right requires the
free circulation of news and opinion. We vig-
orously oppose any interference with this
fundamental right.

[4]

We insist that free access, by the people
and the press, to all sources of information,
both official and unofficial, must be assured
and reinforced. Denying freedom of the

press denies all freedom of the individual.
[5]1

We are aware that governments, in devel-
oped and developing countries alike, fre-
quently constrain or otherwise discourage
the reporting of information they consider
detrimental or embarrassing, and that gov-
ernments usually invoke the national inter-
est to justify these constraints. We believe,
however, that the people’'s interests, and
therefore the interests of the nation, are
better served by free and open reporting.
From robust public debate grows better un-
derstanding of the issues facing a nation
and its peoples; and out of understanding
greater chances for solutions.

(61

We believe in any society that public in-
terest is best served by a variety of inde-
pendent news media. It is often suggested
that some countries cannot support a multi-
plicity of print journals, radio and television
stations because there is said to be a lack of
an economic base. Where a variety of inde-
pendent media is not awvailable for any
reason, existing information channels
should reflect different points of view.

71

We acknowledge the importance of adver-
tising as a consumer service and in providing
financial support for a strong and self-sus-
taining press. Without financial independ-
ence, the press cannot be independent.

[8]

We recognize that new technologies have
greatly facilitated the international flow of
information and that the news media in
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many countries have not sufficiently bene-
fited from this progress. We support all ef-
forts by international organizations and
other public and private bodies to correct
this imbalance and to make this technology
available to promote the worldwide advance-
ment of the press and broadcast media and
the journalistic profession.
91

We believe that the debate on news and
information in modern society that has
taken place in Unesco and other interna-
tional bodies should now be put to construc-
tive purposes. We reaffirm our views on sev-
eral specific questions that have arisen in
the course of this debate, being convinced
that:

Censorship and other forms of arbitrary
control of information and opinion should
be eliminated; the people’s right to news
and information must not be abridged.

Access by journalists to diverse sources of
news and opinion, official or unofficial,
should be without restriction. Such access is
inseparable from access of the people to in-
formation.

There can be no international code of
journalistic ethics; the plurality of views
makes this impossible. Codes of journalistic
ethics, if adopted within a country, should
be formulated by the press itself and should
be voluntary in their application. They
cannot be formulated, imposed or moni-
tored by governments without becoming an
instrument of official control of the press
and therefore a denial of press freedom.

Members of the press should enjoy the
full protection of national and international
law. We seek no special protection nor any
special status and oppose any proposals that
would control journalists in the name of
protecting them.

There should be no restriction on any per-
son's freedom to practice journalism. Jour-
nalists should be free to form organizations
to protect their professional interests.

Licensing of journalists by national or
international bodies should not be sane-
tioned, nor should special requirements be
demanded of journalists in lieu of licensing
them. Such measures submit journalists to
controls and pressures inconsistent with a
free press.

The press’ professional responsibility is
the pursuit of truth. To legislate or other-
wise mandate responsibilities for the press is
to destroy its independence. The ultimate
guarantor of journalistic responsibility is
the free exchange of ideas.

All journalistic freedoms should apply
equally to the print and broadcast media.
Since the broadcast media are the primary
purveyors of news and information in many
countries, there is particular need for na-
tions to keep their broadcast channels open
to the free transmission of news and opin-
ion.

[101

We pledge cooperation in all genuine ef-
forts to expand the free flow of information
worldwide. We believe the time has come
within Unesco and other intergovernmental
bodies to abandon attempts to regulate
news content and formulate rules for the
press. Efforts should be directed instead to
finding practical solutions to the problems
before us, such as improving technological
progress, increasing professional inter-
changes and equipment transfers, reducing
communication tariffs, producing cheaper
newsprint and eliminating other barriers to
the development of news media capabilities.

Our interests as members of the press,
whether from the developed or developing
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countries, are essentially the same; ours is a
joint dedication to the freest, most accurate
and impartial information that is within our
professional capability to produce and dis-
tribute. We reject the view of press theoreti-
cians and those national or international of-
ficials who claim that while people in some
countries are ready for a free press, those in
other countries are insufficiently developed
to enjoy that freedom.

We are deeply concerned by a growing
tendency in many countries and in interna-
tional bodies to put government interests
above those of the individual, particularly
in regard to information. We believe that
the state exists for the individual and has a
duty to uphold individual rights. We believe
that the ultimate definition of a free press
lies not in the actions of governments or
international bodies, but rather in the pro-
fessionalism, vigor and courage of individual
journalists.

Press freedom is a basic human right. We
pledge ourselves to concerted action to
uphold this right.

Immediately following the confer-
ence at Talloires, I introduced House
Concurrent. Resolution 137 which con-
demns UNESCO's attempts to control
the press and endorses the sentiments
of the Declaration of Talloires. Hear-
ings were held on House Concurrent
Resolution 137 this past July. Free-
dom of the press must be protected. I
heartily endorse my colleague’s
amendment.@

MORTIMER GOLD—65 YEARS OF
GIVING

HON. JOSEPH P. ADDABBO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, it is
indeed a great pleasure for me as I rise
today to call to the attention of my
distinguished colleagues in the House
of Representatives Mr. Mortimer
Gold, a truly wonderful human being
who has spent a good portion of the
past 65 years helping to raise money
for charities and hospitals throughout
my borough of Queens, N.Y. A man I
have known for a great many years
and a person revered and loved by all
who know him, Mortimer Gold is
proof positive that age should never
be considered a barrier to contributing
to society. As he approaches his 83d
birthday in a matter of weeks, count-
less citizens of Queens and the rest of
the city whom he has touched will
long remain grateful for his work.

Too often we read that people just
do not care anymore except about
themselves. How many times have we
heard someone say they are “too
busy” or “too tired" to give an organi-
zation trying to raise money a few
hours of their ‘“valuable” time. To
Mortimer Gold however, the only real
“valuable” time is serving on the
boards of 15 charities. To Mortimer
Gold, the only real “valuable” time is
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spent producing fundraisers, a total
which reached 271 a few weeks ago in
Flushing, N.Y., for the benefit of one
of my great loves, Jamaica Hospital. It
was an event in line with his past pro-
ductions, done with great style and
aplomb, a show to help a hospital
which over the years has become a
vital, thriving institution in the com-
munity.

Thank you Mort, thank you for
always having the time and energy to
come to the aid of others less fortu-
nate. I know that you show no signs of
slowing down and would like to be one
of the many to wish you a happy and
healthy birthday and may this year in
your life be just as rewarding as the
others have been.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would
like to request permission to have an
article which appeared in the New
York Daily News of August 21, detail-
ing the work of Mortimer Gold, insert-
ed into the RECORD.

His Girr FOR GI1vING 1S PURE GOLD TO
OTHERS

(By Gus Dallas)

Mortimer Gold, who is about to produce
his 271st fund-raising show in 65 years—this
time for a Jamaica Hospital building fund—
is known around Queens as “Mr. Charity”
or “Mr. Benefit,” all because of a distressing
incident back in 1914.

On Mortimer's 16th birthday, his mother
told him he was going to have a special
birthday party.

“Great,” said young Morty.

Indeed, said his mother, Eva. “We're invit-
ing some underprivileged children and
you're paying for the party out of your bar
mitzvah money."”

To this day, Gold recalls blurting out:
“Hey, wait. No sir, that's my money,” or
words to that effect.

However, his mother wanted him to learn
to help the neighborhood's poor children.
So, young Morty shelled out $25 of his own
for a party for 16 kids. And even though he
could hardly bear at first to eat such pre-
cious ice cream, he was impressed by what a
good time the youngsters were having.

Gold, who will be 83 on Oct. 27, has been
tossing parties on his birthday for under-
privileged or institutionalized kids every
year since then.

He produced his first fund-raiser for an in-
stitution at the age of 19, which coinciden-
tally was for the Jamaica Hospital.

This year's benefit will be staged on
Sunday at 2 p.m. in Colden Auditorium at
Queens College, 65-30 Kissena Blvd., Flush-
ing.

The program will be a vaudeville show,
with comedian Henny Youngman as head-
liner. Tickets are a tax-deductible $20 and
may be obtained at the box office on a first-
come, first-seated basis,

The hospital, at 89th Ave. and the Van
Wyck Expressway in Jamaica, has been of-
fered $54 million in government loan guar-
antees to erect a new medical center, provid-
ed the hospital can raise $5 million by the
end of this year.

Gold produces his shows mostly from a
cluttered dining room table in his Jamaica
Estates apartment. He has difficulty getting
around and uses a cane. A hip injury from a
nearly fatal auto accident 26 years ago
never really healed.
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Among the heaps of papers and notebooks
on the table are scores of programs and bills
from previous benefit shows.

“What do you think of these fees for top
talent?” he asked, displaying a bill from a
talent agency that was dated Nov. 23, 1938,
for show folk who appeared in one of Gold's
shows at about that time.

Henny Youngman's name was on the bill,
for a fee of $125. Actress Betty Hutton was
noted for $65, and pianist Vincent Lopez ap-
parently performed for $125.

“Don’t be fooled into thinking Henny got
a whopping $125,”” Gold said. “He pocketed
$75. The rest went to the agent."”

Gold recalls getting a young comic named
Jackie Gleason from a Jackson Heights
cellar club in 1940 to be master of ceremo-
nies at a five-night benefit for a total of $50.

Gold has produced many benefits for the
Jamaica Hospital since his original effort in
1917.

He volunteered for that first production
because his father was on the hospital's
board of directors, Gold remembered.

His family operated a cemetery in Howard
Beach, which was called Bayside Cemetery.
A lot of mourners wound up in Bayside,
Queens, looking for their funeral, Gold re-
called sadly.

He had a lot of time to produce benefits
during the winter. “Our biggest business
was not burials, which you would think, but
constructing and erecting monuments, and
maintaining the flowers and landscaping of
the cemetery, which are mostly summer
jobs."”

Gold is on the boards of 15 charitable
agencies, such as the Jamaica Hospital,
United Cerebral Palsy, Multiple Sclerosis,
Children’s Shelter and institutions that
mostly care for children.

Most of his events and vaudeville produc-
tions are staged to raise money for such in-
stitutions.e

TAX CUTS MEAN MORE THAN
POCKET CHANGE

HON. NEWT GINGRICH

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to call my colleagues’ atten-
tion to an article by Dick Williams
which appeared in the Atlanta Jour-
nal/Constitution on August 15, 1981.
Williams explains the bipartisan tax
rate cut we recently approved will, in
the long run, increase the savings and
investment rates in this country. He
notes the effects of our tax legislation
have to be looked at in a cumulative,
long-term way—just as proponents of
the bill argued during debate. The fact
is, as Williams illustrates, this Con-
gress has given middle-income earners
a real tax break, the financial means
to plan ahead, save and “take stock in
America.”

The article follows:
Tax Curs MEAN MoORE THAN PocKET CHANGE

A man I know, liberal to moderate and
traditionally suspicious of Republicans, was
pooh-poohing the tax cut the other day.

“Nickels and dimes,” he was saying. “How
can $3.50 a week to the average wage earner
fuel the economy, put the inner city to work

September 10, 1981

and light the fires of a thousand blast fur-
naces?”

Most of us under 50 who work for a salary
view our earnings in terms of our take-home
pay. We don't think of that part of our
salary we never see. We curse a 10-buck
raise because we figure all we’ll take home
is $4.50. We figure tax shelters are for rich
guys with six-figure windfalls.

We figure our budgets on our take-home
pay and maybe hope for a tax refund after
April. That's money, of course, that has
been in the government bank at no interest.

When we get a chunk of money together,
by payroll deduction or hard savings, the
smarter among us buy a home or sock it
into a money-market fund or maybe even
buy some stocks. But we rarely think cumu-
latively.

Which seems to me the message of Ronald
Reagan's tax cut. It's not just $3.50 a week.

Given our tax structure and our reliance
on H&R Block, most of us know that the
three-year, five-percent, 10-percent, 10-per-
cent plan can't possibly mean anything. But
there was a simple calculation formula in
last Saturday's newspaper that caused sev-
eral men I know to rethink their eynicism
about the recent congressional action.

By Herbert Hoover, we might just have
rDolleld back the onerous burdens of the New

eal.

I checked the attitudes of several ac-
quaintances and then, begging their indul-
gence, used my trusty calculator on their
weekly federal withholding figure—state
taxes and Social Security aside.

By any standard, the men I know who
would allow me to be privy to their weekly
withholding figure are of moderate income.
None was a high-roller, their deduetions
were representative of most of white-collar
metro Atlanta and none can afford to live in
Dunwoody.

With one exception, the men I know were
surprised, if not greedy, upon arrival at the
bottom line.

The exception was a fellow with five de-
pendents. When the tax cut is fully effec-
tive, his take-home pay will increase by only
$40 a month, but he is also accustomed to
gtlanerous tax refunds, his major savings
plan.

The rest of the men I know found that by
July 1983, their take-home pay would in-
crease by more than $100 a month, exclu-
sive of any raises before then.

That, I submit, is more than bill-paying
money—if those of us at the middle of the
economic ladder can increase our spendable
income by $150 a month, it would mean an-
other $1,800 a year. And for a two-income
family, the prospects are delicious.

At that rate, taking stock in America—pri-
vate America—is accessbile.

What's needed here is for the investment
industry to teach profligate, borrowing
America how to save and invest again. The
folks who survived the Depression know
how. The next generation has been resigned
to “here today, gone tomorrow."

A person claiming one exemption and
earning $300 a week, will be taking home
$66 a month more by June 1883. As a
weekly figure, it's not much, but planning
for it will give that figure long-range power.

Here's a plan, for example, with a long
view, David Fischer of Brandeis University,
analyzing the Social Security system, points
out that if every newborn American had
$1,300 to start and it were invested at a
modest 8 percent over 65 years, the proceeds
would net a retiree an annual pension of
$18,000.
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That's not a pipe dream, given the other
changes in the tax laws allowing more than
that annual figure to be put into tax-de-
ferred IRA and Keogh plans.

The men I know can get government off
their backs now, but they'll have to start
thinking long-term and forget “buy now,
pay later.” How about “save now and relax
later?"'e

CALL TO CONSCIENCE 1981:
NAUM TSELESCIN

HON. BILL FRENZEL

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. Speaker, again
this year the Congressional Vigil for
Soviet Jewry will try to focus world at-
tention on the plight of all Soviet re-
fuseniks. We are interested in every
one of them, but the one I shall dis-
cuss today is Naum Tselescin.

Mr. Tselescin and his parents, both
of whom are elderly and in poor
health, wish to go to Israel to be re-
united with Naum Tselescin’'s mother’s
sister. They have repeatedly requested
permission to emigrate.

Over the past several years I have
attempted unsuccessfully to help Mr.
Tselescin in his efforts to obtain per-
mission to emigrate from the Soviet
Union. I was again saddened to learn
that he was recently denied this per-
mission for the fifth time since 1977.

Mr. Naum Tselescin holds a doctor-
ate in powder metallurgy. Until he ap-
plied for an exit permit in 1977, he
had been the chief of the Department
of New Materials in Leningrad. He
now has been transferred to a menial
factory job.

I am told that the reason given for
refusing permission for emigration is
that Mr. Tselescin has knowledge of
military secrets. However, Mr. Tseles-
cin completed a 2-year military obliga-
tion over 9 years ago, was not an offi-
cer, and would probably not have been
privy to any classified information.

Once more, I request that Soviet au-
thorities allow Mr. Tselescin, his par-
ents, and all other Soviet refuseniks
like them, to exercise their right to
free emigration as agreed to under the
Helsinki accords.@

WALL STREET AND THE
BUDGET

HON. BILL LOWERY

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr.
Speaker, since Congress reconvened
yesterday, we have heard a great deal
about the high level of interest rates
that we are all experiencing. There is
no doubt that these interest rates are
certainly damaging to our economy,
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and certain segments—housing, the
thrift industry, agriculture, and small
business—are particularly hard hit.
We have heard talk of credit controls,
reorganizing the Fed, and wage and
price controls. Under these circum-
stances, I would commend the follow-
ing editorial from today's Wall Street
Journal to the attention of my col-
leagues. I certainly concur with the
premise of, first and foremost, giving
the President's economic program an
opportunity to take effect.
WALL STREET AND THE BUDGET

President Reagan has returned from the
West to discover that it's the White House,
not Santa Barbara, that the Apaches are
circling. They're all uttering the same
blood-curdling cry: “Look what’s happening
on Wall Street!”

We hope the President and his troops con-
tinue to avoid panic because this may prove
to be the biggest test yet of their nerves. It
calls for a cool-headed look at why Wall
Street was so unimpressed with those July
budget and tax victories.

One reason is that Wall Street knows the
July budget reconciliation victory was only
a battle, not the war. There's still plenty of
fighting to be done to make the budget cuts
real. For example, even though the reconcil-
iation bill calls for cutting some $4 billion in
Soeial Security benefits, the House has al-
ready passed and the Senate will soon con-
sider a bill that would restore minimum
benefits, the one important thing the ad-
ministration had thought it had won.

Another reason is that the positive side of
the Reagan program, lower tax rates, has
not yet taken effect. The air still is full of
doubts and conjecture and will likely contin-
ue to be until after October 1, when the cuts
begin to have impact on the economy.

And finally, Wall Street, for all its accura-
ey in recording and playing back economic
signals, is not a one-track tape, Capital mar-
kets are international and Wall Street has
some interest, to say the least, in places like
Gdansk, Moscow, Paris and New Delhi.
What it sees is risk, and the possibility that
some disaster will someday be met by a new
inflationary outpouring of dollars.

All that considered, however, the econom-
ic situation is not nearly as bad as the poli-
tics of Washington would have us believe.
The economy is indeed flat but one could
hardly say it has been pole-axed by the ex-
tended period of high interest rates it has
had to endure. Indeed, auto sales in August
were relatively strong. Steel production,
retail spending and durable goods orders
continue to run well ahead of a year ago.
Most economic forecasts are for real eco-
nomiec growth for 1981.

Moreover, there is a good side to those
high interest rates. Small savers, by means
of money market funds and the gradual re-
moval of savings account interest ceilings,
are finally being allowed to earn market
rates. We already are seeing signs of a reviv-
al of personal savings, which had been dried
up by the combination of inflation and in-
terest rate ceilings. One thing happening on
Wall Street is that the attractiveness of
money market funds has transferred a lot of
the action out of the securities markets and
into the banks, but there is every reason to
believe that this will be a temporary phe-
nomenon if the Fed continues to wedge
down money growth and inflation.

The renewed attack on the White House
is in fact a continuation of the old attack by
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the President’s opponents in Congress. The
aim is to put the President into a box. If he
admits to concern about the high interest
rates and flatness of the economy, it can be
said that he has lost confidence in his own
program (the one, keep in mind, which
hasn't yet gone into effect). If he professes
no concern, his leverage for holding the
budget ground he has won and winning
more is weakened.

The President has only one course. He
must keep up the budget battle until it
really is won, while at the same time dis-
playing no loss of confidence in his pro-
gram. There are still large areas of federal
spending that are ripe for cutting if the
President can overcome congressional oppo-
sition. As we have said here before, we
would even be willing to suffer a trimming
of projected military spending if we could
see evidence of a coherent defense strategy.
It should be kept in mind that Wall Street
has heard September promises of tight
budgets too often in the past. It will begin
to believe when it sees how the budget looks
next March.

It's a healthy sign that so many people
are suddenly taking Wall Street seriously.
It's too bad they didn't start years ago,
when stock and bond prices first started to
falter under the impetus of soaring federal
spending and rapid money creation, Back in
1965, after all, the Dow was near 1,000,
equivalent to 2,540 in 1981 dollars. While no
one in Washington was watching it plunged
to 950 a month ago. Now because of another
100-point tick in the last month, the conven-
tional wisdom is that Ronald Reagan, who
has done more to cut the budget than any
President in 20 years, has been too timid.

This is of course an opportunity for Mr.
Reagan. By all means he should cut more.
The new proposal for impoundment powers
is a good one, Something has yet to be done
to get a grip on the entitlements programs.
All this should be done, but without panic
or apology.e

SHELBY WELCOMES NEW
INDUSTRY TO DEMOPOLIS

HON. RICHARD C. SHELBY

OF ALABAMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, Seplember 10, 1981

® Mr. SHELBY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to wel-
come the Bergeron Barge Co., to the
city of Demopolis and the Seventh
Congressional District of Alabama. In
this day of economic developments,
the news that a multi-million-dollar
industry is coming to town is quite
something to announce.

Construction on an 88-acre site near
the Demopolis airport should begin
early sometime next summer. Accord-
ing to William T. Bergeron, president
of Bergeron Industries, Demopolis was
chosen because of the “attractive
labor force, its strong belief in the
work ethic, and development of the
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway."”

The Bergeron facility will construct
steel river barges, approximately twice
the size of barges currently on the
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway.
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These barges will be 260 feet long and
52.5 feet wide, with an expected cargo
capacity around 3,000 tons.

Finished barges are to go down the
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway to
Mobile, then over to the Mississippi
River and up the river to transport
coal from either Kentucky or Illinois.
The coal-loaded barges would then go
back down the Mississippi and eventu-
ally to Florida.

Employment opportunities with this
new industry are overwhelming. It has
been estimated that around 95 percent
of the employees will be local labor.
The Alabama industrial development
training program is also planning to
help prepare workers for their jobs.

Congratulations are certainly in
order to all those who were involved in
this project. Many people from local
concerned citizens to the Marengo
County Commission to the Governor's
office played a vital role in bringing
Bergeron to the community. Demopo-
lis Mayor Hugh Allen and Demopolis
Industrial Development Board Chair-
man Kim Mayton put many untiring
hours into this project.

I also feel both city and county offi-
cials are very fortunate to have a
State representative such as Rick
Manley, who really cares about indus-
trial growth and will devote the time
and effort in an industry’s locating
process.

This outstanding example of indus-
try expansion is what this country
needs to turn our troubled economy
around. It is indeed a pleasure for me
to share this news with my colleagues
in the House.

I know Bergeron Industries will have
much continued success by their deci-
sion, and I am looking forward to
having this industry in the business
community of the Seventh Congres-
sional District.e

THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND
GENERAL MIHAILOVICH: A
STUDY IN TIMIDITY

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I recent-
ly received a letter from three former
American airmen who, during World
War II, were rescued after being shot
down by the Germans in Yugoslavia.
These airmen and many others owe
their lives to the heroism and the
dedication of the late Yugoslavian
leader, Gen. Draza Mihailovich. The
National Committee of American
Airmen Rescued by General Mihailo-
vich, Inc., has been formed to erect a
memorial on public land in Washing-
ton, D.C., to Mihailovich. This memo-
rial would be erected at no expense to
the taxpayers, expressing the grati-
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tude of those whose lives he helped to
save.

You would think that nothing would
be simpler or more appropriate. Here
we have American veterans who were
the direct beneficiaries of Mihailo-
vich’s aid asking nothing more than
that they be allowed to erect a simple
monument, at private expense, to a
man posthumously awarded the
Legion of Merit in the degree of Su-
preme Commander by President Harry
S. Truman in 1947.

Let me quote from the letter that
was sent to me by the committee:

Legislation supporting our petition has
been approved by the eight-agency National
Capital Parks Advisory Committee on
Monuments, by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, and has twice been passed without dis-
senting vote by the United States Senate.
QOur efforts have also had the endorsement
of the National Convention of the American
Legion, of AFL-CIO President George
Meany, and other national organizations.

But, despite the fact that we now have
almost 70 sponsors in the House, our efforts
have been held up there for reasons that
are no secret. We have been told frankly by
the State Department and by others that,
although they sympathized with our moti-
vation, it was an unfortunate fact that Mar-
shall Tito was extremely Sensitive on the
issue of General Mihailovich and that the
State Department could not afford to
offend his sensitivities. We were never able
to understand this attitude because it did
not seem right to us that the likes or dis-
likes of any foreign dictator should affect
the outcome of a purely domestic legislative
issue involving 500 American airmen and
the U.S. Congress.

Now that sounds like an open-and-
shut case, doesn’t it? Ordinarily we
might say so, but the fact is that the
Department of State is opposed to
erecting this monument on public
ground. Let me offer you the reason-
ing of the Department of State, as it
was expressed to me in a letter from
Richard Fairbanks, Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Congressional Rela-
tions on August 18, 1981:

Yugoslavia's leaders perceive General Mi-
hailovich, who rescued hundreds of Ameri-
can airmen during World War 1I, as having
collaborated with the German occupiers of
Yugoslavia. They would surely interpret the
building of a statue to General Mihailovich
on Federal land in our Nation’'s Capital as
an unfriendly act calling into question the
sincerity of our policy.

The Department feels strongly that we
should not risk the damage to our security
interests in Europe and the Mediterranean
which construction of a monument to Gen-
eral Mihailovich on Federal land would
entafl* * *

Our opposition to construction of a monu-
ment is based solely on the fact that it
would authorize the use of publie lands for
the purpose. A monument on private land
would not directly involve the foreign policy
of our Government.

It appears to me that the State De-
partment is confusing two kinds of
action. The first is a deliberate insult
to another country for the direct and
sole purpose of breaking or straining
relationships with that country. No
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one is asking that the United States
engage in this sort of action against
Yugoslavia.

The second kind of action is one un-
dertaken in good faith and for good
reasons by one country, but which
may cause hard feelings in another
country.

The erection of the Mihailovich me-
morial, it seems to me, falls into this
second category of action and, as such,
must be judged entirely on its merits
and its probable outcome. It seems to
me highly improbable that Yugoslav-
ian leaders are going to break relation-
ships with the United States or act in
such a way that our security interests
on NATO’s southern flank are threat-
ened simply because American citizens
who owe their lives to Mihailovich
have erected a statue to him on public
land.

While I admire and recognize the ne-
cessity for diplomatic caution and pru-
dence, there are times when caution
and prudence can gradually become ti-
midity and, eventually degenerate into
moral cowardice. I think the State De-
partment has reached the “timidity”
stage of this deplorable process and
should be rescued before it descends to
the depths of abject capitulation to
the perceptions of others.

Mihailovich was fighting Nazis while
Tito, at that time slavishly devoted to
his Communist master, Josef Stalin,
was not even in the field. Perhaps it is
impolitic to bring up this fact but if
the State Department is going to make
policy based on what some Communist
leaders of another country happen to
“perceive” about certain incidents in
World War II, let us get all percep-
tions into the debate.

I fully understand the sensitivities
involved. 1 know that the official
Yugoslavian Communist Party my-
thology about the events of the
Second World War has a deep emo-
tional basis to it. But at the same time
I also recognize that General Mihailo-
vich was perceived—to use the same
word—by Americans as a hero during
and after World War I1. Have we come
to a point where we are allowing those
of other nations to tell us who we may
publicly honor? If we cannot allow
American citizens to publicly praise a
hero on public ground, what have we
come to?

I hope that President Reagan, an ad-
mirer of Mihailovich, will reverse cur-
rent and longstanding policy of the
State Department on this issue. More
is at stake than the question of Mihai-
lovich's place in history. President
Reagan was elected because a majority
of Americans wanted new direction
and pride in our Nation. We should
not allow longstanding bureaucratic
“perceptions’” to interfere with the
President’s admiration for Mihailo-
vich’s actions. As to the question of
whether Tito or Mihailovich better
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served the principles we honor, let his-
tory judge.®@

NASSAU COUNTY DEMON-
STRATES THE TRUE SPIRIT OF
AMERICA

HON. NORMAN F. LENT

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, the image
of Americans as warm and generous
people, who respond with help for
people in distress, was greatly en-
hanced this summer by events in my
home county of Nassau, N.Y.

The hand of international friend-
ship was extended to a group of Bel-
gian tourists who were found stranded
in our county through no fault of
their own. Thirty-two people, half of
them handicapped, were located on a
university campus, where they had
rooms, but no agenda for touring, no
meal plan, no guide, and little hope of
achieving their dream of a long look at
New York and its environs.

They had been sitting in virtual iso-
lation on the university grounds,
penned in by the barrier of language
communication, the difficulties of mo-
bility for the handicapped, and limited
funds.

Nassau County Executive Francis T.
Purcell learned of their plight and
gquickly initiated a rescue project for
them. The last 6 days of their sched-
uled stay became a whirlwind of ex-
citement and activity as Nassau
County agencies, people, and business-
es extended all manner of invitations
and assistance.

Sabena Belgian World Airlines, the
carrier which brought the visitors to
New York, offered services and the
help of an interpreter, although it had
no responsibility in the matter.
Sabena officials sponsored and paid
for what became a 17-hour tour of
Manhattan and included visits to
Times Square, the United Nations, the
Statue of Liberty, the Empire State
Building, and Chinatown.

The Metropolitan Suburban Bus Au-
thority provided a free tour bus and
drivers for the group for all 6 days.
Gus and Claire Garnier, who operate
the Ambassador Diner in Hempstead,
Long Island, fed the entire group four
complete breakfasts, a sumptuous
dinner, and a lavish bon voyage lunch-
eon without charge. William Miller
opened the gates of his Adventureland
Amusement Park in Farmingdale,
Long Island, to the group for a free
afternoon of rides, games, and refresh-
ments.

Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Bindles of Nis-
sequogue, Long Island, made their
home available to the tourists for an
evening including dinner, refresh-
ments, and the use of their pool. Mrs.
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Anne Bindles, a native of Belgium,
spoke the Flemish language and an-
swered many questions about life in
the United States.

Roosevelt Raceway in Westbury,
Long Island, opened its doors to the 32
for an evening at the races and dinner
and named a race for the group’s
sports club in Geraardsbergen, Bel-
gium. The New York Racing Associa-
tion hosted them at Belmont Park
Race Track in Elmont, Long Island,
for lunch, racing, and a major concert
afterward.

Many individuals came forward with
offers to take group members touring,
to take them to their homes, and to in-
terpret for them. Other business con-
cerns supplied meals, tours, and visits.

Nassau County agencies responded
to the request by County Executive
Purcell by providing a day at the
beach and sailing on Long Island
Sound, a visit to a park/museum
which recreates a colonial community,
and the opportunity to attend a sym-
phony concert and ballet performance.

County Executive Purcell’'s staff
members stayed with the group during
their 6 days and the county executive
personally greeted them on several oc-
casions, including his participation in
their farewells at Kennedy Airport.

The tourists’ gratitude was strongly
expressed through interpreters and
through the language barrier.

They took a powerful message back
to their homeland and expressed it on
European television: that Americans—
in this case Long Islanders—are the
greatest in the world.

I urge my colleagues in the Con-
gress, and all in the executive depart-
ment of the U.S. Government to take
note of this outstanding example of
American generosity, hospitality,
openhanded, and warmhearted friend-
ship toward visitors from overseas who
faced unexpected problems. It shows
the true spirit of Americans. I believe
that Nassau County lit a candle for
international friendship and deserves
our congratulations for its contribu-
tion to a better world understanding
of Americans.e

OIL SHALE MINING
HON. STAN PARRIS

OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, September 10, 1981
® Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, during
the recent recess it was my privilege to
inspect the Oil Shale Corp., mining fa-
cility near Parachute, Colo. This is the
first commercial oil shale project in
the United States. This operation and
many more like it to come, will surely
represent an important part of our Na-
tion's effort to reach energy independ-
ence and lessen our dependence on
foreign sources for petrochemical
products.
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The President recently approved,
and on August 6, 1981, the Depart-
ment of Energy executed a Federal
loan guarantee financing package, a
summary of which follows. It is my
hope that my colleagues will find this
information useful and informative.

SUMMARY OF THE LOAN GUARANTEE
TRANSACTION

The U.S. Department of Energy and
Tosco Corporation have executed a federal
loan guarantee financing package under
which the Government has agreed to guar-
antee borrowing by Tosco's wholly-owned
subsidiary, the Oil Shale Corporation, to
pay for 75 percent of Tosco’s 40-percent
share of construction expenses for the
Colony Shale Oil Project.

The project, which will be the first com-
mercial oil shale project in the United
States, is located in northwestern Colorado
and will produce 48,000 barrels per day of
hydrotreated shale oil and associated prod-
uects when the plant is operating at full ca-
pacity. Exxon Corporation, which holds a
60-percent interest in the project, will fund
its share of the project costs entirely with
private funds. Exxon did not participate in
the application and will not share in any
way in the guarantee. ’

Tosco applied to DOE for the loan guar-
antee in response to a competitive solicita-
tion issued pursuant to the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950 (“DPA"), as amended by
the Energy Security Act of 1980. The DPA
amendments created a “fast start” interim
program for the most advanced and com-
mercially ready synthetic fuel projects capa-
ble of making the earliest contribution to
the national production goal of 500,000 bar-
rels per day established by the Congress.

Under the terms of the loan guarantee
commitment, Tosco will fund 25 percent of
its share of the project construction costs
(approximately $440 million) from its own
revenues and will borrow the remaining 75
percent (approximately $1.1 billion) in the
private sector. The loans are to be repaid by
Tosco's share of anticipated revenues from
the Colony Project. Tosco will also pay the
federal Government an annual guarantee
fee. To secure the guarantee covering 75
percent of its share of project costs, Tosco
has pledged 100 percent of its interest in the
project to the Government.

In connection with the loan guarantee,
Tosco has made a long-term commitment to
supply the Department of Defense with
10,000 barrels per day of military specifica-
tion fuels at prevailing market prices as de-
termined by DOD. The Government can, at
its option, reduce or terminate the deliveries
of fuel from Tosco. Tosco has also agreed to
make its proprietary oil shale technology to
be used in the Colony Project available for
future oil shale projects,

No price subsidy or direct federal role in
project construction or management is in-
volved in the transaction. If commercial
production of shale oil is achieved at the
Colony Project as anticipated, there will be
only minimal Government involvement
beyond the guarantee of private sector bor-
rowings and no expense to the Government
in achieving a significant breakthrough
under the Energy Security Act in the devel-
opment of the United States’ vast oil shale
reserves.

The procedures used for the loan guaran-
tee agreement are similar to the financial
procedures successfully relied upon by the
Government for more than 30 years under
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the Maritime Administration for commer-
cial ship financings. The Maritime Adminis-
tration program has more than $7 billion in
guaranteed obligations outstanding. As a
result of the guarantee fee charged, the pro-
gram has been completely self-sustaining
and, in fact, has made money for the Gov-
ernment over the years.

In a manner similar to the Maritime Pro-
gram, the loan guarantee for Tosco will in-
volve the issuance of United States Govern-
ment Guaranteed Synthetic Fuel Financing
Bonds. These bonds will be issued by The
0il Shale Corporation and guaranteed by
the United States Government. They will be
sold to the private investment community
through normal investment banking chan-
nels. This method has proved highly suc-
cessful in the shipping area and has at-
tained wide acceptance by the investment
community.

The synthetic fuel financing bonds will be
repayable over a period of twenty years
commencing with the completion of the
project. The bonds will be issued from time
to time during the course of the project as
needed to finance construction.e

AMERICAN NATIONAL SECURITY
SAYS NO TO AWACS SALE TO
SAUDI ARABIA

HON. FLOYD J. FITHIAN

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. FITHIAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to protest the proposed sale of
the AWACS and F-15 enhancements
to Saudi Arabia because such a sale is
not in the national security interests
of the United States.

For decades American leaders of
both political parties have valiantly
sought a permanent and lasting peace
in the Middle East. Since the 1967
war, Presidents Johnson, Nixon, Ford,
and Carter have tried to find a peace-
ful solution to Middle East problems.
The Camp David accord was an impor-
tant step in resolving the problems
that emerged from the 1967 war and
laid the foundation for resolving the
remaining disputes. Saudi Arabia,
however, has refused to recognize the
Camp David accord, and has, in fact,
opposed this peace attempt in the
strongest possible manner. Rather
than encouraging initiatives for the
peaceful settlement of disputes, Saudi
Arabia has openly criticized Israel and
Egypt for their part in the Camp
David agreements. At the same time,
Saudi Arabia financially supports the
terrorist Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation with almost $400 million yearly.
By these actions, Saudi Arabia has
been an impediment to peace in the
Middle East. In my judgment, it does
not make any sense to reward Saudi
Arabia with billions of dollars of so-
phisticated military hardware as long
as it continues to be a roadblock to
peace in the Middle East.

American national security interests
in the Middle East are best served by
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promoting peace in the Middle East,
rather than by further escalating the
arms race in the world’'s most explo-
sive region. During the decade of the
1970’s about half of America’s foreign
arms sales were shipped into the
Middle East. The further shipments of
billions of dollars of equipment to
Saudi Aradia will not enhance peace
but could upset the balance of military
power in the region. It could also es-
tablish a set of circumstances in which
Saudi Arabia could become involved in
a wider Middle East war. By possessing
the AWACS and its sophisticated
radar systems, Saudi Arabia could
become a target for a preemptive
attack by Israel, leading to a wider,
general war in the Middle East.

Can we as a nation afford to sell our
most important, unique, sophisticated
weaponry to a nation whose ruling
feudal families are so insecure and un-
stable? Whose government is so fear-
ful of internal rebellion? And whose
leaders constantly fear a revolt by
thousands of foreign guest workers?
Can we afford to allow our weapons
systems to fall into unfriendly hands?
Have we not fully learned the hard
lessons of arming Iran with our most
valuable weapons systems? The Saudi
regime is vulnerable to internal rebel-
lion from numerous factions. The his-
tory of political assassinations and the
attack on the holy mosque in Mecca
demonstrate the instability of the
present regime. I do not feel secure in
granting Saudi Arabia these weapons
under the present circumstances, for I
do not want these weapons to fall into
unfriendly hands.

While I strongly believe that Ameri-
ca’s national security interest dictate
that the AWACS and the F-15 en-
hancements should not be sold to
Saudi Arabia, other observers disagree
with this conclusion. They argue that
the Saudis need these weapons for
self-defense, to protect themselves
from hostile neighbors or a Soviet
thrust into the Middle East. Further-
more, they argue that the arms sales
will win the support of the Saudis for
an anti-Soviet consensus foreign policy
in the Middle East, while at the same
time rewarding them for their moder-
ate and restraining oil pricing policy.
In addition, the arms sales would in-
crease American military presence in
the Middle East.

Under closer examination, however,
these arguments do not stand up.
First, these weapons are clearly usable
for offensive, not defensive, tactics.
Second, the availability of these arms
will not prevent or repel an invasion
by either the Soviet Union or a power-
ful neighbor like Iraq. Third, the
Saudis are already anti-Soviet and are
clearly part of an existing anti-Soviet
consensus in the Middle East. We do
not have to sell them AWACS to con-
vince them that they face a potential
threat from the Soviet Union, espe-
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cially after Afghanistan. Fourth, the
history of Saudi Arabia has been one
of strict self-interest, maximizing its
oil revenues and buying off possible
threats from the PLO and others. Did
not the Saudis help form the OPEC
cartel and raise its oil from $2 per
barrel in 1970 to $32 per barrel today?
Fifth, if the objective is to safeguard
our oil supply from the Persian Gulf
and maintain an American presence in
the Middle East, why do we not use
diplomatic pressure to convince the
Saudis to grant us rights to an airbase
near the gulf? Sixth, the arms sales
would threaten the security of Israel
and create an intelligence system
whereby information gathered by
Saudi AWACS could be forwarded to
Israel’s more menacing enemies.

We as a nation should not delude
ourselves into thinking that our na-
tional security would be enhanced by
the sale of AWACS and F-15 enhance-
ments to Saudi Arabia. In fact, such a
sale would jeopardize not only our
own national security, but could well
jeopardize the peace process in the
Middle East. I respectfully urge that
my colleagues in the House and
Senate reject the Reagan administra-
tion’s request for this dangerous arms
sale to Saudi Arabia.e

VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES
BY VICE PRESIDENT OF NIGE-
RIA

HON. WM. S. BROOMFIELD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
as the ranking Republican member of
the House Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, I would like to comment upon
the recent visit of the Vice President
of Nigeria to the United States, and
the criticism expressed in the House of
the manner in which the administra-
tion received this distinguished visitor.
The Vice President of Nigeria, Dr.
Alex Ekwueme, led a Nigerian delega-
tion to Washington, September 7-9 for
bilateral economic talks held at the
Vice Presidential level. I am advised
that Vice President BusH met private-
ly with Dr. Ekwueme and hosted a re-
ception in his honor at the Depart-
ment of State. Additionally, the two
Vice Presidents participated jointly in
the opening and closing ceremonies.
The Vice President’s meetings with
Vice President Ekwueme afforded the
opportunity for wide-ranging discus-
sion of both bilateral and regional
questions. On bilateral economic mat-
ters, the Vice Presidents signed two
important agreements, one in the
health field and the other in educa-
tion. Significant progress was made on
a number of other issues. Among the
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matters of regional interest discussed
were southern African questions.

I am informed that the President’s
busy schedule precluded a meeting
with Dr. Ekwueme, but that the visit
was very productive and the bilateral
talks contributed significantly to the
continued strengthening of our eco-
nomie relations with Nigeria. I am also
advised that the administrative ar-
rangements for the visit were in ac-
cordance with the standard procedures
followed on such visits and all custom-
ary services and courtesies were ex-
tended.@

JUDGE ROBERT WESLEY HAYES
HON. KEN HOLLAND

OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, while
the Congress stood in recess during
the month of August, we in South
Carolina lost one of our most distin-
guished and able stewards of public
service in our State, Circuit Court
Judge Robert Wesley Hayes.

His many years of splendid public
service spanning some three decades is
a beacon of example to all of us he left
behind.

Judge Hayes' long career included
service in the Armed Forces, on Rock
Hill, S.C., City Council, in the South
Carolina State Senate and on the ecir-
cuit court bench as a distinguished
jurist.

I join his family, friends and many
admirers in mourning the passing of
this good and great man. I am glad I
knew Judge Hayes and I insert in the
REecorp this article from the Rock Hill
Evening Herald of August 11, 1981,
about a man who showed what good
government is all about:

A MAN FOR THE PEOPLE

Robert Wesley Hayes knew just about ev-
erybody in York County, and he spent 28
years of his life trying to help thousands
upon thousands of them.

People—and how they were buffeted
about or benefited by other people and
events around them—were the abiding con-
cern of the Mullins native who worked his
way through USC law school, served as
Rock Hill city councilman, state senator and
16th Circuit judege.

“I've had the opportunity, on occasion, to
be of some help to both lawyers and cli-
ents,” he said modestly in January when he
retired after 14 years on the bench. There
are many who say the judge erred there on
the side of understatement. He would, on
rare occasion, show his indignation at a vi-
cious crime. But, mostly, his observations
from the bench were conciliatory, marked
by concern for those brought before him
and compassion equally for the victim of a
crime and for the family of the offender.

It was a necessity, but as he frequently in-
dicated, not a pleasant nor a vindictive duty
to send a husband, father or young son off
to prison. His own hurt at an unfortunate
turn of events that brought someone before
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him for sentence showed through frequent-
ly as he spent more time than do most
judges trying to reason with and counsel
those guilty of transgressions against socie-
ty. It was not unusual for him to bolster a
young errant's courage and try to instill a
determination to do better by reminding a
defendant of the good, hard-working par-
ents who must now be hurt, too.

When Judge Hayes concluded he must
send someone off to prison, people in his
courtroom were convinced it had to be the
only alternative consistent with his sworn
duty—and that it hurt him as much as it did
the defendant.

He insisted on dignity in his court, but at
the same time maintained a relaxed, cooper-
ative atmosphere where getting at the truth
and protecting the rights of those involved
were paramount to technicality and proto-
col. He did not like pompous judges and
wanted everyone involved in a proceeding to
feel that this judge was approachable to
listen to their concerns.

His was a genuine concern for people of
all walks of life, and tens of thousands of
people came to him with problems when he
was on the city council and for the 10 years
they elected him to the State Senate. His
period in the Senate—at a time when the ef-
fective county government was the delega-
tion and the senator was its dominant
voice—was a period of population and eco-
nomic growth, including industrial and hos-
pital expansion.

He did not get to enjoy much of his hard-
earned retirement time but that, perhaps, is
how he wanted it. Friends had urged he
retire earlier because of his worsening
health, but he declined. He was not one
used to idleness.

Robert Wesley Hayes was a symbol of con-
servative stability and continuity in govern-
ment, and of dignity and compassion on the
bench. His contributions to the people of
York County and the State of South Caroli-
na will long stand as a solid testimonial that
he walked this way and helped make things
better for his fellow man.e

TO MARK THE 75TH ANNIVERSA-
RY OF LOCAL 437, INTERNA-
TIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF
ELECTRICAL WORKERS

HON. MARGARET M. HECKLER

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, the
week following Labor Day is tradition-
ally a time to reflect on the historic
contribution that the working men
and women of America have made—
and are continuing to make—to the
building of our Nation. It is especially
a time to recognize the strong and
vital role of organized labor in our
economy, and in our society.

This week, Mr. Speaker, there is an
extraordinary reason for the people of
Massachusetts to recall the contribu-
tions of organized labor. Tomorrow, in
the city of Fall River, the members of
local 437 of the International Brother-
hood of Electrical Workers will mark
the 75th anniversary of their local’s
founding—T75 years of progress for
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workers, their families, and the city in
which they live.

Since 1906, when 12 charter mem-
bers founded the greater Fall River
chapter of the IBEW, local 437 has
continually worked to promote the
well-being of its members—and all citi-
zens of the surrounding area—through
economic and civic development.
Always on the forefront of progress, it
has demonstrated that the health and
prosperity of the working man and
woman are the bedrock of a strong
and thriving city.

The members of local 437 have not
limited themselves to the arena of eco-
nomic self-interest. The local has been
actively involved in community affairs:
one of the most dedicated and far-
sighted former chairmen of the Fall
River Housing Authority, George H.
Cottell, was business manager of local
437 for 35 years, and his example of
activism and civic concern continues to
guide the membership.

Today the 130 members of local 437
are a vital force in a proud and grow-
ing community. Under the leadership
of local 437's executive board—ineclud-
ing President Maurice Chouinard,
Business Manager Elwood Robert-
shaw, Jr., Vice President Paul M.
Sousa, Treasurer Arnold Bamford, Jr.,
and Secretary David H. Tickle—the
members continually work to better
the lives of all the citizens of their
community. As skilled workers in the
building trades they contribute, quite
literally, to the building of their city
and its economy; as involved citizens
they are helping to build its future as
well, through interest in and support
of civic and youth groups throughout
the greater Fall River area.

For 75 years, Mr. Speaker, local 437
of the International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers has worked to ful-
fill the high goals of organized labor,
as enunciated by the great Samuel
Gompers:

To protect the workers in their inalien-
able rights to a higher and better life * * *
their liberties as men, as workers, and as
citizens; to overcome and conquer prejudices
and antagonism; to secure to them the right
to life, and the opportunity to maintain
that life; the right to be full sharers in the
abundance which is the result of their brain
and brawn, and the civilization of which
they are the founders and the mainstay.

These are the goals local 437 has
worked to reach, and which it contin-
ually labors to preserve. Its members
are the guardians of a proud tradition,
and they uphold it with honor. I be-
lieve the highest congratulations are
in order as they celebrate the 75th an-
niversary of their local's founding; I
am proud to salute the leaders and
members of Local 437, IBEW, and I
ask all my colleagues in this House to
join with me in paying tribute to one
of the most distinguished local labor
organizations in the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts.@
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CAUTION VOICED ON INTERIM
LICENSING OF NUCLEAR REAC-
TORS

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the nu-
clear industry and its supporters in
the Congress are pushing for congres-
sional authority to place new nuclear
powerplants online before all licensing
requirements, specified by Federal
law, have been completed. Legislation
granting the NRC permission to issue
such “interim licenses” is expected to
come to the floor of the House in the
next few weeks.

This effort is a bold attempt to cir-
cumvent safety procedures in favor of
economics. Those of us who follow the
activities of the nuclear industry with
vigilance know that interim licensing
will not counterbalance investor
dissatisfaction with and citizen skepti-
cism about atomic energy. But in com-
munities across the United States,
from New England to southern Cali-
fornia, interim licensing poses an omi-
nous threat to the ability of citizens to
hold utilities accountable in their pur-
suit of this costly, dangerous, and in-
creasingly unnecessary technology.

As Congress turns to consideration
of legislation granting the NRC fast
track licensing powers, I commend to
the attention of all Members an arti-
cle, written by Ralph Nader and

Harvey Rosenfield and published in
the Boston Globe, August 11, on the
perils of interim licensing.

The article follows:

Now THERE'S A NEW DANGER AT NUCLEAR
POWERPLANTS

Once upon a time, we were told that an
accident at a nuclear power plant could
never happen. Now, it appears, we're being
asked to believe one never did. While thou-
sands of gallons of radioactive water in the
Three Mile Island reactor vessel stand in
mute testimony to the dangerous and little
understood technology of nuclear power.
Congress is considering proposals to allow
reactors that have not yet completed public
hearings and other statutory licensing re-
quirements to begin operation under “inter-
im" licenses.

Ironically, it is not the pro-nuclear Senate
but the House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee that has produced the most alarming
legislation. Under its approach, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission would be allowed to
issue an interim license without any evi-
dence that the plant needed one because of
regulatory delay. Rather than requiring a
careful phase-in from low to full power, the
Energy Committee would allow the NRC to
grant an interim license for immediate full-
power operation.

The legislation provides no expiration
date for an interim permit, a reactor could
operate in a temporary mode for years with
no incentive to complete the legal require-
ments mandated by the Atomic Energy Act.

Interim licensing is a solution for an illu-
sory problem concocted by desperate busi-
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nessmen. The nuclear industry, faced with
dozens of cancellations and no new orders in
more than two years, is 'n dire straits. Its
Washington lobbyists have been badly stung
by lack of cooperation from the Reagan Ad-
ministration on a federally subsidized waste-
disposal program, termination of the Barn-
well, S.C., reprocessing facility and luke-
warm assistance on funding for the Clinch
River breeder reactor. They have thus
mounted a campaign to blame NRC licens-
ing proceedings for investor and utility
skepticism about nuclear power.

The industry asserts that long delays in
the licensing of a handful of reactors will
cost consumers millions of dollars in carry-
ing costs and extra electricity charges. But
of the nine plants that would be affected by
the legislation, eight are not yet completed;
the “delay” claimed by the industry is only
what they speculate might occur once the
facilities are finished.

The existence of delays aside, the broader
and more important issue is whether the
NRC should put nuclear plant licensing
back on the fast track it was on before
Three Mile Island. The major conclusion of
the Kemeny Commission, which examined
that near-catastrophe, argues to the con-
trary. The commission wrote that “the NRC
is so preoccupied with the licensing of
plants that it has not given primary consid-
eration to overall safety issues.” The NRC
has properly diverted more resources to as-
sessments of safety at existing plants in the
wake of Three Mile Island. Apparently the
nuclear industry has concluded that a little
more concern about safety is too much.

Both the NRC and safer-energy activists
agree that the licensing process does not
always function perfectly. In a series of rul-
ings this spring, the NRC acted to eliminate
redundancies in its review process, urged li-
censing boards to consolidate proceedings
and allocated more staff to licensing. Most
of the NRC's directives will allow the proe-
ess to work more efficiently—but without
sacrificing the necessary emphasis upon
safety.

Citizens across the nation have found the
regulatory process to be an important ally
in challenging the hasty construction of nu-
clear reactors in their neighborhoods.
Public hearings and intervention in NRC
proceedings allow residents and taxpayers
to raise critical safety and economic ques-
tions about proposed plans.

In many communities such as San Luis
Obispo, where an almost-completed plant
sits close to a recently discovered earth-
quake fault, the townspeople have been re-
lying on the hearings process to get the
views of their geologists, physicists and at-
torneys across to the NRC commissioners in
distant Washington. They hope to convince
them not to license the Diablo Canyon reac-
tor facility.

The new interim licensing authority will
allow such plants to go on line before the
regulatory process has been completed—ef-
fectively negating the right of citizen par-
ticipation in government decision-making,
and agegravating the already tense relation-
ship between the people and their leaders in
Washington.e

September 10, 1981
A TRIBUTE TO SCOTT PLOTKIN

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, much
has been said in recent years about
the decline of political parties in our
country and the negative effects this
trend has had on the quality of gov-
ernment, particularly in the legislative
branch. I have joined those who
lament the fracturing effect that a
myriad of special interest groups have
had on our system, displacing the role
of our great political parties as guiding
forces that traditionally helped shape
our national agenda and establish
policy around the crucial issues facing
America.

For that reason, I have found it par-
ticularly gratifying to work with loecal
political leaders at the grassroots level
who have tried to build and strength-
en our parties, men and women who
have recognized that good politics is
good government.

In my home county of Sacramento,
Calif., we are about to lose the party
leadership of one such person, Mr.
Scott P. Plotkin, who for almost 3
years has served as chairman of the
Sacramento County Democratic Cen-
tral Committee.

Despite his youthful age of 28, Scott
Plotkin has displayed impressive
wisdom with regard to the role the po-
litical parties should play in our
system. In his letter of resignation
sent recently to central committee
members, Scott Plotkin pointed out
the need “to move back to a strong
party system—one that enhances the
value of the party to assimilate and ac-
commodate divergent points of view
and shape them into a consensus that
can be used to govern.”

Those of us in Sacramento County
who are members of the Democratic
Party are thankful for the service
Scott has rendered in strengthening
our party at the grassroots.

Because of professional opportuni-
ties, Scott has found it necessary to
resign as county chairman, but he will
continue to work as a member of our
central committee.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank him for his many contribu-
tions and to wish him the very best as
he begins his new position as assistant
director for governmental affairs for
the California State University and
Colleges. He will be promoting the in-
terests of California higher education
in our State legislature.

We need more Scott Plotkins if we
are to rescue our political system from
some very serious problems it is facing.
I am pleased to make my colleagues
aware of the efforts of this fine young
political leader in California.e
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AMERICANS DESERVE ACCOUNT-
ABILITY ON NEW ZEALAND
BUTTER SALE

HON. TOBY ROTH

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to note that the Agriculture
Committee Subcommittee on Live-
stock, Dairy and Poultry is holding
hearings today on the sale of 220 mil-
lion pounds of butter to New Zealand.

Export sales of Commodity Credit
Corporation-held dairy products have
been rightly encouraged by the Con-
gress. These sales act to reduce inven-
tories and develop funds to offset the
cost of price support programs. How-
ever, we have a clear responsibility to
the American people to insure that
they get the best terms possible on
these sales. That is just “sound busi-
ness practice.”

Clearly, there is ample room to
debate the wisdom of the recent
butter sales to New Zealand in this
regard.

The issue I find most puzzling, is the
lack of specification in the contract
that this butter or its by-products not
be sold to Russia. This ambiguity,
coming on the heels of a rejected offer
from the Soviet Union to purchase the
butter at a price higher than offered
by New Zealand, raises doubts as to
the soundness of the contract.

Should foreign policy dictate that
we not sell products to a particular
nation, then our contract sales should
reflect this policy.

My own view is that we should have
sold this butter to a private concern or
another country which would have
paid a higher price for this commodi-
ty.
As it stands now, New Zealand is
free to sell some of this butter or
butter-products to the Soviet Union,
contrary to our policy dictates, and no
doubt at a higher price.

Consistancy was abandoned in this
sale, and the American people are the
losers. I applaud the subcommittee’s
determination to get to the bottom of
this matter, and provide full account-
ability to the American people for the
terms of this contract.e

THE NEUTRON BOMB: TOYING
WITH MADNESS

HON. DON EDWARDS

OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, September 10, 1981
® Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, an excellent editorial ap-
peared in the San Jose Merecury
during the recent district work period,
and I wanted to share it with my col-
leagues.
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The editorial examines the Presi-
dent’s decision to proceed with produe-
tion of the neutron bomb. Noting the
irony of the fact that the President’'s
decision was announced on the anni-
versary of the U.S. bombing of Hiro-
shima, this thought-provoking essay
points out that once again it is the
United States which is escalating this
seemingly inexorable rush toward
doomsday.

I believe my colleagues will find the
article of interest.

[From the San Jose Mercury, Aug. 12, 1981]
THE NEUTRON BomB: TovING WITH MADNESS

“A single B-29 bomber flew over Hiroshi-
ma, Japan, on Aug. 6, 1945, at 8:15 in the
morning, local time. ... An atomic bomb
carried from Tinian Island in the Marianas
was dropped. . . .

“The combined heat and blast pulverized
everything in the explosion’'s immediate vi-
cinity, generated spontaneous fires some
distance away, produced winds that fanned
the flames in Hiroshima's crater-like config-
uration so powerfully that they burned
almost 4.4 square miles completely out, and
killed between 70,000 and 80,000 people
(flash burns killed 20-30 percent, radiation
15-20 percent), besides injuring more than
70,000 others.

“A second bomb, dropped on Nagasaki, on
Aug. 9, killed between 35,000 and 40,000
people, injured a like number, and devastat-
ed 1.8 square miles.""—Encyclopaedia Britan-
nica.

The coincidence of dates is uncanny.

On Aug. 6, 1981, 36 years to the day after
Hiroshima, the administration of President
Ronald Reagan decided to notify United
States allies that neutron bombs are now
being produced by this nation. And on Aug.
9, the anniversary of Nagasaki, newspapers
broke that news to the American people.

In fact, the neutron bomb went into pro-
duction weeks ago, Defense Secretary
Caspar Weinberger said Monday. That reve-
lation and others came out of an extraordi-
nary series of seven separate television
interviews Weinberger conducted in an
effort to sell acceptance of the administra-
tion's decision to assemble and stockpile the
bomb.

The administration’s almost frantic ef-
forts to sell the notion that the neutron
bomb is necessary should be a tip-off—a
warning that something very dangerous,
even deadly, is going on here.

It's not just that the very concept of the
neutron bomb—a weapon designed to kill
people but minimize property damage—
seems inhumane. There is a terrible irony in
the very idea of a bomb that would kill
humans and other living things slowly and
painfully with enhanced radiation while
leaving buildings and other structures
undamaged by its blast effect. But that's
not the principal problem.

It's not just that the administration's ra-
tionalization that the bomb is needed to
counter the Soviet Union’s 45,000 tanks in
central Europe may be specious. Indeed it
may be; in the current issue of Scientific
American magazine, Paul Walker, a member
of the Union of Concerned Scientists,
argues that the danger of a “blitzkrieg” by
Russian armored divisions may be overrat-
ed. He may be right, and the neutron bomb
may also be less than cost-effective, as
Walker maintained in a telephone interview
with UPI Monday. But that’s not the princi-
pal problem either.
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It's not just that Weinberger seemed self-
contradictory when he argued that it wasn’t
necessary to consult our NATO allies in ad-
vance, because assembling the bomb was an
internal U.S. matter—and then went on to
say that it could be deployed in Europe in
“only a few hours.”

It’s not just that Weinberger was disin-
genious in implying that Congress, and not
the Reagan administration, really made the
decision to assemble the bomb. The fact is,
the fiscal 1981 defense authorization bill di-
rected the president to produce and stock-
pile all of the separate components of the
neutron bomb, but not to assemble them as
useable,

It is the Reagan administration, not Con-
gress, which has decided to do what the
Carter administration proposed and then
vascillated away from—i.e. to assemble the
bomb as a usable weapon.

Weinberger tried hard to blur that distine-
tion, by stressing that Carter's inept fum-
bling “gave the impression of a weak, irreso-
lute America." He’s right about that. It did.
The Reagan team'’s projection of a bellicose
America isn't necessarily any better, but
even that is not the chief reason that Amer-
icans should be alarmed.

The real cause for concern is that once
again the world has moved closer to nuclear
war—and once again it is the West, not the
Soviet Union, which has taken another step
toward total annihilation of life on Earth.

It was we who began, and it has been at
nearly every crucial juncture we who have
escalated this seemingly inexorable rush
toward doomsday, We were first to develop
and test the atom bomb. We were the first
to use it, at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. We
took the lead in raising the level of destruc-
tiveness by developing the hydrogen bomb.
We introduced the multiple warhead. And
now—although both France and the Soviet
Union have developed and tested the neu-
tron bomb—once again it is the United
States which has become the first nation ae-
;,ua.lly to produce and stockpile this weapon

00.

The awful implication of the neutron
bomb is not that it merely adds another
layer to a worldwide nuclear arsenal that al-
ready exceeds the potential for more than a
million Hiroshimas. That would be bad
enough, but this latest step is pregnant with
an even more bizarre and terrible notion—
the concept of that the United States
should be prepared to fight—and could
expect to win—a limited nuclear war.

The madness of such reasoning did not
originate with the Reagan White House.
The concept of limited nuclear war has been
kicking around Washington ever since the
Nixon administration, and the Carter ad-
ministration brought it out in the open with
Carter’s own on-again, off-again flirting
with the neutron bomb, and with his now
infamous Presidential Directive 59, which
explicitly abandoned the one absolute com-
mitment that has kept us all alive until now.
And that is the knowledge that our very ex-
istence depends on nuclear weapons literally
serving to deter war, not to wage it—and
that approval of new weapons systems must
only occur within that context.

Of course a limited nuclear war would be
preferable to blowing up the world—if it
were possible to have one without the other.
But the fallacy is the assumption that once
any nuclear weapon is.used, it will be possi-
ble to limit the escalation of destruction.
Former Defense Secretary Robert McNa-
mara put his finger on the flaw in such rea-
soning years ago.
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You can conduct a limited nuclear strike,
McNamara said, and you can be perfectly
clear in your own mind that that's all you
expect in response. But you have absolutely
no guarantee that that's all you'll get.

And that's the problem with the current
vogue of talking about “precision nuclear
strikes""—the very kind of thing for which a
neutron bomb would be used. The underly-
ing assumption is that we could cross the
crucial threshold between conventional and
nuclear war, with both the White House
and the Kremlin carefully calculating, even
as the missiles homed in on their own
troops and bases and silos, precisely what
the limits would be on the next strike, and
the next counter-strike, and the one after
that, and the one after that—with cool
heads constantly in control, so much in con-
trol that no one on either side would make a
fatal miscalculation.

To believe that requires a faith in our own
leaders—and in the Russians’—that tran-
sends all logic.

Weinberger would have us believe that all
opposition to the neutron bomb grows out
of a “well-orchestrated propaganda cam-
paign based in Moscow.” Certainly there is
such a campaign. But one hardly needs to
parrot the communist line to question the
production of the neutron bomb. One needs
only to be sane.

Years ago, just after Hiroshima, Lewis
Mumford, the eclectic social historian, plan-
ner and prophet, wrote words that come to
mind now:

“We in America are living among
madmen. Madmen govern our affairs in the
name of order and security ... And the
fatal symptom of their madness is this: they
have been carrying through a series of acts
which will lead eventually to the destruc-
tion of mankind, under the solemn convic-
tion that they are normal responsible
people, living sane lives, and working for
reasonable ends. . . .

“These madmen have a comet by the tail,
but they think to prove their sanity by
treating it as if it were a child’s skyrocket.
They play with it; they experiment with
it; they dream of swifter and brighter
comets. . .

“Why do we let the madmen go on with
their game without raising our voices? Why
do we keep our glassy calm in the face of
this danger? There is a reason: we are
madmen too. We view the madness of our
leaders as if it expressed a traditional
wisdom and a common sense.

“We view them placidly, as a doped police-
man might view with a blank, tolerant leer
the robbery of a bank or the barehanded
killing of a child . . . Our failure to act is
the measure of our madness. We look at the
madmen and pass by.

“Truly, those are infernal machines that
our elected and appointed madmen are set-
ting. When the machines go off, the cities
will explode, one after another, like a string
of firecrackers, burning and blasting every
vestige of life to a crisp.

“We know that the madmen are still
making these machines, and we do not even
ask them for what reason, still less do we
bring their work to a halt . . .

“We are thinking only of the next hour,
the next day, the next week, and that is fur-
ther proof that we are mad; for if we go on
in this fashion, tomorrow will be more
heavy with death than a mortuary.”e
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CENTRAL RABBINICAL CON-
GRESS: WELCOME TO WASH-
INGTON

HON. FREDERICK W. RICHMOND

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, 1
know my colleagues will all join me in
welcoming the many thousands of
dedicated individuals from the Central
Rabbinical Congress of the United
States and Canada who are in our Na-
tion’s Capital today to make their
views known on issues of concern to
them.

More than 3,000 of my own constitu-
ents from the Williamsburg neighbor-
hood in Brooklyn are among the par-
ticipants in today’s activities.

We welcome the participants in this
gathering—the first of its kind in
Washington.e

JIM LEACH ON EL SALVADOR
HON. BERKLEY BEDELL

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

e Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish,
to bring to your attention a recent ar-
ticle by our distinguished colleague,
Representative Jim LeacH of Iowa, en-
titled “El Salvador: Can Reagan Save
Himself From Reaganism?” Congress-
man LeacH has followed the events in
El Salvador closely as a member of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee. His
comments are both perceptive and
constructive: They focus on the funda-
mental irrelevance of military aid to
the economic and social tensions of de-
veloping countries; as well as the
danger that our growing military
intervention will undermine our criti-
cisms of Soviet military aggression
while providing the El Salvadoran
rebels with anticolonial legitimacy.

The text of the article follows:

[From the Ripon Forum, August 19811
CaAN REAGAN SAVE HIMSELF FROM
“REAGANISM?"

(By Congressman JiM LEACH)

No army, no weapon and no military
leader has succeeded in bringing lasting
peace to any corner of the globe in modern
times. Increasingly explosive international
conflicts require regional if not global mili-
tary balances, but, with few exceptions, so-
lutions to fundamental social problems have
little to do with modern soldiers and weapon
systems.

Military means are not only the most de-
structive method of problem-solving; they
are in many instances irrelevant. The nucle-
ar arsenals of the great powers are of vital
strategic consequence to the United States
and Soviet Union, but they are of little
value in most Third World settings where
internal divisions are rooted in poverty, illit-
eracy, and social injustice.

September 10, 1981

A classic example is El Salvador. Violence
in this unfortunate civil war has such a
tendency to beget more violence that the
perpetrators on both sides have lost much
of the moral imprimatur that may have jus-
tified their original causes. The same ap-
plies to the intervention of outside powers.
U.S. intentions are honorable, but our in-
volvement is itself counter-productive,

The sending of U.S. military advisers has
stamped an increasingly ideological revolu-
tionary movement with anti-colonial legiti-
macy and helped transform an internecine
conflict into a romantic national liberation
struggle. The clear effect of treating Third
World citizens as pawns in an East-West
conflict is to embolden the opposition.

It is true that in the face of recent Soviet
adventurism the new Administration should
make clear to the world that the introspec-
tive days of vacillation and self-doubt that
followed our involvement in Vietnam are
over. But even our closest allies are con-
cerned that the Administration is overreact-
ing to the military as opposed to the eco-
nomic dimension of Central American poli-
tics. A serious social problem, they have
warned us, should not be escalated into a
military crisis.

El Salvador may be, as President Reagan
observed, an “inherited” rather than a “cre-
ated” problem, but it can only be described
as a “contrived” crisis. Its import comes
from the top down, not vice-versa. The
American people did not ery out for action;
rather a few in the Administration decreed
a crisis and mapped out a response. A power
play appears to have been attempted by
those in our government advocating greater
military involvement in Latin America in
the power vacuum that occurred at the
exact time of the transfer of authority from
a Democratic to a Republican President. As
former Ambassador to El Salvador Robert
White has remarked:

“I think that there is a driving need,
which I do not pretend to understand, by
the American military to involve themselves
on the ground in Central America.”

Worthy of public scrutiny is the content
as well as the timing of the request of the
U.S. military mission in El Salvador to in-
crease substantially our military presence
there. Coming at the behest of the Penta-
gon, this request was submitted to Ambassa-
dor White on January 19 and subsequently
sent with the Ambassador's disparaging as-
sessment the next day, when Washington
was more concerned with the pomp and cir-
cumstance of the inaugural than the risks
implied with a foreign policy change of this
magnitude.

Worthy also of public understanding is
the difficulty new foreign policy advisers
have in cautioning restraint in the immedi-
ate aftermath of an election in which the
incumbent President was defeated in part
because he was perceived to “blink” when
tough decisions were demanded.

Much has been made inside and outside
the U.S. of the analogy between Vietnam
and El Salvador. Administration spokesmen
have been quick to point out the different
dimensions of the two conflicts and the con-
trast between Central American and South-
east Asian culture and politics. But one
lesson from the Vietnam experience appears
directly relevant. A preoccupation with the
domino theory of government toppling led
in the 1960s to the emergence of a domino
theory of decision-making. In our concern
for stopping Communist expansion in
Southeast Asia, America's political leaders
lost perspective and the ability to control
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the decision-making process. Attempts to in-
fluence policy in a minor way in a distant
country led to a steadily greater involve-
ment. Failed policies did not lead to a reas-
sessment of judgment; rather they sparked
appeals to patriotism which precluded ra-
tional criticism. The pride of politicians
caused successive Administrations of both
parties to declare that American policies
were not wrong; only their manner of imple-
mentation was faulty. What couldn’t be ac-
complished by one level of force, three
Presidents asserted, could at a higher level.

Foreign policy in the American system is
largely a function of the Executive. Since
crucial decision-making is a reflection of
Presidential personality, it is important to
assess the individual ultimately responsible
for establishing government policy in situa-
tions like El Salvador.

While clearly not averse to the use of
force, Mr. Reagan appears to be at peace
with himself, lacking the towering self-
esteem with which Mr. Johnson and Mr.
Nixon were so visibly afflicted. A unique po-
litical personality, the President may be the
one individual in the new Administration
with sufficient self-assurance to acknowl-
edge mistakes when made, to have the con-
fidence to embrace restraint as a proper for-
eign policy option. Only Reagan can save
himself from “Reaganism.”

In this regard, it is important to stress
that the commitment of 54 military advis-
ers, while a mistake, may not be irretriev-
able. The ruling out of further escalation as
well as the hints of concern coming from
within the White House that the El Salva-
dor issue is taking too much attention away
from the economy could represent “light at
the end of the tunnel”—not for victory, but
for modesty. A mistake appears to be recog-
nized, and hopefully this recognition will
serve as a lesson for this young Administra-
tion as it addresses other policy concerns.

There are lessons to be learned as well
from recent actions of our principal adver-
sary in the world—the Soviet Union.

When Soviet tanks rumbled into Prague
twelve years ago to quell a popular revolt,
the Kremlin invoked what has come to be
called the “"‘Brezhnev Doctrine” to justify its
aggression.

In essence, the Brezhnev Doctrine pro-
claims the Soviet Union's right to intervene
to protect socialism in those neighboring
states where it had been imposed but was
threatened by ‘“‘counter-revolutionaries™
aided by “outside forces.,” Since rationaliz-
ing the crushing of the Czechs, the Brezh-
nev Doctrine has been invoked to legitimize
Russia’s ruthless invasion of Afghanistan in
1979 and the menacing of Poland today.

In formulating the Brezhnev Doctrine,
the Russians may have believed they were
following a precedent set in 1823 by the U.S.
when President Monroe promulgated the
Doctrine that bears his name. If this is the
case, their reasoning is profoundly flawed.
The Monroe Doctrine was prohibitory
rather than interventionist in intent. De-
signed to close the Western hemisphere to
further colonization, the Monroe Doctrine
challenged the right of “any European
Power"” to further conquests in the New
‘World.

Unlike the Brezhnev Doctrine, which
sanctions Soviet colonialism, the Monroe
Doctrine upheld the principle of self-deter-
mination for our southern neighbors.
Rather than providing a philosophical ra-
tionale for our intervention in the affairs of
Latin America, it was intended to warn
others against such intervention.
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In policy terms, military intervention is
the doctrine of the Soviet Union, not the
United States; of Brezhnev, not Monroe. A
substantial U.S. military presence in El Sal-
vador would therefore leave us open to the
charge of being guilty of the same hypocri-
sy of which the Kremlin stands convicted.
In the eyes of many it would deprive the
West of any moral standing to oppose a
Soviet invasion of Poland and ironically in-
crease the likelihood of such an invasion.

Colonial interventionism is an idea whose
time on the historical clock has passed. It is
also an idea that has demonstrably been
proven futile. The history of the past half
century is the history of peoples demanding
their independence from outside influence.
Country after country in Africa, Latin
America, and Asia have thrown off colonial
mantles, and in the last year alone we have
seen two of the most extraordinary resist-
ance movements ever recorded, develop and
flourish,

In Afghanistan, largely uneducated semi-
tribal people are showing total disdain for
the tanks and chemical weapons of the
Soviet Union. In Poland, a single man who
claims never to have read a book, who says
his only political philosophy is that the
Queen of Poland is the Virgin Mary, is hold-
ing 57 Soviet divisions at bay. Military
forces may capture capitals and control for
a time the machinery of government, but
the human spirit cannot be conquered by

guns,

That is why we have so little to fear of
Soviet hegemony over our neighbors to the
south and why American policy is better
served by the Peace Corps than the Green
Berets in Latin America.e

A TRIBUTE TO JAMES V. RYAN
HON. GUS YATRON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 13, the Super Sunday Commit-
tee of Minersville, Pa., is paying trib-
ute to the accomplishments of a very
special individual, the Honorable
James V. Ryan, at a celebration mark-
ing the 150th anniversary of the estab-
lishment of their community.

Jimmy Ryan’s dedication to his com-
munity is well known in Schuylkill
County and throughout Pennsylvania.
It is indeed fitting that he is to receive
a tribute from the Super Sunday Com-
mittee for his outstanding leadership
and his unwavering assistance to the
city of Minersville.

Jimmy Ryan has been a leader in
the coal industry for many years. He
has served as president of the Cass
Township School Board for the past
28 years and was appointed a U.S.
marshal by President Kennedy. He
was also the Democratic Committee
chairman for many years and a partic-
ipant in countless organizations and
activities to benefit his community.

He is an inspiration to all who meet
him—a strong, forceful, and, above all,
a compassionate man who has main-
tained a reputation for fairness, devo-
tion to his community, integrity, and
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honor. He is always there with advice
and assistance when anyone in need
comes to him. It is because of men like
Jimmy Ryan that our community and
country are better places to live. I
know that my colleagues will join me
in paying tribute to this very impor-
tant Pennsylvanian, my good friend
Jimmy Ryan.e

THE RAILROAD LAND GRANT
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1981

HON. PAT WILLIAMS

OF MONTANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, Seplember 10, 1981

® Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr.
Speaker, in the late 1800’s, the Federal
and State Governments granted ap-
proximately 10 percent of the entire
land mass of the United States to vari-
ous railroad companies to encourage
and compel the construction and oper-
ation of rail lines through the then-
undeveloped West.

Today, a century after most of the
land grants were made, the transconti-
nental railroads are in decline; consoli-
dations, mergers, and takeovers
threaten ever greater railroad monop-
olies, offering less and less service and
higher and higher prices. The Federal
Government has been too cautious in
representing the legitimate public in-
terest by demanding corporate respon-
sibility from the descendants of the
railroad robber barons.

Congress ought not to sit idle, listen-
ing to the continuous litany from the
railroad companies about the high
cost and unprofitability of providing
public service, and about how financial
conditions dictate that they abandon
service to many communities and raise
rates to others. Many railroads have
had difficulty identifying operating
capital.

And yet, the railroads and their
parent organizations retain title or
rights to some of the most valuable
land in this country; land under which
rich deposits of coal, oil, gas, and
other natural resources can be found
in great abundance; land which was
originally granted to the railroads by
the Government. Railroads and their
parents have their own pots of gold.

But these great riches are generally
not available to the railroad compa-
nies to which they were originally
granted. The reason is simple:; Corpo-
rate restructuring in the railroad in-
dustry has resulted in a virtual theft
of the most valuable assets of our
land-grant railroads. The portions of
the railroads that held the land grants
and their resources have been severed
and now are held in subsidiaries re-
porting not to the railroad but to a
nonrailroad holding company. In turn,
the land-grant railroads have been
made independent subsidiaries that
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now must operate without the reve-
nues and resources of the land grant.
Thus, the public subsidy given to the
railroads to carry out the peculiarly
public functions of our arteries of
commerce has effectively been redi-
rected to various natural resources
and energy companies. Those inde-
pendent companies have no authority
to receive any general public subsidy,
need no such subsidy, and are not
compelled to perform any service in
return for such subsidy.

And now, we find the railroads, or
more properly, the railroad holding
companies, pressing Congress to pro-
vide what will, in effect, become a
second land grant and further public
subsidy, which may be diverted to the
energy companies.

Tomorrow morning, the Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources will begin to take testimony on
legislation to repeal a provision of the
Mineral Lands Leasing Act of 1920
which prohibits railroads from leasing
Federal coal.

If this law is repealed, as is highly
possible considering the political cli-
mate in this Congress, we will throw
open the gates to full-scale, unfet-
tered, and uncompetitive coal mining
by railroad holding companies.

1 propose an alternative, one that
may serve not only as an inducement
to development of the vast resources
of coal held by the railroad holding
companies if that is the will of Con-
gress, but also as a source of continued
viability for the railroads.

I have today introduced the Rail-
road Land Grant Development Act of
1981, which repeals the 61-year-old
ban on Federal coal leasing by rail-
roads, but couples that repeal with
provisions that direct at least one-
third of the revenues from develop-
ment of the land grants to be returned
to the railroads as a source of capital
and operating income. The bill also re-
quires that one-third of the revenues
returned from the energy subsidiaries
to the railroad subsidiaries of these
holding companies be dedicated to
maintenance and operation of railroad
branch lines.

A few may say that we are exacting
still more public obligation from an in-
dustry that believes it has discharged
its original duties and obligations in
exchange for the land grants. There
are, however, those who believe as I do
that the public responsibilities of the
railroads must be of the same duration
as the land grants. As we stand on the
brink of unlocking even more chests of
the national wealth for the railroad
companies, the demand for public
service from those companies must be
maintained rather than diminished.

If we repeal section 2(c) of the Min-
eral Lands Leasing Act of 1920 and
allow a railroad holding company to
lease Federal coal lands, most of
which, through the checkerboard pat-
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tern of the land grants, are adjacent
to the company's lands, we will set up
an uncompetitive situation wherein
the only likely successful bidder for
that Federal coal will be the railroad
holding company. Because of the
checkerboard pattern, no other com-
pany interested in developing a mine
in the area of a Federal lease could be
expected to obtain a lease and success-
fully operate a mine, as the railroad
holding companies are not likely to be
interested in parting with their alter-
nate squares of land. And, without
those alternate squares, no company
could obtain access to a sufficiently
large chunk of land with which to eco-
nomically develop a strip mine to
obtain the coal. Thus, the only suec-
cessful developer will be the railroad
holding companies, which likely will
pay bottom dollar for the Federal
leases and gain access to valuable Fed-
eral coal at a very minimal cost.

That will be the second land grant.

And, it will be a grant that reaps no
benefits for the railroad or the public,
save the provision of coal.

If we are going to provide that hand-
out, let us at least get something in ex-
change. In this case, the best ex-
change seems to be that we require
some money to be pumped back into
the railroads that originally were
granted those riches.

Ideally, it would seem appropriate
for us to insist that all revenues de-
rived from development of the land
grants be returned to the railroad; re-
alistically, such a requirement may be
so onerous as to preclude develop-
ment, thus defeating the purpose.

I would like to close by reciting a
quotation from a weary traveler to the
west coast who more than 100 years
ago was disgusted with the attitudes of
the railroads whose routes he had just
traveled:

Some day in this country, it will be decid-
ed that railroads are to be run for the
publie, and for their benefit and accommo-
dation. Corporations and monopolies,
cliques and combinations may, for a time,
oppress and hinder the people; but there
always comes a day when the public assert,
and asserting, maintain their rights.

Our work to fulfill that prophecy is
not yet complete.@

H. P. HOOD REMAINS IN
CHARLESTOWN

HON. THOMAS P. O’NEILL, JR.

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend the H. P. Hood Co.'s
decision to remain and to expand its
Charlestown, Mass., operations in my
congressional district. Hood’s decision
should be recorded as a vote of confi-
dence in the Boston economy.

September 10, 1981

Hood, the Ilargest employer in
Charlestown, is to be congratulated
for this decision, which will enable the
continued employment of over 900 em-
ployees from the Boston area. Mr.
Edward Gelsthrope, chairman of H. P.
Hood Co., worked long and hard to
bring this expansion to Charlestown
and he deserves our appreciation. Fur-
thermore, Mayor White of Boston and
I will continue to work closely with
Hood, as well as other businesses in
Boston, to secure the necessary financ-
ing needed to maintain a sound econo-
my for the people of Metropolitan
Boston.e

THREAT TO OUR CIVIL SERVICE
HON. BRUCE F. VENTO

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this year, I spoke on the House floor
on the threats to our civil service em-
ployees and the resultant “brain
drain” of qualified Federal workers.

It is obvious that unless the inequi-
ties and abuse which Government
workers now endure are remedied,
more and more dedicated, hard work-
ing civil servants will leave for jobs in
the private sector. The result of this
exodus can only harm the American
taxpayer and lower the current high
level of service provided. A career in
the public sector will no longer be an
attractive alternative and, as a result,
the qualification of job applicants will
drop.

Low wages and inadequate pay raises
are often cited as the cause for Feder-
al worker dissatisfaction. However, I
believe that the problem goes much
deeper than that. The American
public, encouraged by the demagogu-
ery of some politicians, now believe
that every Federal employee is an un-
caring, incompetent, lazy bureaucrat.
This stereotype is totally untrue. The
average Federal worker takes pride in
their job and has a deep sense of re-
sponsibility to the American people
which they serve.

Nevertheless, this new mentality has
led to a shocking disregard for the
rights of Federal employees. Abuses,
both physical and verbal, are dumped
on Federal workers from all sides. This
attitude and the resultant mistreat-
ment can only lead to a decline in
quality services by the Government.

It is the responsibility of Congress
and the President to correct the pub-
lic’s misconceptions about Federal em-
ployees. Where there is abuse or
waste, we must correct those prob-
lems, but we cannot allow the contin-
ued abuse of dedicated civil servants.

At this time, I would like to draw to
my colleagues attention a recent U.S.
News and World Report article detail-
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ing the new incivility toward civil serv-
ants:

THE NEw IncrviLiTy Towarp CIVIL
SERVANTS

A dog warden in Pulaski County, Ky., had
the back window of his pickup truck shot
out not long ago by an angry pet owner and
frequently receives threatening telephone
calls in the middle of the night.

In Oakland, Calif.,, a city employe was
struck in the face and knocked off her chair
after she told a man that he would have to
wait a few minutes for a job interview.

A claims examiner at a state unemploy-
ment office in North Newark, N.J., was
stabbed and critically wounded by a 22-year-
old man who became enraged when told he
did not qualify for extended benefits.

In one city after another, government
workers—often accused of a callous or lacka-
daisical attitude toward the public—find
themselves on the receiving end of verbal
and even physical mistreatment from angry,
frustrated citizens.

Special targets. “The abuse of government
employes is becoming more and more of a
problem in all public-contact jobs,” says
Linda Lampkin, director of research for the
American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employes. “For some reason,
people feel justified in saying and doing
things to a public worker that they would
never say or do to a grocery clerk.”

Attacks on public employes are becoming
so widespread that, in some cities, officials
have trouble keeping certain jobs filled. Se-
curity is being beefed up in some govern-
ment offices. A few government workers
even demand “combat pay.”

“Life in the front lines of the municipal
infantry is never dull,” says John Teipel, di-
rector of street and sanitation services in
Dallas.

Behind this ominous trend, officials say, is
a growing frustration with government in
general and a widespread feeling that public
workers are “inept bureaucrats.”

“The illusion the public has about public
employes is that they are underworked,
overpaid, inefficient and ineffective, and
this makes some people mad,” explains
George Masten, executive director of the
Washington Federation of State Employes.
Adds Don Svedman, deputy commissioner of
the Colorado Department of Agriculture:
“Let one government worker become known
as a deadbeat, and the rest of us end up
paying for it.”

At times, anger vented toward a low-level
government worker has little, if anything,
to do with the worker. “People are tense
and bitter about the cost of living and look-
ing for a way to talk back to the govern-
ment,” explans Lt. Bill Rell of the Denver
Police Department. “Sometimes we're it."”

Many people believe that, as taxpayers,
they are entitled to make heavy demands on
public employes. “The rudeness usually
takes the form of the ‘you work for me' syn-
drome,"” says Bob Currie, executive director
of AFSCME Council 6 in St. Paul. Adds Joe
Weikerth, assistant director of Houston's
Civil Service Department: “So often we hear
people say, ‘We pay your salary; I pay my
taxes; so you work for me, and I deserve
better treatment.’”

The most common form of abuse of public
employees appears to be rudeness and
verbal mistreatment. "“I've been here for 30
years und I guess there's nothing in the
book that I haven't been called,” remarks
Melvin Cox, superintendent of the Danville,
Ky., water-meter department.
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Other public-utility employees report that
customers frequently blame them for high
bills. Clerks in Houston's water department
are allowed extra time away from the tele-
phones to get a breather from the verbal
abuse hurled at them by irate citizens. Out
of the 1,500 to 2,000 calls per week, about 50
are considered hostile, says a water-depart-
ment official, who adds: “They really get
you going.”

Meter maids are frequent targets, too.
One in Evansville, Ind., recently returned to
her vehicle after writing a parking ticket
and found a dead snake in the back. An-
other saw a man who had received a ticket
smash a parking meter with a sledgeham-
mer. Obscenities are common. “You have to
have a pretty good sense of humor to
handle a job like this,” says Monnia
Hudson, who has been a meter maid in Ev-
ansville for eight years.

But sometimes the public’s wrath turns
ugly and violent., A New York City welfare
recipient, when told that her check was de-
layed, picked up a chair and hit a clerk over
the head. Hospitalized with a brain concus-
sion, the clerk couldn’t return to work for
more than a year.

Such violence has become so0 common in
New York City that union contracts now
provide for 18 months of leave with pay
after an assault. “Our people are being
threatened constantly,” says Sheila David-
son, a senior clerk at the state unemploy-
ment office in Peekskill, N.Y. “It is a grow-
ing problem that we have had in the city,
and now it is spreading to the suburbs.”

Fire-department paramedics also are fre-
quent targets of personal assault, either by
delirious victims or friends or relatives of
the injured.

“Rudeness and violence are almost an ev-
eryday affair for the type of work I'm in,”
says Larry Matkaitis, a Chicago paramedic.
In 1980 alone, he says, there were 56 as-
saults on paramedics in Chicago.

The reason for the attacks? “Some people
associate our uniforms with the police de-
partment,” says Matkaitis. “A lot of people
don't understand what our job is.”

A victim of one such attack was Tom
Guzik, an ex-Marine who suffered a dis-
abling back injury when he was assaulted
three years ago by the husband of a woman
hurt in an accident. “I was more scared in
the ambulance in the Chicago ghetto than I
was in Vietnam," says Guzik.

Violence against paramedics has had seri-
ous repercussions in Chicago. In two sepa-
rate incidents, paramedics—afraid to enter
public-housing projects without police pro-
tection—waited 10 to 15 minutes for police
to arrive. In both cases, the patients died.
However, medical examiners later ruled
that the delays were not factors in the
deaths. Today, paramedics are equipped
with portable two-way radios whenever an
emergency requires that they leave the am-
bulance.

Assaults on employes of New York City's
water department became so common that
police officers now routinely accompany
them whenever they enter rundown neigh-
borhoods during hot summer months to
shut off spewing fire hydrants.

Abuse of public workers poses other prob-
lems both for employers and employes.
Richard Brawner, manager of water-custom-
er services for Houston, says job turnover in
his department is 40 percent each year.
“Other utilities provide bonuses for their
phone operators because it is such a hard,
job," Brawner says.

Stressful job conditions can result in
ulcers and other physical ailments, say em-
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ployers. “The climate today encourages
people to express anger,” says Edward Post,
chief of the Colorado Department of Reve-
nue’s collection force. Workers who regular-
ly answer telephones in his office, he says,
“have to be tough as nails."”

In Los Angeles, employes of the water and
power department often “are not prepared
for the stress"” of dealing with irate custom-
ers, says Lloyd Herbs, customer-relations di-
jre;tsor. Sometimes they are moved to other

obs,

Some employers and unions have begun
offering special training for workers in jobs
where abuse is likely. Employes are taught
how to handle irate people and to defuse
tense situations. “Essentially, we're teach-
ing them how to communicate without get-
ting assaulted,” says AFSCME's Lampkin.
Some unions are demanding higher pay for
public employes who hold high-stress jobs.

Both unions and employers are concerned
that the problem may grow worse before it
gets better. Budget cuts at all levels of gov-
ernment are likely to mean fewer employes
to handle growing workloads. “That means
longer lines and shorter tempers,” says
Lampkin. “And as unemployment benefits,
food stamps and other federal relief pro-
grams are cut back, government employes
will become more and more the bearers of
bad tidings.”

A lucky few public workers are able to
have the last word. The U.S. Postal Service,
whose letter carriers have a long history of
encounters with angry dogs, wants to bite
back. Specifically, the Postal Service is help-
ing carriers assemble evidence for personal
lawsuits against owners of pets that cause
injuries. As matters stand, the service al-
ready spends more than $250,000 a year on
dog repellent.

But most employes are philosophical.
“There are some people who aren’t going to
like whatever service they get,” says David
Truly, director of the Dallas Civil Service
Department. Teipel, director of street and
sanitation services in Dallas, offers this
advice for public employes: *“It's like
Truman said, ‘If you can't stand the heat,
stay out of the kitchen.”"e@

CARL KARCHER: AN AMERICAN
SUCCESS STORY

HON. WILLIAM E. DANNEMEYER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
the focus of the 97th Congress has
been on the future of our Nation’s
economy. In our own way, each of us
has endeavored to promote policies
that will foster economic growth and
expansion. The debate over the size
and nature of Government that is im-
plicit in the battle over the budget
comes down to the basic question of
from what source or sources does eco-
nomic and spiritual success accrue to
an individual. Should we look to Gov-
ernment to provide for our wants and
needs, to protect us, shelter us and
secure happiness for us? Or is it our
responsibility and our mission to work
hard for ourselves and our families?
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Those who criticize the latter route
and choose government often doubt
that an individual ean get ahead in
our private sector, free enterprise
economy. Those of us who favor a reli-
ance of individual initiative and re-
sponsibility are sometimes guilty of
speaking in generalities about the op-
portunities that our way of life offers
to all Americans. This is an especially
timely subject in today’s economic cli-
mate, Mortgage rates near 20 percent
are a source of uncertainty and dis-
couragement to the young newlywed
trying to figure out if a home is just a
dream. The same applies to Americans
young and old, but especially to those
who are entering the work force for
the first time.

To all Americans I wish to take this
opportunity to present as a testimoni-
al of the opportunities of our private
enterprise system, the case of Carl
Nicholas Karcher—a man whose life is
an American success story.

Carl arrived in California in 1937
and worked in an uncle's feed store in
Anaheim. He learned the rigors of
hard work at this early age of 20 by
putting in 12-hour days, 6 days a week
for a wage of $18. Just 4 years later,
Carl—who had never gone beyond the
eighth grade—borrowed a little over
$300, using his Plymouth automobile
as collateral, added $15 in cash of his
own money and purchased a hotdog
cart at the corner of Florence and
Central in Los Angeles. He later added
two more stands. All the while his wife
Margaret helped with cooking and

helping customers. Forty years later,
in 1981, Carl Karcher Enterprises—
based in the congressional district I

represent—is the largest privately
owned, nonfranchised restaurant oper-
ation in the country. Current sales are
over $200 million annually and
Karcher Enterprises employs more
than 11,000 people.

The story of Carl Karcher's 40 years
in business in southern California—
the 40th anniversary is being celebrat-
ed this year—is proof that an exten-
sive formal education and inherited
wealth are neither necessary nor suffi-
cient ingredients for success. What
counts are determination, hard work,
sacrifice, patience, and a willingness to
take risks in the marketplace. Carl
Karcher has exhibited all of these
characteristics throughout his life.
Beyond that, Carl and his family have
not confined themselves solely to their
business enterprises. Carl, true to the
spirit of selflessness, has been a com-
munity leader over the years in Ana-
heim, where he and his wife Margaret
reside. Civic posts and affiliations in-
clude the following: Providence
Speech and Hearing Center; St. Jude
Hospital; Braille Institute of America;
California Angels; Cerritos College
Self Employment Committee; United
Way; Orange County Council of the
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Boy Scouts; and, South Coast Reperto-
ry Theater.

One important measure of an indi-
vidual is the esteem with which he is
held by his peers. An award is a
symbol of this expression. Carl was
named one of three humanitarians of
the year by the Orange County Chap-
ter of the National Conference of
Christians and Jews. He was honored
by the Freedoms Foundation at Valley
Forge in 1980.

It is only fitting that the House of
Representatives join with friends in
California and elsewhere to take note
of the 40th anniversary celebration
now in progress. I take great pride in
pointing out Carl Karcher's accom-
plishments for the REcorp in recogni-
tion of his contributions to the growth
and success of the free enterprise
system.e

OIL COMPANY TAXES: MYTH
AND REALITY

HON. JAMES G. MARTIN

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, in the past there was an
annual purported exposé about Ameri-
can-based international companies’
taxes. The exposé routinely involved
comparing their worldwide income
with their U.S. taxes. Normally, that
showed U.S. taxes quite low compared
to income, a comparison that had con-
stituents assuming that the companies
were avoiding taxes on a massive scale,
That old annual exposé used an incor-
rect comparison. You should compare
worldwide income with worldwide
taxes, or you should compare U.S.
taxes with U.S. income. Doing it other-
wise would be akin to comparing a na-
tionwide U.S. company’s nationwide
income to the State income taxes paid
to North Carolina. That's a meaning-
less comparison.

The old exposé appeared again this
yvear in a story by UPI. It was coun-
tered by an ad placed by Mobil Oil Co.
Both seemed a bit strained. The arti-
cle stated that the effective tax rate
for oil companies was 12.4 percent, a
lower tax rate than is paid by many
factory workers. Mobil disputed that
and contended that the article and the
branch of the Energy Department
that produced the data in the first
place had consciously misstated the
facts. I had more faith in Secretary
Edwards than that and wrote the
Energy Department for clarification
and an assessment of both the UPI
story and the Mobil ad. The answer
follows. The fact is that the oil compa-
nies pay 42.7 percent (not 12.4 per-
cent) of their worldwide income in
worldwide taxes. It also turns out that
Mobil's ad was not 100 percent perfect,
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in that DOE'’s report—on which the
story was based—contained the correct
data, data that was available to the au-
thors of the old annual exposé, reborn.

1 offer this only to assure that the
truth be printed somewhere, if not in
the journals that dutifully carried the
mistaken exposé, then at least in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. This correc-
tion will not of course guarantee that
the same mistake will not be repeated
next year. Indeed if you make wagers,
put your money on the sure thing.
Namely, that next year will routinely
be treated to the same phoney discov-
ery that U.S. oil companies pay a
small U.S. tax as a percentage of
income, again without clarifying that
the income base is worldwide and
taxed accordingly.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY,
Washington, D.C., August 4, 1981,
HoN. JAMES G, MARTIN,
House of Representlatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR MR. MarTIN: This letter is in re-
sponse to your July 16, 1981, letter inquiring
as to the appropriateness and accuracy of
the financial reporting system (FRS). I am
also providing comment on the United Press
International (UPI) and the Mobil Corpora-
tion (Mobil) Newspaper items concerning oil
industry profits and taxes.

THE UPI ARTICLE

It is our opinion the UPI article is mis-
leading, although factually correct in most
instances. The Energy Information Admin-
istration (EIA) will not attempt to address
its conclusion—that the oil companies do
not pay a fair share of taxes—but we can
comment upon the data and methodology
used to arrive at that conclusion.

First, the headline states “Energy firms
tax rate put at 12.4 percent.” In fact these
firms pay taxes at a 42.7 percent rate, world-
wide. The headline as it stands implies that
the total tax rate is 12.4 percent, whereas
this is only the U.S. tax rate paid on world-
wide income. The rest of the article does go
on to clear up the initial misimpression.

Secondly, we also find misleading the
comparison made of the 12,4 percent effec-
tive U.S. tax rate for the energy firms to
that paid by an individual earning $20,000.
Such a comparison seems to reinforce the
impression given by the headline that the
12.4 percent is the total tax rate, since the
$20,000 wage earner pays no foreign income
taxes.

Thirdly, and as noted by Mobil, the 12.4
percent U.S. tax rate is based upon a world-
wide income figure, which is subject to sub-
stantial foreign income taxes as well as the
12.4 percent U.S. taxes. UPI does make men-
tion of the foreign taxes paid, but this is left
to the latter half of the article. In our opin-
ion, total communication of the facts would
require mention of the foreign taxes up
front in the article.

Lastly, UPI quotes critics of the industry
who take the position that the foreign
income taxes paid are not really income
taxes, but are a form of royalty, and that
the U.S. taxpayers are subsidizing foreign
governments with the tax credit allowed
against the U.S. tax bill for foreign taxes
paid. They state that the foreign tax credit
makes the domestic rate “grossly low.” This
is incorrect, since the foreign tax payments
can only be used to reduce U.S. taxes due on
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foreign earned income subject to U.S. taxes.
UPI apparently missed the distinction be-
tween U.S. taxes levied on income earned in
the U.S. and U.S. taxes on income earned
worldwide.

THE MOBIL AD

The Mobil ad, as you know, recommends
that U.S. taxes be compared to U.S. in-
comes, or worldwide taxes be compared to
worldwide income. However, Mobil also
strongly implies that the FRS report is mis-
leading in the same manner as the UPI arti-
cle.

Such an implication is quite wrong. Even a
casual reading of Chapter 2 of the FRS
report, “Performance Profiles of Major
Energy Producers,” will bear out the fact
that the type of income tax presentation
that Mobil feels is appropriate, was in fact
used in the FRS report:

Table T (page 28) compares worldwide
taxes to worldwide pretax income of the
FRS companies and the Standard & Poors
(S&P) 400 for 1979. This table and the ac-
companying text, indicate total tax expense
of 50.8 percent for the FRS companies, in-
cluding 42.7 percent being paid currently
and the difference of 8.1 percent being de-
ferred for payment in later years. The table
further contrasts the 50.8 percent tax rate
of the FRS companies with the somewhat
lower S&P 400 company rate of 45.5 per-
cent.

Table 8 (page 29) provides greater detail
on worldwide taxes and pretax income, but
only for the FRS companies. Among other
things it provides a breakdown by geopoliti-
cal area of the 42.7 percent taxes paid: 28.1
percent foreign; 12.4 percent U.S. federal;
and 2.1 percent state and local. This table
was the source of the 12.4 percent figure
used by UPL.

As you can see, both tables compare
worldwide taxes to worldwide taxable
income.

CONCLUSION

In summary, we are disappointed that
UPI used FRS data out of context, as they
were not only furnished a copy of the
report, but a member of the FRS staff re-

viewed the tax tables with them in detail. -

Likewise, we are disappointed with the
Mobil ad because Mobil, too, had a copy of
the report.

Enclosed is a copy of the FRS report. You
will find that it covers many other aspects
of the energy industry, in addition to taxes.
If there are any questions, Arthur T. Ander-
sen is the director of the FRS program, and
can be reached at 633-8806.

Sincerely,
J. ERICH EVERED,
Administrator, r
Energy Information Administration.@

JUSTICE: OUT OF CONTROL
HON. LARRY McDONALD

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, in
recent times, there is no department
that has had a more pervasive influ-
ence on the every day lives of our citi-
zens than the Department of Justice.
The record of its interference and in-
trusion into private lives and local con-
cerns is extensive and need not be ex-
pounded upon here. So it was with
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great anticipation that I, together
with a number of my colleagues,
awaited President Reagan’s an-
nounced intention to revamp the Jus-
tice Department.

However, those announced inten-
tions have not come to fruition, nor
are they likely to unless the adminis-
tration takes control of the Justice De-
partment. I use that phrase, for in the
words of White House Chief of Staff,
James Baker, the Reagan Justice De-
partment is in fact “out of control.”

For my colleagues who may not be
aware of the situation at the Depart-
ment of Justice, what follows is an ar-
ticle from Human Events of August 15,
1981. I ask my colleagues to read the
article and compare the current situa-
tion with those intentions announced
by President Reagan. It becomes obvi-
ous that the current situation is the
very antithesis of the President’s an-
nounced intentions.

It is for that reason that I ask my
colleagues to join me in urging Presi-
dent Reagan to take immediate action
to rectify the situation that exists at
the Justice Department.

The article follows:

[From Human Events, Aug. 15, 1981]
JUSTICE DEPARTMENT "“OUT oF CONTROL''?
At a recent meeting with some conserva-

tive leaders, White House Chief of Staff
James Baker startled those in attendance by
remarking that the Reagan Administra-
tion's own Justice Department was “out of
control.”

“Out of control” is, in the eyes of many,
an understatement for a department which
has drafted memos declaring Reagan cam-
paign promises unconstitutional, has for-
warded a Supreme Court candidate without
thoroughly researching her views on abor-
tion and has continued to actively pursue
the liberal agenda of a policy-making staff
largely held over from the Carter Adminis-
tration.

Speaking on the House floor, Rep. Larry
MecDonald (D.-Ga.) summarized the problem
when he noted: “The Department is consist-
ently taking positions in both domestic and
foreign affairs areas that are totally alien to
what was promised the American people in
the election of 1980 . . . leftists are still with
us in the Justice Department. It also ap-
pears that the President at best is being ten-
dered misinformation that is causing deep
consternation among that majority of the
American constituency that elected him.”

Among the more recent anti-conservative
efforts by the department are two draft
memoranda which were prepared and given
limited circulation within the Administra-
tion. One would have declared tuition tax
credits unconstitutional. The other would
have held that Congress is unable to remove
jurisdiction to prevent federal courts from
issuing controversial rulings promoting
abortion and forced busing and prohibiting
prayer in public schools,

This latter draft opinion was prepared in
spite of the fact that the Constitution clear-
ly subjects the Court’s jurisdiction to “such
Exceptions, and such . . . Regulations as the
Congress shall make.” Because of intense
anger from Reaganite conservatives, the
Justice Department now refuses to confirm
or deny the existence of either of these
opinions.
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But these are just the most recent in a
series of controversial Justice Department
positions. From information gathered from
a variety of reliable sources, we have
learned of Justice Department position
papers that would:

Declare the legislative veto unconstitu-
tional. (This opinion, which was apparently
prepared by a Carter holdover using lan-
guage taken from a Carter Administration
opinion on the same subject, would divest
Congress of one of the most important tools
for controlling a runaway bureaucracy.)

Holding the Helms anti-busing amend-
ment unconstitutional. (Robert MecConnell,
the Department’s chief lobbyist, had to be
prevented from lobbying in favor of racial
busing by White House intervention.)

Finding that an anti-affirmative action
amendment in the House was unlawful be-
cause it constituted ‘‘legislating” on a
“money bill." (If the anti-affirmative action
amendment is unlawful, then presumably so
is the Hyde Amendment, which has been
upheld by the Supreme Court.)

In fact, another Cabinet-level Reagan Ad-
ministration official has stated privately
that the Justice Department had to be
bludgeoned into compliance with the
Reagan Administration’s | policy against
forced busing,

Because of these activities, it does not sur-
prise observers that the Justice Department
did not regard as important Judge Sandra
O’'Connor’s positions on abortion and the
Equal Rights Amendment. The Justice De-
partment also continues to resist a suit to
declare the ERA extension unconstitutional,
which would bury the amendment once and
for all.

Ironically, the White House’s problem can
be traced back to its refusal to get involved
in Justice personnel decisions.

Conservatives on the White House person-
nel team were prohibited from forcing con-
servative, politically astute candidates on
the Justice Department, on the grounds
that Atty. Gen. William French Smith was
himself a conservative and was, after all,
Ronald Reagan's personal attorney. When
Smith delegated staffing functions to non-
conservative Deputy Atty. Gen Edward
Schmults—a Wall Street lawyer with no in-
terest in social issues—that paved the way
for non-conservative staffing in all of the
Department’s highest positions.

There is, for example, the Assistant Attor-
ney General for Lands, Carol Dinkins. A
member of the Sierra Club for many years,
Dinkins has been described by a member of
her own staff as having little expertise and
few opinions on the environmental issues
which her 300-man division is charged with
litigating. In the meantime, division employ-
ees are continuing to leak confidential infor-
mation to liberal environmentalist groups,
according to reliable conservative sources.

Then there is Jonathan Rose, Assistant
Attorney General in charge of the Office of
Legal Policy. A confident of former Atty.
Gen. Edward Levi confides that Rose was
removed from the same position by Levi and
transferred to a job where his principal
funetion was speech-making.

Rose has retained a Carter holdover,
Deputy Assistant Atty. Gen. Ronald Gainer,
to push for recodification of the federal
criminal code.

Gainer startled conservatives during the
96th Congress by advocating a recodifica-
tion bill which would have watered down
federal pornography laws, massively in-
creased penalties for regulatory offenses by
legitimate  businessmen, decriminalized
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marijuana and generally reduced penalties
for many drug offenses, repealed a major
portion of the Hatch Act and created a new
abortion funding program (in the “technical
amendment’). Now, Gainer is back with a
slightly updated version of the same bill.
The situation is made even worse by the
fact that the department’s commission on
violent crime is prepared to issue recommen-
dations for stringest new gun control laws,
according to sources close to the gun lobby.

William Bradford Reynolds, who has been
appointed to lead the Department’s Civil
Rights Division, is another appointee who
was opposed by many conservatives. Reyn-
olds, who had no significant experience in
the ecivil rights area prior to coming to Jus-
tice, has apparently been totally co-opted by
the radical holdover elements within that
division.

Within a very short space of time, the De-
partment (1) rejected the Chicago school in-
tegration plan is insufficiently far-reaching,
(2) vetoed Virginia's redistricting plan be-
cause it failed to maximize black voting
strength in Norfolk and (3) conducted a
straw poll on Capitol Hill in order to deter-
mine the Department’s position on extend-
ing the Voting Rights Act. This was the
same division which, just before Reynolds
arrived, agreed to a court settlement invali-
dating a federal employment test for upper-
level bureaucrats on the basis of a high fail-
ure rate by minorities.

Finally, the Reagan Justice Department
has:

Forced the conservative Washington Legal
Foundation and 16 conservative senators
out of a suit in which they were attempting
to defend federal government aid to El Sal-
vador against challenges from liberal repre-
sentatives.

Come out in opposition to an amendment
sponsored by Sen. Dale Bumpers (D.-Ark.),
which would shift the presumption and
burden of proof which currently favors gov-
ernment agencies in suits against private
parties.

Reportedly attempted to “‘take a dive” on
the case challenging men-only registration,
with Justice insiders telling U.S. News &
World Report that Department employees
favored constitutionally overturning the
registration law that was eventually upheld
by the Supreme Court.

Continued a suit to force the building of
low-income housing in Yonkers on sites
chosen by the Justice Department on the
grounds that Yonkers violated the Constitu-
tion by building low-income housing on
HUD-approved sites. which subsequently
became residentially black.

In the words of one Capitol Hill conserva-
tive who closely follows Justice, “No one in
the Carter Administration—not Sam Brown,
not Joe Califano, not Carol Tucker Fore-
man—had done as much damage to the con-
servative movement as the Justice Depart-
ment has during the first six months of the
Reagan Administration."e

MINERSVILLE, PA.
HON. GUS YATRON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

e Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, on
Sunday, September 13, the people of
Minersville, Pa., are celebrating the
150th anniversary of their town. To
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mark this important occasion, the
Super Sunday Committee, which has
organized celebrations in Minersville
for the past 4 years, has planned a
block party to pay tribute to their
town and to one of their leading citi-
zens, the Honorable James V. Ryan.

Minersville was incorporated into a
town in 1831 through a bill signed by
Gov. George Wolf. The town got its
name because of the chief occupation
of its citizens at that time—coal
mining. The first election of borough
officers was held on May 1, 1931.

English and Welsh immigrants fa-
miliar with coal mining in their own
countries began to settle in the com-
munity. German and Irish immigrants
also arrived and by 1845 the popula-
tion of Minersville was 1,265. By 1850
the town had almost 3,000 citizens.

In 1844, Minersville revolutionized
the anthracite coal industry by estab-
lishing the first anthracite coal break-
er, the forerunner of the process used
today. The first breaker was able to
prepare 200 tons of coal a day, a major
achievement at that time.

Between 1864 and 1871, Minersville
established four fire companies, the
Mountaineer Hose Company, the
Good Will Hose Company, the Inde-
pendent Hose Company, and the
Rescue Hook and Ladder Company. In
1872, Minersville had its own newspa-
per, the Schuylkill Republican.

The post-Civil War period resulted
in the formation of new civic and vet-
erans organizations. The first veterans
group was the Lawrence Post No. 16 of
the Grand Army of the Republic, the
first in Schuylkill County. Other
groups included the Ancient Order of
Hibernians and the Frugal Savings
Fund.

The first telephone was installed in
Minersville in 1888. The 1880’s and
1890’s witnessed Minersville's industri-
al expansion and union organization.
Railroads were constructed to the coal
fields of the individual colleries in the
early 1890’s and the trolley came into
existence along with electric lights.

The First National Bank was erected
in 1896 and the Union National Bank
in 1902. More immigrants began to
settle in Minersville of Italian, Lithua-
nian, and Polish heritage. As Miners-
ville moved into the 20th century, it
had a population of 5,000,

The influence of the United Mine
Workers of America grew in the early
20th century under the leadership of
Johnny Mitchell. After several labor
struggles the miners were given a 9-
hour working day and a 4-percent
wage increase. More important, the
foundations were laid for all subse-
quent wage agreements between oper-
ators and mine workers which are the
basis of the agreement governing labor
relations within the industry today.

Other industries tried to establish
themselves in Minersville, but for the
next two decades coal mining re-
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mained the principal occupation. The
city of Minersville valiantly worked
through World War I and was hard
hit by returning troops who brought
with them an influenza epidemic that
caused the death of over 500 citizens,
During the depression several years
later, the town suffered severe hard-
ships and many of the colleries closed
down and never reopened.

In the 1930’s garment factories were
established in Minersville and during
World War II they manufactured uni-
forms for our troops. In the 1950's
when coal mining was reduced, other
industries were attracted to Miners-
ville. Today, the city is a very impor-
tant community in Schuylkill County
with a long and proud history of work
and dedication to their town and their
country.

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues
will join me in saluting the town of
Minersville, Pa., on its 150th anniver-
sary and wishing its citizens our very
best wishes for the future. It is indeed
important to remember our past and
the ancestors which made it possible
for us to live in freedom today.e

BILL GREEN ON THE TAX BILL
HON. BILL GREEN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, Congress
recently completed action on the tax
bill known as the Economic Recovery
Tax Act of 1981. This important piece
of legislation reduces taxes for individ-
uals and businesses by almost $749 bil-
lion over the next 5 years and is the
largest tax cut in the history of the
United States. There has been a great
deal of debate over who will benefit by
the tax cut and whether it will help
curb inflation and encourage more
rapid growth in our economy. I
thought it would be useful if I ex-
plained some of the problems I had
with all the alternatives the House
had before it, why I voted for the ad-
ministration bill, and some of the im-
portant provisions in that bill. Given
that the Udall-Obey-Reuss substitute
provided inadequate tax cuts for indi-
viduals and that both moderate Demo-
crats and Republicans were unable to
rid the Ways and Means bill of tax
cuts to particular “distressed” indus-
tries and the oil industry and the ad-
ministration bill of even greater tax
cuts to the oil industry, I felt, on bal-
ance, the administration bill was supe-
rior. Most importantly, it contains a 3-
year tax cut and tax indexing that will
be better for almost all persons, re-
gardless of income. It contains a mass
transit provision which I had added to
the legislation which will help public
mass transit systems acquire new
equipment. A charitable deduction is
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included for those persons who do not
itemize which will be of particular
benefit to many residents and institu-
tions of New York City. Finally, it
makes a number of changes in the Tax
Code which will help a cross-section of
the population: capital gains reduc-
tion; marriage tax reform; investment
tax credits for rehabilitation of non-
residential property; eligibility for in-
dividual retirement accounts (IRA's),
and increasing limits on IRA’s and
Keogh plans; and broadened incen-
tives for research and development.
HOUSE VOTE

On Wednesday, July 29, the House
of Representatives approved the ad-
ministration’s tax package by a vote of
238 to 195. I voted for the administra-
tion’s bill—known as the Conable-
Hance bill—in preference to the Ways
and Means Committee’s alternative.
Without question, there were several
ill-conceived provisions in both bills.
The committee’s bill contained a *'bail-
out” provision granting six so-called
distressed industries unused invest-
ment tax credits accumulated since
1962, while the Conable-Hance version
contained some major tax breaks for
the oil industry above and beyond the
excessive tax breaks already given
that industry in the Democratic bill.

UDALL-OBEY-REUSS SUBSTITUTE

Some may argue that the “liberal”

Udall-Obey-Reuss substitute bill—a

third alternative—was a reasonable
option. But, on inspection, it was not
and had too many weaknesses. It con-
tained just a 1-year 5-percent tax cut

to occur only late in the year, not
enough to offset inflation and result-
ant “bracket creep” even for that
single year, so that it would in fact
have meant a tax increase for most
taxpayers.

Capital gains tax relief has proven
to be a boon to capital formation
which has contributed to increased
productivity and employment. I co-
sponsored the capital gains tax reduc-
tion passed by Congress in 1978, a very
successful piece of legislation. It has
produced a significant upturn in ven-
ture capital investment and new issues
coming to market with no loss in Fed-
eral revenues. The Udall-Obey-Reuss
substitute, unlike both the Democratic
and Republican proposals, had almost
no capital gains relief. Furthermore, it
did not contain a provision for mass
transit that was contained in both
other bills, nor did it contain the sav-
ings incentives or incentives for low-
income housing contained in the other
bills.

WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE BILL

As mentioned earlier, a major reason
for opposing the committee bill was a
massive tax subsidy limited to six in-
dustries that violated all standards of
tax policy. Those select industries—
autos, airlines, mining, railroads, steel,
and paper—would have been able to
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cash in unused investment tax credits
all the way back to 1962. All other
businesses and industries under exist-
ing law are able to do that for only 3
years. That carryback provision would
simply have been a subsidy, with the
companies getting special tax refunds
for which no other companies or in-
dustries, no matter how distressed,
would have been eligible. Even a
highly profitable firm, as long as it
was included in one of the distressed
industries, could have taken advantage
of the special refund provision. Other
industries and companies equally dis-
tressed, many of the type which are
located in New York City, would have
received no help whatsoever. This $3.3
billion provision in the Democratic bill
was one that we could not afford.
OIL INDUSTRY PROVISIONS

Quite honestly, I felt that the oil
provisions in the administration’s bill
were not in the best interests of the
country and New York City. These
breaks were proposed just 2 years
after Congress provided the industry
with deregulation as an incentive for
exploration. I joined with other “frost
belt” Republicans and moderate
Democrats on two occasions to try to
remove those special tax cuts for the
oil industry. On July 27, 2 days before
the tax bill was to be considered, I
joined in a letter to the Rules Commit-
tee, signed by other moderate Republi-
cans, asking that a separate vote be al-
lowed on the oil tax provisions. Sever-
al Democrats also expressed to the
Rules Committee their belief in the
need for a separate vote on this issue.
We were turned down by the Demo-
cratic Rules Committee. A second op-
portunity came on a procedural vote
on the rule. Had we prevailed on that
procedural vote, we would have pro-
posed a rule allowing us to reduce the
Republican oil industry provisions by
$10 billion and to remove the $3.3 bil-
lion six-industry subsidy from the
Democratic bill. Again, those of us
who wanted a chance to rid the tax
bill of those handouts were denied the
opportunity to do so by a vote of 282
to 148.

The tax reductions to the oil compa-
nies were extravagant. The committee
bill provided a $10 billion tax break
while the Republican bill had $16 bil-
lion in saving for this industry.

I was disappointed, to say the least,
at the outcome of these proposals. In
fact, I wrote the House conferees, both
Democrats and Republicans, urging
that they agree to the Senate action
which would reduce oil industry taxes
by $6.6 billion. The conferees did cut
these tax reductions to $11.6 billion, a
figure I still consider far too great.

While we were unable to kill the spe-
cial treatment for the oil industry, I
felt the Conable-Hance bill was the
preferable tax cut legislation before
the House. It contained tax cuts for
individuals which are far better than
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the other alternatives and some specif-
ic provisions which are helpful to both
my region of the country and to the
residents of my district.

PERSONAL TAX CUT

The personal tax cut in the adminis-
tration's bill is better for the average
person than the Democratic bill. Infla-
tion is responsible for taking more and
more of a worker's income and putting
it directly into the U.S. Treasury in-
stead of into the pocket or bank ac-
count of the worker. Inflation causes
bracket creep, whereby if you make
more, you are forced into a higher tax
bracket, even if your income, adjusted
for inflation, has not increased. As a
result, your after-tax income de-
creases. The only solution to bracket
creep is to cut taxes to compensate for
bracket creep. The administration's
bill does that in different ways. First,
it provides for a 25 percent reduction
in taxes over the next 3 years for ev-
eryone, regardless of income, and then
it institutionalizes that tax reduction
as of 1985 through indexing. As infla-
tion goes up, tax brackets are adjusted
accordingly. Without indexing, Con-
gress would, as it has been forced to do
in the past, tinker with the Tax Code
on a frequent basis to try to cope par-
tially with inflation. As many of us
know, Congress has not done a very
good job at this. The Ways and Means
bill did not contain any provision for
indexing.

I should also mention another
reason why I supported the adminis-
tration's version of the tax cut. There
was much talk about how the Demo-
cratic personal cut was aimed at the
middle-income household and the Re-
publican tax cut was aimed at the rich.
That simply was not the case. First,
let me state that the Republican bill
was for 3 years with a cumulative 25-
percent tax cut while the Democratic
bill was for only 2 years and 15 per-
cent with the possibility of a third
year tax cut triggered in if certain eco-
nomic targets were met. Even at first
glance, it is hard to deny that the Re-
publican bill would be better for all
persons, even with the skewing in the
Democratic bill, after implementation
of the third year of the tax cut and
with the indexing in the succeeding
years.

The Library of Congress Congres-
sional Research Service, an impartial
party in this debate, published a study
of the personal tax cuts. First, it
stated that it was probable that the
third year trigger in the Democratic
bill would not go into effect. Second,
without that trigger, the study main-
tained, the Republican bill would pro-
vide larger tax cuts and lower margin-
al tax rates to nearly all taxpayer in
1984. Even in the first 2 years of the
tax cut, 1982 and 1983, the reported
tilt in favor of middle-income taxpay-
ers in the Democratic bill accounts for
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only a few dollars per week for moder-
ate-income taxpayer and, according to
the Library of Congress study, extend
only up to the $35,000 income level
and the difference on tax liabilities in
this income range may be smaller than
has been surmised. Indeed, it amount-
ed to only $2 per year for a taxpayer
who earned $20,000 in 1980 and whose
income grew commensurate with infla-
tion. With the provision for charitable
deductions in the administration’s bill,
such a family will almost certainly
come out ahead under the administra-
tion’s bill.
MASS TRANSIT PROVISIONS

I negotiated an addition to the Re-
publican tax bill which will assist the
Metropolitan Transit Authority and
other mass transit agencies in their ac-
quisition of new rolling stock. Accord-
ing to the MTA, over the next 10
years, more than 20 percent of the
subway cars will pass their designated
35-year lives. The administration has
proposed that its mass transit capital
subsidy program be shifted toward up-
grading existing systems rather than
creating new systems. My provision,
while not the only solution to the
problem, is a useful one and a reason
to support the administration bill, I
expect that the Federal Government
will be providing less funds for the
purchase of this type of equipment in
the future and it is certainly obvious
to anyone who has ridden on a subway
in New York City recently that new
cars are needed.

CHARITABLE DEDUCTION

Many New Yorkers are apartment
renters without the benefit of deduc-
tions for mortgage interest and real
estate taxes, a situation I am seeking
to alleviate in my Tenants Tax Justice
Act, and they are more likely to take
the standard deduction than subur-
banites at the same income level. With
the reduction in gift and estate taxes
contained in both the Democratic and
Republican bills it is possible that leg-
acies to charities will decrease. Provid-
ing this deduction will be an impor-
tant incentive to low- and moderate-
income persons to contribute to char-
ity. It is also a break for low- and mod-
erate-income households that the
Democratie bill did not provide.

OTHER PROVISIONS

There are many other provisions in
the Republican bill which I support.
In some cases, similar provisions were
also contained in the Democratic bill.
The top rate in long-term capital gains
tax will be reduced, an incentive for
increased investment which should in-
crease the productivity of our econo-
my. There is a major reform in the
marriage tax which will do a great
deal to minimize the unfair tax situa-
tion of married couples without in-
creasing taxes for singles. The invest-
ment tax credit for the rehabilitation
of nonresidential buildings will be in-
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creased. This should be helpful in en-
couraging business to remain in the
Northeast. I should add that this shift
in the administration’s tax proposals
was a major victory for Northeast-
Midwest Republicans in our negotia-
tions with the administration on the
tax program.

An important savings incentive is
the increase in the limit on IRA con-
tributions from $1,500 to $2,000 and
Keogh plan contributions from $7,500
to $15,000 for the self-employed. For
the first time, participants in private
pension plans also will be allowed to
participate in IRA's up to a limit of
$1,000. Another provision is one for
broadened tax incentives for research
and development. The bill would pro-
vide for a 25-percent tax credit on
qualified research and development
expenditures. I am particularly excit-
ed about this provision, as I was one of
several Republicans who wrote the
President urging him to expand the
Republican version of the tax package
to cover that, something that was ulti-
mately done. According to an analysis
done by the bipartisan Northeast-Mid-
west Coalition, a primary factor in the
drop in productivity in our region has
been the fall off in research and devel-
opment expenditures. Expanded in-
centives for more research are needed
to insure rapid growth in our high-
technology businesses and moderniza-
tion on our basic industries in order to
match much of the success of our for-
eign competitors.

I join all my colleagues in the Con-
gress in hoping this tax cut will be as
successful as claimed by the adminis-
tration. It is a major change in our tax
policy and, while still containing too
large a tax break for the oil industry,
a better plan than the one offered by
the Ways and Means Committee. My
support for it was premised basically
on what it would do for the individual
income tax and tax indexing should
help all persons keep up with infla-
tion.e

MEDICARE SUPPLEMENTAL BEN-
EFITS PROGRAM FOR CLINI-
CAL SOCIAL WORKERS, CLINI-
CAL PSYCHOLOGISTS, AND
PSYCHIATRIC NURSE SPECIAL-
"ISTS

HON. FLOYD J. FITHIAN

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. FITHIAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support H.R. 3373, a bill to
amend social security to provide more
adequate coverage of the services of
mental health specialists—clinical
social workers, clinical psychologists,
and psychiatric nurse specialists—
under the medicare and medicaid sup-
plemental benefits program. This
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much needed legislation would insure
that qualified mental health providers
and specialists will be directly reim-
bursable under these social security
programs, without any Federal re-
quirement of physician supervision or
referral. Senator DanNIEL INOUYE has
introduced a companion bill on the
Senate side, S. 123.

The existing law allows a medicare
or medicaid beneficiary to obtain
mental health services only from a
physician—who may not have even
been trained as a mental health spe-
cialist. The three other core mental
health specialists are excluded—clini-
cal social workers, clinical psycholo-
gists, and psychiatric nurse specialists.

As in so many other areas, the
States have demonstrated the leader-
ship in establishing programs that
allow a beneficiary to have freedom of
choice in selecting his or her mental
health specialist. Several States in-
cluding Idaho, California, Colorado,
Maryland, Utah, Wisconsin, New
York, and Virginia have enacted free-
dom of choice laws mandating cover-
age for the services of clinical social
workers in all mental health insurance
programs.

Many private insurance companies
have issued policies providing coverage
for social workers as mental health
specialists. In addition, many of the
most important government employ-
ees organizations recognize the need
to reimburse social workers for their
mental health services. For some time
the Department of Defense’s CHAM-
PUS program has been directly reim-
bursing clinical psychologists for
mental health services, and last year
implemented a pilot demonstration
project for independently reimbursing
psychiatric nurses and clinical social
workers for their services.

We as a nation must recognize that
the mental health delivery system has
changed drastically in the last two
decades, with States and private insur-
ance companies providing the leader-
ship. Now the time has come for the
Federal Government to recognize the
need to make a fundamental change in
the social security system by broaden-
ing and expanding coverage to include
direct reimbursements to all of the
mental health specialists.

The 1978 President’s Commission on
Mental Health recommended that all
existing private and public health in-
surance systems, including medicare,
as well as any future national health
insurance program, should provide for
mental health care in the “most ap-
propriate and least restrictive setting;
and the consumer should have a
choice of provider and provider sys-
tems.” Certainly the reimbursement of
clinical social workers, clinical psy-
chologists, and psychiatric nurse spe-
cialists makes available a wider range
of therapeutic services. Nondiscrimina-
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tory coverage of all four core profes-
sions would give the elderly and the
poor the same freedom of choice
which is enjoyed by CHAMPUS bene-
ficiaries. The present system of finan-
cial reimbursements clearly works at
cross purposes with other Federal ef-
forts to improve the mental health de-
livery system.

The underserved mental health pop-
ulations—rural residents, small town
dwellers, the urban poor and racial
and ethnic minorities—are particularly
impacted by the existing system of fi-
nancial reimbursement for mental
health services. As a Congressman
from northwestern Indiana—largely
small towns and rural areas—I can di-
rectly attest to the limited mental
health resources in these communi-
ties. Many towns are without a doctor,
and a psychiatrist is many miles away.
Under these circumstances it only
makes sense to utilize the other
mental health services which are avail-
able. Why should a patient seeking
mental health services be forced to
drive many miles to a distant town
simply because it is the only way
under the existing law to get reim-
bursement for these services.

The present system of financial re-
imbursement for mental health serv-
ices includes only physicians who are
the least available and the most costly.
Although physicians and psychiatrists
play an important role in the mental
health system—since they alone can
prescribe medication—they treat only
a small portion of beneficiaries. Clini-
cal social workers provide more psy-

chotherapy to individuals and groups
in a variety of settings, including hos-
pitals, outpatient clinics, community
mental health centers, health mainte-

nance organizations, private and
public agencies and in private practice.
In fact, clinical social workers provide
services to many more patients than
psychiatrists, clinical psychologists, or
psychiatric nurse specialists. A 1978
survey of mental health manpower,
published by National Institute of
Mental Health, found that 42 percent
of all mental health treatment in fed-
erally funded community mental
health centers was provided by clinical
social workers. The time has come to
recognize those mental health special-
ists that provide the bulk of the serv-
ices and establish a system that allows
them to be directly reimbursed for
their services.

Importantly, HR. 3373 legislatively
defines at the Federal level the profes-
sional standards and the type of edu-
cational requirements that are neces-
sary for each of the four traditional
mental health disciplines under which
they can practice independently. I
have specifically spelled out the pro-
posed definitions of clinical social
workers, clinical pyschologists, psychi-
atric nurse specialists, and psychia-
trists. By adopting these strict educa-
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tional requirements, as well as State li-
censure and/or certification, I am con-
fident that only highly qualified prac-
titioners will become reimburseable
under the law.

Again, many of the States and pro-
fessional organizations have taken the
lead in establishing licensing and certi-
fication laws, as well as minimum re-
quirements for education and experi-
ence. Clinical social workers, for exam-
ple, are subject to State licensing and
certification laws in 26 States, contain-
ing a majority of the Nation's popula-
tion. The professional organizations
are actively working to establish a
minimum standard for independent
unsupervised practice of at least a
masters degree in social work plus 2
vears of postgraduate supervised clini-
cal experience. In addition, the Na-
tional Registry of Health Care Provid-
ers in Clinical Social Work and the Na-
tional Association of Social Workers
Clinical Registry certifies clinical
social workers who meet these require-
ments of education and experience. Is
it not time that the Federal Govern-
ment implement the same strict stand-
ards that already exist in numerous
States across the country?

Most importantly, increasing the
availability of mental health services
to our Nation’s social security recipi-
ents by including clinical social work-
ers, clinical psychologists, and psychi-
atric nurse specialists will not result in
huge cost increases for the program.
In fact, there is every indication that
the overall cost of our national health
care programs would decline. How is
this possible in an age of rapidly esca-
lating prices and inflationary pres-
sures? First, the utilization of less
costly outpatient psychotherapy has
been shown to decrease the need for
*more costly inpatient psychiatric care.
It simply costs much more to treat
people in a hospital setting. Second,
psychiatrists simply charge more for
their services than other mental
health specialists. If we as a nation
could further utilize these other core
mental health providers, we could
reduce the cost of psychotherapy. A
recent survey of Psychotherapy Fi-
nances concluded that of 1,284 re-
spondents the highest percentage of
psychiatrists report charging *“$60 or
more” for individual psychotherapy
sessions, while clinical social workers
charge $40 per session, and clinical
psychologists charge $50 per session.
Consequently, the reimbursement of
clinical social workers and clinical psy-
chologists actually costs less than psy-
chiatrists.

Third, a recent study by the Nation-
al Institute of Mental Health pointed
out. that the utilization of mental
health services resulted in decreased
utilization of physical health services.
This data is not shocking news. Gener-
al practice physicians have long been
aware of the high percentage of pa-
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tients who are suffering physical
symptoms; for example, spastic colon,
migraine headaches, caused by under-
lying nervous and mental disorders.
Other studies confirm these findings.
A pilot study conducted by the Group
Health Association of Washington,
D.C., revealed that patients who re-
ceived short-term outpatient psycho-
therapy reduced their usage of general
medical services and of X-ray and lab-
oratory services by approximately 30
percent. Another study by Kaiser-Per-
manente over a 16-year period with
mental health benefits concluded that
patients who underwent short-term
psychotherapy showed a reduction of
almost 75 percent in medieal utiliza-
tion over a 5-year period. Consequent-
ly, it is possible to decrease physical
health services which have become ex-
ceedingly costly.

Fourth, it is possible to increase cov-
erage to include other core mental
health specialists without raising over-
all costs. A study by the Union Labor
Life Insurance Co. of New York City
and Bankers Life Insurance Co. of Des
Moines, Iowa, demonstrated that it
was not necessary to raise premiums
because of their inclusion of social
workers as core mental health special-
ists. In fact it is possible to obtain
more services for less money.

Fifth, the use of other core mental
health providers would reduce the cost
of hospital, medical and surgical costs
while stimulating worker productivity
and increased profits in private indus-
try. A pilot program conducted by a
clinical social worker at a Kennecott
Copper plant in Salt Lake City, Utah
showed the cost-effectiveness of an
onsite, outpatient mental health pro-
gram. Over a l-year period, the em-
ployees involved showed a significant
reduction in absenteeism—from 5.8
working days per month to 2.93 days, a
drop of 40.5 percent—and in hospital,
medical and surgical costs—from
$109.04 per person per month to
$56.91 per person per month, a reduc-
tioin of 48.7 percent. Over the same
period the control group—those not
involved in the outpatient mental
health program—showed a 2-percent
increase in absenteeism and a 7.7-per-
cent increase in hospital, medical, and
surgical costs. Consequently, we as a
nation can actually reduce the overall
costs of our mental health programs
while expanding the scope of mental
health services and fully utilizing
other core mental health specialists.

The existing mental health delivery
system includes four core professional
groups, but medicare and medicaid
does not recognize these contributions
because it only directly reimburses
physicians. Ironically, it reimburses
the least available, the most expen-
sive, and the smallest group of mental
health specialists. We as a nation must
take advantage of the mental health
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services provided by clinical social
workers, clinical psychologists, and
psychiatric nurse specialists. We
cannot continue to neglect these fun-
damental human resources within our
communities across the country. The
time has come to directly reimburse
these other mental health specialists
for their services under medicare and
medicaid.

For much too long, mental health
programs in general have been relegat-
ed to second-class status and the con-
tributions of clinical social workers,
clinical psychologists, and psychiatric
nurse specialists have been ignored
and forgotten. The general public has
not known or understood the complex
mental and emotional problems expe-
rienced by millions of Americans nor
appreciated the services provided by
mental health specialists.

We must now remove these inequi-
ties in the law by amending the exist-
ing medicare and medicaid programs. I
respectfully urge my colleagues in the
House to join me in cosponsoring H.R.
3373 and supporting its passage in the
97th Congress. A copy of the bill is re-
printed as follows:

H.R. 3373
A bill to amend titles XVIII and XIX of the

Social Security Act to provide more ade-

quate coverage of the services of mental

health specialists under the medicare sup-
plemental benefits program and under
medicaid programs.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
the first sentence of section 1861(r) of the
Social Security Act is amended by inserting,
immediately before the period at the end
thereof, the following: “, or (8) except for
the purposes of section 1814(a) other than
(a)(2)(A), section 1835 except (a)2) and
(b)(1), and subsections (j), (k), (m), and (0)
of this section, a mental health specialist,
but (unless clause (1) of this subsection also
applies to him) only with respect to func-
tions which he is legally authorized to per-
form as such in the State in which he per-
forms them".

(b) Section 1861 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“Mental Health Specialist

*“(bb)1) The term ‘mental health special-
ist' means an individual who is a clinical
psychologist (as defined in paragraph (2)), a
clinical social worker (as defined in para-
graph (3)), a psychiatric nurse specialist (as
defined in paragraph (4)), or a psychiatrist
(as defined in paragraph (5)).

“(2) The term ‘clinical psychologist’
means an individual who (A) is licensed or
certified at the independent practice level of
psychology by the State in which he so
practices, (B) possesses a doctorate degree
in psychology from a regionally accredited
educational institution, or for those individ-
uals who were licensed or certified prior to
January 1, 1978, possess a master’'s degree in
psychology and are listed in a national reg-
ister of mental health service providers in
psychology which the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services
deems appropriate, and (C) possesses two
years of supervised experience in health
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service, at least one year of which is postde-
gree,

‘“(3) The term ‘clinical social worker’
means an individual who (A) possesses a
master's or doctor’s degree in social work,
(B) after obtaining such degree has per-
formed at least two years of supervised clini-
cal social work, and (C) is licensed or certi-
fied as such in the State in which he prac-
tices, or if such State does not license or cer-
tify clinical social workers, is listed in a na-
tional register of social workers who, by
education and experience, qualify as health
care providers in clinical social work.

“(4) The term ‘psychiatric nurse specialist’
means an individual who (A) is licensed to
practice nursing by the State in which the
individual practices nursing, (B) possesses a
master’s degree or higher degree in psychi-
atric nursing or a related field from an ac-
credited educational institution, and (C) is
certified as a psychiatric nurse by a duly
recognized national professional nurse orga-
nization.

“(5) The term ‘psychiatrist’ means a phy-
sician who (A) is described in clause (1) of
section 1861(r), and (B) is board certified by
the American Board of Psychiatry and Neu-
rology or has successfully completed a mini-
mum of three years of approved graduate
medical training in psychiatry.".

(c) Section 1833(c) of such Act is amended
by striking out all that follows “purposes of
subsections (a) and (b)" and inserting in lieu
thereof “no more than $1,000”.

(d) The amendments made by subsections
(a) and (b) of this section shall be effective
in the case of services furnished after the
date of enactment of this Act, and the
amendment made by subsection (¢) shall be
applicable in the case of services furnished
in any calendar year after calendar vear
1980.

SEc. 2. (a) Section 1905(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “and" at the end of
paragraph (16),

(2) by redesignating paragraph (17) as
paragraph (18), and

(3) by inserting immediately after para-
graph (16) the following new paragraph:

“(17) services of a mental health specialist
(as defined in section 1861(bb)); and".

(b) Section 1902(a)(13XC)(ii) of such Act
is amended by striking out “numbered (1)
through (16)” and inserting in lieu thereof
“numbered (1) through (17)".@

LEGISLATION TO AMEND
EXCISE TAX ON TRUCK PARTS

HON. WILLIAM M. BRODHEAD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

e Mr. BRODHEAD. Mr. Speaker,
today, I and my colleague, Mr. VANDER
Jacr of Michigan, are introducing leg-
islation to amend the manufacturers
excise tax on truck parts and accesso-
ries. This legislation is necessary to
help remove competitive disadvan-
tages within the industry that have
been caused by the current structure
of the excise tax, and to alleviate the
heavy burden of complying with cer-
tain complicated provisions of the law
which yield very little revenue to the
Federal Government.
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The legislation has three main provi-
sions. First, it repeals the excise tax on
light-duty truck parts. The vast major-
ity of these parts are already exempt
from taxation under the current law.
The costs to the industry of keeping
track of the remaining few, which are
used as replacement parts, are very
high. The tax is also easy to avoid, and
is often not paid, a fact which puts
careful, honest manufacturers at a
competitive disadvantage as compared
with those who do not monitor care-
fully which of their parts are taxable
and which not. Because of concerns
that the outright repeal of the tax on
light-duty truck parts might lead to
certain parts for heavier trucks escap-
ing taxation, I considered including
special authority for the Secretary of
the Treasury to promulgate lists of
parts considered taxable under the
statute. However, I became convinced
that this authority already exists
under section 7805 of the Internal
Revenue Code, and we anticipate that
it will be exercised. :

Second, the bill corrects an unfair
situation created by the current law,
in which manufacturers of truck
bodies or chassis who combine a body
or chassis with one or more of a speci-
fied list of parts or accessories must
pay a tax of 10 percent on the entire
unit, while a nonmanufacturer who
performs the same operation is liable
for only an 8 percent tax on the part
or accessory. There is no good reason
for this discriminatory tax treatment,
which creates an arbitrary disadvan-
tage for manufacturers of bodies and
chassis.

Last, the bill expands the list of
items which are not subject to the 10-
percent tax merely by reason of the
combination. The tax status of one of
these proposed additions to the list—
the mere lengthening or shortening of
a truck body or chassis—has been a
subject of considerable litigation and
of confusion within the industry. The
amendment would end the confusion
as to what constitutes a taxable oper-
ation. The second addition—a lift
axle—is considered within the industry
to be an accessory, rather than fur-
ther manufacture, as it is presently
treated. In addition, the tax is often
not collected on the addition of a lift
axle, since this operation is often car-
ried out after title to the truck trans-
fers to the ultimate purchaser, and he,
rather than the person hired to do the
work, is responsible for paying the tax.
In many cases, the customer is un-
aware of his liability for the tax and it
goes uncollected. Thus, little revenue
loss would result from bringing the
tax into conformance with industry
practice, and a burden on those parts
distributors who install a lift axle
before the ultimate sale of the truck
would be lifted.
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It is my view that these changes
would be of great help to an already
distressed industry, yet would have
such a small revenue effect that they
would not preempt ongoing efforts to
develop a comprehensive solution to
the financing of the Highway Trust
Fund. I hope that my colleagues will
lend their support to this measure.@

H.R. 3789: THE FREE MAREKET
GOLD COINAGE ACT—FREE-
DOM OF CHOICE IN CURRENCY

HON. DANIEL B. CRANE

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE. Mr. Speak-
er, the fundamental principal of our
economy and perhaps of our entire so-
ciety is the right to freely choose—
freedom of choice in the marketplace.
We who sit in Congress have been so
honored because our fellow citizens
exercised their right to freely choose
their representatives. As our pledge to
the Constitution makes clear, we have
the responsibility to uphold this most
basic of rights for all citizens.

While we endorse the peoples’ right
to choose in the marketplace, howev-
er, we deny them what many believe
to be the most fundamental choice of
all. That is the freedom of choice in
currency.

Many people in our country want
the economy to be based on the gold
standard. They argue that gold is
sound money and that it would be
anti-inflationary. President Reagan
has reportedly said that no nation
that cut its ties to gold has survived.
Others, though, don’t believe that a
gold standard would be an asset to our
economy. They point to many poten-
tial problems, such as the availability
of supply and the difficulty in fixing
the price.

Mr. Speaker, I think that the only
solution consistent with the ideas of
free society is to let those who wish to
commerce in gold be free to do so.
That is why I have introduced H.R.
3789, the Free Market Gold Coinage
Act. It calls for the establishment of
gold coins as an alternative lawful
tender without abandoning the dollar
and without fixing the price of gold. It
thus overcomes the primary objection
of those opposed to gold coins while
permitting freedom of choice to all
concerned—those who want a gold
standard and those who do not.

Naturally, there have been many
questions about my proposal. In order
to address the most often asked ques-
tions, and to introduce the idea to my
colleagues who have not had an oppor-
tunity to study it, I am hereby pub-
lishing the text of H.R. 3789, followed
by some of the most common ques-
tions. I hope my colleagues will seri-
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ously consider supporting this meas-
ure, as it brings to our currency what
is cherished in the rest of the econo-
my: freedom of choice.

H.R. 3789

A bill to provide for the minting of United
States gold coins
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,
SHORT TITLE

Secrion 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Free Market Gold Coinage Act".

POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES

Sec. 2. (a) It shall be the policy of the
United States to promote the free coinage
of gold at a free market price.

(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed
to prohibit or to discourage the manufac-
ture or circulation of gold coins by persons,
organizations, or agencies of the several
States, nor to restrict the free importation
or exportation of gold coins for either mon-
etary or nonmonetary purposes.

PUBLIC COINAGE

Sec. 3. (aX1) The Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall offer the gold bullion reserves of
the United States for sale to the public,
except that such sales shall only be in the
form of gold coins which are minted in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this Act.

(2) All such gold coins shall be minted
from .900 fine gold of a standard coin alloy
which shall be determined by the Secretary.

(3) The weight of each such gold coin, as
specified in subsection (b)}(1)(A), refers only
to the gold content of such gold coin and
not to the weight of the standard coin alloy
involved.

(b)1XA) The Secretary shall mint—

(i) gold coins which weigh 1 troy ounce
(31.103 grams);

(ii) gold coins which weigh 1 ounce (28.349
grams);

(ili) gold coins which weigh 10 grams
(154.321 grains); and

(iv) gold coins which weigh 5 grams
(77.161 grains).

(B) Not less than half, as measured by
weight, of all such gold coins minted and
sold under this Act shall be of the weight
specified in clauses (iii) and (iv) of subpara-
graph (A). After conducting public hearings,
the Secretary shall determine the propor-
tion of gold coins described in clauses (i)
and (ii) of subparagraph (A) which shall be
minted under this Act.

(2) One side of each gold coin described in
paragraph (1) A)i) shall bear the likeness
of John F. Kennedy in left-profile, and in-
scription of the year in which such gold coin
is minted, the inscriptions “Liberty” and “In
God We Trust”, and an appropriate mint
mark which shall be determined by the Sec-
retary. On the other side of each such gold
coin, the inscriptions "E Pluribus Unum"
and “United States of America" shall sur-
round the inscription “One Troy Ounce
Gold” which shall be not less than one-half
of the diameter of such gold coin in both
height and width.

(3) One side of each gold coin described in
paragraph (1)(A)ii) shall bear the likeness
of Abraham Lincoln in right-profile, an in-
scription of the year in which such gold coin
is minted, the inscriptions “Liberty’ and “In
God We Trust”, and an appropriate mint
mark which shall be determined by the Sec-
retary. On the other side of each such gold
coin, the inscriptions “E Pluribus Unum”
and “United States of America” shall sur-
round the inscription “One Ounce Gold”
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which shall be not less than one-half of the
diameter of such gold coin in both height
and width.

(4) One side of each gold coin described in
paragraph (1)(A)(iii) shall bear the likeness
of Thomas Jefferson in left-profile, an in-
cription of the year in which such gold coin
is minted, the inscriptions “Liberty” and “In
God We Trust”, and an appropriate mint
mark which shall be determined by the Sec-
retary. On the other side of each such gold
coin, the inscriptions “E Pluribus Unum"
and “United States of America” shall sub-
ject to the following sentence, surround the
inscription “10” which shall be less than
one-half of the diameter of such gold coin in
both height and width. Immediately below
the inscription 10" shall be the inscription
“Gold Grams"

(5) One side of each gold coin described in
paragraph (1)(AXiv) shall bear the likeness
of Adam Smith in right-profile, an inscrip-
tion of the year in which such gold coin is
minted, the inscriptions “Liberty”, “In God
We Trust”, and “Adam Smith"”, and an ap-
propriate mint mark which shall be deter-
mined by the Secretary. On the other side
of each such gold coin, the inscriptions “E
Pluribus Unum" and “United States of
America’” shall, subject to the following sen-
tence, surround the inscription “5" which
shall be not less than one-half of the diame-
ter of such gold coin in both height and
width. Immediately below the inseription
“5" shall be the inscription “Gold Grams".

(e) The edges of all gold coins minted pur-
suant to this section shall be milled in a
manner which will discourage shaving of
the edges of such gold coins.

(d) No seigniorage shall be charged by the
Secretary for any gold coin minted under
this Act, except that the Secretary shall
charge a production fee whenever a gold
coin which is minted by the Secretary under
this Act is sold by the Secretary for the first
time or is offered by the Secretary for the
first time in an exchange under section 5(a)
for gold bullion or gold coins which contain
less than .900 fine gold.

(e) Gold coins may be minted by any State
or local government or by any person,
whether or not such person mints such
coins in the United States, except that such
gold coins shall not bear the inscription
“United States of America".

FREE MARKET FRICE OF GOLD

Sec. 4. (a)(1) In accordance with regula-
tions which shall be prescribed by the Sec-
retary, the Secretary shall establish a for-
mula for determining on an hourly basis the
competitive market price of gold.

(2) The Secretary shall collect informa-
tion on gold sales from the organized gold
exchanges in London, England, Hong Kong,
New York, New York, Chicago, Illinois, San
Francisco, California, and the standard met-
ropolitan statistical area in which Los Ange-
les, California, is located. The Secretary
shall use such information together with
such formula to determine the competitive
market price of gold.

(3) In using such information with such
formula, the weight given to the informa-
tion received from any such gold exchange
shall be equal to the ratio, expressed as a
percentage, which the total amount of gold
sold on such exchange during the period in-
volved bears to the total amount of gold
sold on all such gold exchanges during such
period.

(b) The competitive market price of gold
as determined under this section shall be
the conversion rate between dollars and
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gold (hereinafter in this Act referred to as
the “Official Conversion Rate").

PURCHASES AND SALES OF GOLD

SEec. 5. (a) The Secretary shall exchange
gold bullion or gold coin from any source
for its equivalent weight in gold coins
minted under this Act. The production fee
shall be waived if the gold bullion or gold
coin offered for exchange contains not less
than .800 fine gold. At the election of the
person offering such gold bullion or gold
coin to the Secretary, any difference in
units of weight shall be paid in dollars at
the Official Conversion Rate.

(b) All purchases and sales of gold by the
Secretary shall be made at the Official Con-
version Rate prevailing at the time of enter-
ing into the agreement to buy or sell gold
even if the delivery of such gold does not
occur at the time of entering into such
agreement.

(c) Neither the United States nor any
State—

(1) shall impose an excise or transaction
tax upon the use of gold or upon banking
services that involve the promise to pay
with gold; or

(2) shall restrict the convenient transfer
of any ownership or equity interest in gold,
such as checking or savings accounts, or cer-
tificates of deposit or promissory notes
stated in terms of gold.

(d) If any party to a legal action before
any court or administrative agency of the
United States or of any State or territory
within the jurisdiction of the United States
elects to pay or receive any judgment,
award, or penalty in gold, the rate of con-
version of gold into dollars or dollars into
gold shall be the rate that prevailed at the
time that the claim or cause of action ac-
crued. The Official Conversion Rate on
public record at such time shall be conclu-
sive evidence of such rate.

PROMOTION OF GOLD COINS

Sec. 6. The Secretary shall take all appro-
priate actions to encourage the public to
recognize and use the gold coins minted
under this Aect.

REGULATIONS

Sec. 7. Not later than six months after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall promulgate such regulations
and take such other actions as are necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act.

DEFINITIONS

SEc. 8. For purposes of this Act—

(1) the term “production fee"” means a fee
equal to the cost of minting and selling a
gold coin, including labor, materials, dies,
use of machinery, overhead expenses, and
the current market value of any metal,
other than gold, contained in such gold
coin; and

(2) the term “Secretary” means the Secre-
tary of the Treasury”.

The “Free Market Gold Coinage Act” does
four important things:

1. It creates a new official gold coinage
(Section 3).

2, It prevents the U.S. Treasury from ma-
nipulating the free market price of gold
(Section 4).

3. It requires the U.S. Treasury to buy and
sell gold coins at a free market price (Sec-
tion 5, parts a & b).

4, It guarantees that citizens can use the
gold coins for all kinds of business and legal
purposes, and the courts will enforce their
right to choose gold instead of paper dollars
(Section 5, parts ¢ & d).

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

This bill is a major challenge to the mo-
nopoly power of the Federal Reserve
System over the United States currency.
Since the Fed has abused its monopoly
power and caused inflation, it is time to give
Americans the freedom of choice to avoid
future inflation by using gold coins.

ANSWERS TO SOME OF YOUR QUESTIONS

Why should the United States have a gold
standard?

Throughout history, gold coins have been
recognized as “honest money.” When Presi-
dent Roosevelt forced Americans to surren-
der their gold coins in 1933, he set the stage
for the Great Inflation of the 1970s.

If Americans had enjoyed the freedom of
choice to use gold coins in business and for
the protection of their savings, the terrible
inflation would not have occurred. A gold
coinage is necessary to give Americans back
their Constitutional rights to honest money.

Why doesn’t the bill include a Gold Dollar
coin, as well as coins denominated in
ounces and grams?

The idea of a gold coinage requires each
coin to be a clear and accurate weight of
gold. A “dollar” is not a unit of weight. The
origin of the dollar goes back to a large,
high-quality silver coin that ecirculated in
the Thirteen Colonies at the time of the
American Revolution. Because there was no
international system of weights and meas-
ures in 1776, the United States just adopted
the most common coin and made it the
standard unit. In our modern gold coinage
proposal, we need to use the same units of
weight that the National Bureau of Stand-
ards specifies for everything else in business
and world trade.

Also, if you think about it—"a gold dollar
coin” would be a coin with a fixed price, and
it would not eirculate as money. An old eco-
nomic rule known as “Gresham’'s Law”
would drive all of the “gold dollar coins” out
of circulation,

Why should there be coins in both ounces
and grams, instead of just ounces and half,
quarter, and tenths of ounces?

Since the new coinage is denominated in
units of weight, it is important to have rep-
resentative units from each of the common
systems of measurement. Since even the
smallest gold coin would be too expensive
for use as pocket change, it is more impor-
tant to have full-sized units instead of frac-
tional units.

The fundamental principle of the new
gold coinage is the freedom of choice for in-
dividuals—yet some people want ounces and
others prefer grams. The Free Market Gold
Coinage Act gives everybody freedom of
choice to weigh their gold coins in any
manner they choose. People who prefer a
decimal coinage will want grams, and people
who prefer a traditional coinage will want
ounces.

Does the “Free Markel Gold Coinage Act”
fir the price of gold or make the dollar con-
vertible into gold at a fixed price?

No, that would cause financial problems
for American business. The main problem
with the classical gold standard, like the one
in the 19th century, was the fixed price of
gold. Price-fixing always causes problems in
a free market economy,

Under the 19th century gold standard,
there were often bank failures and business
cycles. This modern proposal for freedom of
choice to use gold if you—individually—
want to, will not cause any financial prob-
lems for business.

Why does the “Free Market Gold Coinage
Aet™ say that privale corporations and
agencies of State governments can mint gold
coins?
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The free market is the best way to deter-
mine how many gold coins should be in cir-
culation. If the U.S. Treasury had a monop-
oly over the gold coins, then there might be
too many or too few coins in circulation. By
permitting anyone to mint honest-weight
coins, we can guarantee that there will be
no problems with the supply of coins. No
U.S. mark, though, would appear on the pri-
vate coins.

The four coins that H.R. 3789 calls for are
not the only coins that can be minted,
either. As long as the weight of a coin is
clearly stamped on the back of the coin, you
could put anybody’'s picture on the face of
it. This is an important part of "freedom of
choice in currency” too.

How will the “Free Market Gold Coinage
Act” take away the monopoly of the Federal
Reserve System?

A monopoly is defined as a “single seller”
of a product. The product in this case is
money, and all current U.S. money is Feder-
al Reserve Notes. If anybody can manufac-
ture and issue gold coins, then there is no
longer a monopoly.

Just as important, but slightly more tech-
nical, is that the cause of inflation has been
too much money in circulation, As long as
there is only one kind of money, due to the
monopoly, people in business are not able to
tell the new, excessive money from the
older money they may have received the
previous year. If they could tell the differ-
ence, they might recognize that the new
money is worth less than the old money.

Under the “Free Market Gold Coinage
Act,” prices of goods and services quoted in
terms of gold coins will be much more stable
and predictable than prices quoted in terms
of dollars. When the prices in terms of dol-
lars increase, it will be clear that the Feder-
al Reserve is making mistakes in its mone-
tary policy. That is an important aspect,
also, of eliminating its monopoly.

Would the oil-producing nations of the
Middle East, or the gold-producing nations,
like the Soviet Union and South Africa, be
able to manipulate the price of gold?

No, because the Secretary of the Treasury
would gather his information about the
price of gold hourly from gold markets as
widely separated as London, New York, Chi-
cago, Los Angeles, and Hong Kong. Nobody
could possibly manipulate all those markets.
The Soviets and South Africa don't produce
enough gold each year to cause its price to
change. The beauty about gold as money is
that most of the gold mined since the days
of Adam and Eve still exists. Gold does not
rust or corrode. The people who have
caused the price of gold to jump up and
down so violently in recent years are govern-
ments and central banks. Under the “Free
Market Gold Coinage Act” no country or
group or individuals could possibly manipu-
late the price of gold.

If people had the right under the “Free
Market Gold Coinage Act” to use both gold
coins and paper dollars in business,
wouldn’t that cause confusion?

People are hiever confused about real eco-
nomic values, only about technical or legal
things. If the contracts or financial papers
are confusing today, individuals ask for the
advice of experts. The experts would have
no trouble with this proposal to use gold,
and we think that the average person would
have no trouble either.

Since the value of the smallest gold coin
would still be relatively high, at today's
price of gold, the coins would not be very
common at the grocery store. People would
still prefer folding money to carry in their
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pockets, but for their savings or for larger
purchases, they should have the right to use
gold.

Can you provide the names and addresses
of other places for information on the gold
standard?

The following are non-profit, tax-exempt
sources of reliable information about gold
and money:

Committee for Monetary Research and
Education, Postal Box 1630, Greenwich,
Connecticut 06830,

U.8. Choice in Currency Commission, 325
Pennsylvania Avenue, SE. Washington,
D.C. 20003.

Foundation for Rational Economics and
Education, Postal Box 1776, Lake Jackson,
Texas T7566.@

FEDERAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM
HON. DONALD JOSEPH ALBOSTA

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@ Mr. ALBOSTA. Mr. Speaker, the
House of Representatives has today
taken a major step forward in approv-
ing H.R. 4209, a bill making appropria-
tions for the Department of Transpor-
tation in fiscal year 1982. This impor-
tant bill obligates $8.2 billion for the
Federal highway program Wwhich
covers interstate, primary, and second-
ary roads as well as Federal bridges.
Without an effective highway system,
farmers are unable to move goods to
market efficiently, business cannot
ship products as cheaply, thereby
holding down the cost to consumers,
and finally people cannot travel as
easily around this great country.

As a member of the Public Works
and Transportation Committee, I
strongly support the Federal highway
program that has evolved during the
past 30 years. We need to improve
upon the present system and make
sure it does not deteriorate through
inadequate funding. I also want to pay
tribute to America’s roadbuilders who
have worked so effectively with the
Federal Highway Administration and
the State departments of transporta-
tion around the country to build and
maintain our Interstate Highway
System.

Today’s vote in support of H.R. 4209
will help provide the funds necessary
to continue this program in fiscal year
1982. We must continue to support the
highway program as we rebuild the
American economy in the 1980's.@

THE FARMWORKER BILL OF
RIGHTS ACT

HON. SHIRLEY CHISHOLM
OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, September 10, 1981
® Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing the Farmwork-
er Bill of Rights Act. Despite countless
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volumes of testimony, hundreds of ex-
isting statutes and regulations, fre-
quent media exposes, and occasional
public outcries, migrant farmworkers
remain the most exploited and impov-
erished group of workers in America.
My proposed legislation, if enacted by
the Congress, could finally put an end
to conditions that have been correctly
labeled a ‘“Harvest of Shame.”

At the heart of the Farmworker Bill
of Rights Act is the opportunity for
individual consumers, through his or
her own purchases, to support decent
living and working conditions for mi-
grant farmworkers. Once a farmwork-
er bill of rights is prepared by the
seven-member Commission created by
this legislation, agricultural products
for sale in our stores would begin dis-
playing labels indicating that the
items were produced by employees
covered by the farmworker bill of
rights. Under a purely voluntary
system that creates no enforcement
bureaucracy or regulatory maze, agri-
cultural employers could seek permis-
sion of the Commission to label their
products, and consumers could check
for the label on the goods they buy.
Through this free enterprise ap-
proach, market forces would provide
the incentive for eliminating the
shameful exploitation of America's mi-
grant farmworkers.

The Congress, and several State leg-
islatures, have attempted over the
years to address this issue. Unfortu-
nately, the laws have been weak, and
their enforcement has been weaker.
My bill seeks to provide a comprehen-
sive solution that covers all areas of
farmworker needs by mandating that
the Farmworker Bill of Rights include
provisions on labor, health and safety,
education, housing, and access to Gov-
ernment programs.

A few grim facts point out the per-
sistent needs in all these areas:

Most farmworkers are denied the
right to join unions or bargain collec-
tively for wages and benefits;

The average family income for mi-
grants is under $4,000 per year, more
than three-fourths live under the offi-
cial poverty level, and few earn the
minimum wage;

Farm labor is the third most danger-
ous occupation in the country, and
health problems are compounded by
unsanitary conditions and exposure to
hazardous chemicals;

Seventy-eight percent of migrant
children never complete high school,
and schooling is frequently interrupt-
ed as families travel from State to
State;

Migrant farmworkers often stay in
isolated labor camps lacking clean
water, sewer systems, paved streets,
and adequate living space; and

The average life expectancy for mi-
grants is just 49 years.

The 1960 documentary, “Harvest of
Shame,” was recently rebroadcast on
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television. Not only was it shocking to
be exposed to the plight of migrants
some 20 years ago, it was also frustrat-
ing and depressing to know that there
has been little change or improvement
since the film's 1960 Thanksgiving
Day airing.

A new generation of excluded Ameri-
cans still toils in the sweatshops of the
soil. They still live as primitive as man
can live. They still exist as rented
slaves who suffer from bad housing,
flies, mosquitoes, dirty beds, dirty toi-
lets, and no hot water for bathing.
They still travel thousands of miles
each year to work, but still food and
cattle travel better. They are still
trapped in the stream in an updated
version of John Steinbeck’s “Grapes of
Wrath,” and they have nobody in Con-
gress to really represent them.

A recent series of articles by Ward
Sinclair in the Washington Post is yet
another illustration of our lack of
progress. His focus on the “Migrants
of the East" portrays the poverty,
huneger, illness, ignorance, and exploi-
tation suffered by migrants working
just a few hours away on the farms of
Maryland’s Eastern Shore. We are re-
minded that it is a life of uncertainty
and peril for the thousands of mi-
grants that arrive for the harvest.

Nearly 5 million people in this
Nation work to produce the food we
consume. Of the 1 million who are mi-
grant farmworkers, over half are His-
panics, a third are black, 100,000 are
Native Americans, and the remainder
are white. These people, these fami-
lies, deserve better treatment for the
invaluable labor they perform. They
deserve decent incomes, decent educa-
tion, decent health care, and decent
living conditions.

They deserve protection by a farm-
worker bill of rights that will be en-
forced by the American public which
uses what migrant labor produces.

Mr. Speaker, my conscience will no
longer allow me to wait patiently for
improvement, when no improvement is
discernable. It is time for a U.S. Com-
mission on Farmworkers to be estab-
lished, and time for it to get to work
on the drafting and implementing of a
farmworker bill of rights. For the sake
of the migrants, and for the sake of
the conscience of America, I hope the
bill is considered and enacted before
another “Harvest of Shame” has
begun.

Following is the complete text of the
Farmworker Bill of Rights Act:




20244

H.R. —

A bill to establish the United States Com-
mission on Farmworkers, to authorize
such Commission to draft a Farmworker
Bill of Rights, to provide for the labeling
of agricultural products to inform con-
sumers that the products were produced
in conformity with such Bill of Rights,
and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

Secrion 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Farmworker Bill of Rights Act".

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION ON
FARMWORKERS

SEc. 2. There is established a commission
to be known as the United States Commis-
sion on Farmworkers (hereinafter in this
Act referred to as the “Commission’).

DUTIES OF COMMISSION

SEec. 3. The duties of the Commission are
as follows:

(1) Prepare a Farmworker Bill of Rights
establishing minimum standards for the
protection of farmworkers which shall take
effect unless disapproved by the Congress
pursuant to section T(a) of this Act. Any
standard established pursuant to this para-
graph shall incorporate, and not diminish,
any requirement of existing law concerned
with the subject matter of such standard.
The Farmworker Bill of Rights shall cover
at least the following issues with respect to
farmworkers:

(A) Labor Rights.

(i) Collective bargaining and negotiation
for wages.

(ii) Workers compensation.

(iil) Unemployment insurance,

(iv) Social Security coverage.

(v) Minimum wage protection.

(vi) Pensions and retirement pay.

(vii) Overtime pay.

(viii) Preference over temporary foreign
workers.

(B) Health and Safety Rights.

(i) Protection from exposure to pesticides.

(ii) Health insurance.

(iii) Safe equipment and machinery.

(iv) Drinking and washing water in the
field.

(v) Toilet facilities in the field.

(C) Housing Rights.

(i) On-farm housing which, when occu-
pied, continuously exceeds any applicable
minimun standards set by the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C.
651 et seq.) or regulations issued under the
authority of such Act.

(ii) Access to housing camps on farms by
visitors of farmworkers during non-working
hours.

(D) Education Rights,

(i) School attendance for all children of
compulsory school age which is equivalent,
in hours per year, to school attendance of
children in nonmigrant farmworker fami-
lies.

(ii) Adult and high school equivalency
education.

(iii) Preschool programs for children of
ages 3 to 6.

(iv) Day care for children up to 6 years of
age.

(E) Government Program Access Rights.

(i) Accessibility to programs provided by
Federal, State, and local governments.

(ii) Abolition of or limitations on restric-
tive residency requirements as applied to
farmworkers.
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(2) Devise labels to be attached to domes-
tically produced agricultural products to in-
dicate to retail consumers that the agricul-
tural product was (A) produced using farm-
workers covered and protected by the Farm-
worker Bill of Rights, or (B) not produced
using the labor of farmworkers.

(3) Establish a procedure enabling growers
and producers of agricultural products who
employ farmworkers to apply for and re-
ceive (A) certification by the Commission
that such farmworkers are employed under
conditions which meet the minimum stand-
ards set by the Farmworkers Bill of Rights,
and (B) the right to use the labels described
in paragraph (2)(A).

(4) Establish a procedure enabling growers
and producers of agricultural products who
do not employ farmworkers covered under
the Farmworker Bill of Rights to apply for
and receive (A) certification by the Commis-
sion that no such farmworkers are em-
ployed by the applicant, and (B) the right
to use the labels described in paragraph
(2XB).

(5) Establish procedures for obtaining
such assistance as is necessary to enable the
Commission to administer the certification
program and to monitor certified growers
and producers for continued compliance
with the Farmworkers Bill of Rights from
Federal departments and agencies which
implement the various Federal laws which
concern farmworkers, including the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Department of
Labor, the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, the Department of Health
and Human Services, the Community Sérv-
ices Administration, and the Environmental
Protection Agency.

(6) Serve as a national clearinghouse for
information on Federal, State, and local
laws and regulations which concern farm-
workers, and investigate and provide infor-
mation on the status of compliance, nation-
wide, with the provisions of the Farmwork-
ers Bill of Rights.

(7) Establish a procedure for periodic
review of the laws, regulations, and policies
of the Federal government that pertain to
farmworkers to determine the effectiveness
and the degree of implementation of such
laws and policies.

(8) Make recommendations for improve-
ments in Federal programs relating to farm-
workers and better coordination between
Federal departments and agencies adminis-
tering such programs.

(9) Develop a reasonable standard defini-
tion of “farmworker"’.

MEMBERSHIP

Sec. 4. (a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT,—
The Commission shall be composed of seven
members, appointed by the President by
and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, from persons who are not officers or
employees of any government. One individ-
ual shall be appointed from among persons
who are agricultural producers or represent-
atives of a growers organization and one
person shall be appointed from among per-
sons who are specially qualified in one of
each of the following fields by virtue of
their education, training, or experience:

(1) Labor.

(2) Health and occupational safety.

(3) Housing.

(4) Education.

(5) Public administration.

(b) TerMS.—(1) Except as provided in
paragraph (2), members shall be appointed
for unstaggered terms of five years.

(2) Any member appointed to fill a vacan-
cy occurring before the expiration of the
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term for which his predecessor was appoint-
ed shall be appointed only for the remain-
der of such term. A member may serve after
the expiration of his term until his succes-
sor has taken office.

(c) Basic Pay.—Members of the Commis-
sion shall each be paid at a rate not to
exceed the rate of basic pay payable for
level III of the Executive Schedule.

(d) QuoruM.—Four members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum but a
lesser number may hold hearings.

(e) CHAIRMAN.—The Chairman and Vice
Chairman of the Commission shall be desig-
nated by the President. The Chairman and
Vice Chairman shall not be of the same po-
litical party.

STAFF OF COMMISSION

Sec. 5. (a) Direcror.—The Commission
shall have a Director who shall be appoint-
ed by a majority of the Commission.

(b) Starr.—Subject to such rules as may
be prescribed by the Commission, the Direc-
tor may appoint such personnel as the Com-
mission considers appropriate.

(¢) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV-
ICE Laws.—(1) The Director and staff of the
Commission may be appointed without
regard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments in the
competitive service.

(2) The Director and staff shall be paid in
accordance with the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of title
5, United States Code, relating to classifica-
tion and General Schedule pay rates.

(d) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS,—Subject to
such rules as may be prescribed by the Com-
mission, the Chairman may procure tempo-
rary and intermittent services under section
3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, but at
rates for individuals not to exceed the daily
equivalent of the maximum rate of basic
pay payable for GS-18 of the General
Schedule.

FOWERS OF COMMISSION

SEc. 6. (a) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.—The
Commission may, for the purpose of carry-
ing out this Act, hold such hearings, sit and
act at such times and places, take such testi-
mony and receive such evidence, as the
Commission considers appropriate.

(b) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—AnNy
member or agent of the Commission may, if
s0 authorized by the Commission, take any
action which the Commission is authorized
to take.

(c) OpTAINING OFFICIAL DaTa.—The Com-
mission may secure directly from any de-
partment or agency of the United States in-
formation necessary to enable it to carry
out this Act. Upon request of the Chairman
or Vice Chairman, the head of such depart-
ment or agency shall furnish such informa-
tion to the Commission,

(d) MarLs.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—
The Administrator of General Services shall
provide to the Commission on a reimbursa-
ble basis such administrative support serv-
ices as the Commission may request.

(1) SusPENA PowER.—(1) The Commission
may issue subpenas requiring the attend-
ance and testimony of witnesses and the
production of any evidence that relates to
any matter under investigation by the Com-
mission. Such attendance of witnesses and
the production of such evidence may be re-
quired from any place within the United
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States at any designated place of hearing
within the United States.

(2) If a person issued a subpena under
paragraph (1) refuses to obey such subpena
or is guilty of contumacy, any court of the
United States within the judicial district
within which the hearing is conducted or
within the judical district within which
such person is found or resides or transacts
business may (upon application by the Com-
mission) order such person to appear before
the Commission to produce evidence or to
give testimony relating to the matter under
investigation. Any failure to obey such
order of the court may be punished by such
court as a contempt thereof.

(3) The subpenas of the Commission shall
be served in the manner provided for subpe-
nas issued by a district court of the United
States under the Federal Rules of Civil Pro-
cedure for the district courts of the United
States.

(4) All process of any court to which appli-
cation may be made under this section may
be served in the judicial district in which
the person required to be served resides or
may be found.

(g) ImmunNiTY.—No person shall be ex-
cused from attending and testifying or from
producing books, records, correspondence,
documents, or other evidence in obedience
to a subpena, on the ground that the testi-
mony or evidence reguired of him may tend
to incriminate him or subject him to a pen-
alty or forfeiture; but no individual shall be
prosecuted or subjected to any penalty or
forfeiture by reason of any transaction,
matter, or thing concerning which he is
compelled, after having claimed his privi-
lege against self-incrimination, to testify or
produce evidence, except that such individ-
ual so testifying shall not be exempt from
prosecution and punishment for perjury
committed in so testifying.

REPORT

Skc. 7. (a) FARMWORKER BILL OF RIGHTS.—
(1) The Commission shall transmit to the
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of
the House of Representatives the report
containing the proposed Farmworker Bill of
Rights prepared pursuant to the first para-
graph of section 3 of this Act by the end of
the one year period beginning on the date
the Commission is duly organized.

(2) The proposed Farmworker Bill of
Rights described in paragraph (1) shall not
take effect if within the ninety calendar
days of continuous session of the Congress
which occur after the date of receipt of the
report described in paragraph (1) by the
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of
the House of Representatives, both Houses
of the Congress adopt a concurrent resolu-
tion, the matter after the resolving clause of
which is as follows (with the blank space ap-
propriately filled): “That the Congress dis-
approves the Farmworker Bill of Rights
which was promulgated under the Farm-
workers Act by the United States Commis-
sion on Farmworkers and which was trans-
mitted to the Congress on -

(3) For purposes of this subsection—

(A) continuity of session is broken only by
an adjournment of the Congress sine die;

and

(B) the days on which either House is not
in session because of an adjournment of
more than three days to a day certain are
excluded in the computation of the periods
of continuous session of the Congress speci-

fied in paragraph (2).
(b) LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS.—The

Commission shall transmit to the President
and to each House of the Congress a report
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containing such recommendations for legis-
lative action as it considers appropriate not
later than February 1 of each year.

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS.—
The Commission shall transmit to the Presi-
dent a report containing its recommenda-
tions for administrative actions whenever
the Commission considers such action ap-
propriate.e

ROY WILKINS
HON. CARDISS COLLINS

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

@® Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, it is with great sadness and
an acute sense of loss that I, along
with millions of Americans, mourn the
death of Roy Wilkins, well-known
leader of the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People.

Black America has lost one of its
most eminent leaders. Roy Wilkins
dedicated more than 50 years of his
life to the social, economic, and politi-
cal betterment of his race. As a civil
rights activist, his leadership of the
NAACP was instrumental in the Su-
preme Court’s schocl desegregation
decision of 1954. He took his untiring
efforts for racial equality and human
rights to the streets as well as to the
courts. As early as 1934, Roy Wilkins
was marching for civil rights. As the
years passed, his civil rights marches
took him to such landmark cities as
Selma and Montgomery, Ala., Jackson,
Miss., and Memphis, Tenn.

Roy Wilkins' unselfish humanitar-
ianism has for decades inspired all
mankind. He has been praised and re-
vered by people from all walks of life.

Indeed, Roy Wilkins will be sorely
missed. We must pick up the torch he
left behind and carry on.e

GRATEFUL TRIBUTE TO BEN T.
PLYMALE

HON. JACK F. KEMP

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, on August
8, I lost a friend—and the United
States lost a patriot. His name was Dr.
Ben T. Plymale, a brilliant defense
strategist and engineer. Ben’s formida-
ble talents were placed in service of
the Nation on many occasions: From
1968-72, when he served as Deputy Di-
rector of Defense Research and Engi-
neering, and most recently as second
in command of the Defense transition
team.

Ben's judgment in matters of nation-
al security was held in highest regard
by his professional colleagues, bring-
ing distinction to the Boeing Corp.,
which he served with singular dignity
and loyalty for 30 years. But his
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friends will remember him best for his
forthright honesty; his knack for
seeing the essence of any issue or indi-
vidual, and stating his opinions with-
out hesitation or equivocation; and the
special touches of humor that could
come only from him, reflecting both
his sense of realism and the uncom-
promising principles by which he
lived.

‘While critically ill from cancer and a
failing heart, Ben devoted countless
hours and bottomless energy to the
campaign and transition work for
Ronald Reagan. A leading candidate—
and my personal choice—for Undersec-
retary of Defense for Research and
Engineering, Ben withdrew his name
from consideration for the office be-
cause he feared that his poor health
might impinge upon his ability to con-
tinue to serve in an official capacity.
But his advancing illness did not de-
tract from his unofficial, uncompen-
sated service to the Nation, as he com-
pleted work on the alternative defense
budget President Reagan commis-
sioned his campaign task forces on de-
fense to prepare, and he actively par-
ticipated in internal debates over the
future of U.S. strategic forces, With
this, and much more, how can we
begin to measure the contributions
Ben has made to the security of our
Nation? 7’

I am proud to have known Ben Ply-
male, and to offer this tribute as a
token of my gratitude for his advice
and friendship and for the high serv-
ice he rendered the United States.

At my request, just a week before his
death, Ben prepared discussion papers
on several key issues in the MX-ICBM
debate. Now I believe it only fitting
that I share this work with my col-
leagues, that the country might have
the benefit of his counsel one more
time:

IssUE PAPERS BY DR. BEN T. PLYMALE
I. LAUNCH ON WARNING OF ICBM'S

“Launch on Warning” is being discussed
as one of the possible options to ensure sur-
vivability of ICBM's against preemptive
enemy arguments related to this option.

The Launch on Warning concept calls for
launching our ICBM'’s following warning in-
formation to the effect that enemy missiles
are actually on their way, and are aimed at
our ICBM launch sites. In this sense,
Launch on Warning (LOW) is not preemp-
tive, since it will only take place upon reli-
able evidence that the enemy has actually
fired its first strike.

On the pro side of the LOW issue, one
must recognize that if our ICBM's are
launched on warning, they will “survive", in
the sense that they will destroy the intend-
ed targets (subject to the usual attrition fac-
tors due to reliability and penetration). It is
also possible, although by no means proven,
that the improvements in the warning and
command and control systems which could
make the Launch on Warning concept tech-
nically acceptable would result in somewhat
lesser overall cost than looking to complete-
ly new systems to ensure survivability.
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The arguments against the attractiveness
of the LOW concept are many and interact-
ing. For reasons of clarity, they are grouped
here inio four categories: Technieal, Mili-
tary, Policy and Cultural.

1. Technical

The LOW concept depends on sensors to
detect that an attack is in progress, on com-
munication links to relay the sensed infor-
mation, on data processing equipment
where sensed information is combined to
gain increased confidence, and requires an
override (or veto) function, to give the
President or National Command Authority
the option of circumventing automatic re-
sponse,

Under many situations, many different
types of sensors can be used to enhance
strategic warning and increase system confi-
dence. However, we must provide protection
against a totally unexpected (surprise)
attack or be vulnerable to its consequences.
Only satellite sensors and early warning
radars are useful in this context. In the
LOW context, false alarms, due to equip-
ment failures that report an attack are cata-
strophic in that they result in an unwar-
ranted nuclear war, so a high degree of
equipment redundancy is absolutely re-
quired. Failures that result in not reporting
an attack when one is in progress are also
catastrophic. When the attacker can cause
such failure he is motivated to attack rather
than be deterred. When these are not
caused by the attacker, he may be deterred
to some extent, but the survivability feature
of LOW has, nonetheless, failed.

In any redundant systems, some form of
“yoting” mechanism is needed to reject or
accept the inputs received from the sensors.
While the sensors and communication net-
works can be made highly redundant, in the
end the “voting” mechanism will be the
weakest link in the confidence building
chain. Within our ability to forecast and
plan, the technology state of the art will not
support a data processing mechanism with
sufficient confidence to chance a nuclear
war when one is not called for.

The LOW veto power given to the NCA is
more cosmetic than real and may indeed be
counterproductive as discussed below. If the
NCA had any independent basis on which to
execute a veto, such basis would be incom-
patible with the LOW mechanization to in-
crease its reliability and confidence.

Even though the performance of the
warning, command and control system can
be tested to a certain degree in the field, the
possible destruction by means of enemy at-
tacks on key elements, or the possible degra-
dation by means of enemy countermeasures
cannot be accurately predicted or essential-
ly precluded. This introduces a further ele-
ment of uncertainty in the decision process
implied in LOW approach to survivability.

2. Strategic

Our deterrent capability against the
Soviet Union is further weakened by allow-
ing the Soviet decision makers any room for
doubt about the reliability of our retaliatory
strikes. If it is possible for the Soviets to
interfere with our warning, command and
control systems even for the short time
span required for the LOW to offer its al-
leged advantages, then such doubt becomes
possible with possibly catastrophic conse-
quences,

The short period preceding the irrevoca-
ble commitment of our missiles in the LOW
mode precludes retargeting, i.e., changing
the targeted aimpoints prior to launch.
This, of course, deprives the ICBM force of
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one of its most attractive attributes, flexibil-
ity coupled to accuracy.

Retention of a secure reserve force, capa-
ble of supporting our national objectives
over long protracted periods of nuclear war-
fare, is considered as a paramount require-
ment of our strategic posture. To various de-
grees, the other elements of our strategic
TRIAD exhibit deficiencies in regard to this
essential characteristic of endurance,
Making the ICBMs dependent on LOW for
survival would in effect deprive this seg-
ment of the TRIAD from any degree of en-
during survival.

3. Policy

Our policy is, and is expected to remain,
to endure any conceivable attack on our
strategic nuclear forces and to decide the
appropriate response following careful as-
sessment of our then apparent national in-
terests and objectives. Under no circum-
stances should the President be faced with
the dilemma of either losing significant
fraction of all strategic nuclear forces, or
launching them against a previously estab-
lished target set which may not at that time
be consistent with our national interest. If
for instance our ICBMs are targeted in the
“counterforce” mode, they may be simply
wasted on empty enemy launchers. If our
LOW salvo is even partially aimed at Soviet
urban/industrial targets, we may precipi-
tate a Soviet retaliatory strike against our
own cities. This could result in excess of 100
million U.S. fatalities. If the original attack
was limited to our ICBM force and we sur-
vived the attack, assessed damage and limit-
ed our reponse to a counterforce attack we
might well be able to terminate hostilities
with as little as 10 million fatalities, An
automatic LOW response almost guarantees
:Pe deaths of half or more of our popula-

on.

The LOW concept implies that the Presi-
dent has the capability to effect a massive
ICBM launch against Soviet targets by
simply not exercising his veto power to stop
and otherwise irrevocable LOW process. In
effect then, the President can, by default,
start a nuclear war on the basis of the (pos-
sibly automated) command and control deci-
sion process, overlaid by his personal judg-
ment in regard to a matter of such momen-
tous consequences. He may, if there is time,
consult his personal advisers, but he is more
likely to make the ultimate decision on the
basis of his own deeply held standards, con-
victions and prejudices. The Cabinet may
not be at hand on short notice; but consul-
tation with Congress, as required by law in
matters of erercising war powers, is certain-
ly out of the question.

4. Cultural

Irrespective of the formally prescribed
process for leasing nuclear weapons, the in-
dividual exercising the functions of the Na-
tional Command Authority (NCA) faces a
problem of unprecedented nature and mag-
nitude when it comes to commit, or not to
veto, the massive use of nuclear weapons.
When the decision must be taken in a
matter of minutes, when the views of the
advisors are confused or conflicting, and
when the outcome would result in certain
death for tens of millions of human beings,
it is almost certain that the NCA's decision
will be against the launch of our weapons.
This simple fact deeply rooted in our cultur-
al background, is largely independent of the
political persuasion of the individuals in-
volved and cannot be changed by additional
refinement in equipment or procedures. It is
a massive argument against the alleged sur-
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vivability afforded by the Launch on Warn-
ing concept.

II. BALLASTIC MISSILE DEFENSE OF ICEM’'S
Introduction

Solutions to the ICBM survivability ques-
tion, with major emphasis on basing alter-
natives, have been studied by the past four
administrations, examined in depth by innu-
merable expert panels and committees, and
further reviewed extensively by the Con-
gress. Alternative survivable ICBM deploy-
ments were analyzed based on proposals
from basement inventors, universities,
“think tanks”, major defense contractors,
and the Armed services.

As a result of this exhaustive public
review and the ongoing R&D program, the
MX MPS system advantages and disadvan-
tages are well understood. However, an un-
easiness still persists with respect to some
perceived disadvantages of MX MPS
basing—such as the environmental impact.
This continuing uneasiness has led to a com-
pulsion to discover a quick and easy answer.

An active defensive system or ABM is now
a candidate to solve the ICBM survivability
problem. But is the ABM technology ready
and can the proposed ABM concept do the
job? ABM systems have not been given seri-
ous consideration in recent years because of
concern over (1) adequacy of ABM technolo-
gy in the nuclear environment, (2) effective-
ness against a reactive threat, (3) MPS shel-
ter proliferation cost advantage over ABM
total costs, and (4) ABM treaty constraints.

LoAD’s ability to improve MX survivability
is doubtful

The LoAD system, proposed to defend
MX MPS, may cause MX fo fail catastroph-
ically by contributing to compromise in Po-
sition Location Uncertainty (PLU) before an
initial attack. LoAD also could cause MX to
fail catastrophically if a low level “spoof”
attack forces LoAD to reveal the MX loca-
tion, even if pre-attack PLU is not compro-
mised. LoAD was not designed to engage a
responsive Soviet threat, which might in-
clude maneuvering RV’'s, anti-radiation
homing RV's, jammers, decoys, or a myriad
of other potential countermeasures.

The ability of ABM’s fto protect ICBM's
launchers in known locations has not been
proven adequalely

An ICBM, in a silo of known location, will
be subject to saturation attack, not only on
itself, but also on any defensive system de-
signed to protect it. The reason that no U.S.
operational ABM system exists today is that
no one has been able to show cost effective-
ness and technological feasibility for such a
system.

Abrogation or modification of the ABM
Treaty will be done deliberately, not by de-
Jault
There exists in Congress a significant

number of members who look to SALT type

treaties to guarantee a stable strategic bal-
ance with the Soviets. If the current ABM
treaty is to be modified or abrogated, Con-
gress will insist that such action be weighed
and argued on its own “arms control” merits
rather than backing into such a decision by
committing ABM for the defense of our
ICBM’'s.
Conclusion

At this point, it is premature to make a
major commitment to ABM defense of
ICBM's. However, ABM systems show suffi-
cient promise to warrant aggressive R&D,
within the confines of the existing treaty, to
resolve the critical technical questions while
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the larger national security issues related to
ABM undergo the test of public debate.

II1. AIR LAUNCHED MX IN THE CONTINUOUS
AIRBORNE ALERT BASING MODE ("'BIG BIRD"")

1. The continuous airborne alert basing
mode for the air launched MX does not
satisfy the major mission requirements
The continuous airborne alert basing con-

cept calls for deployment areas over the
oceans. Such deployment is, to a consider-
able extent, vulnerable to surprise attack.
The Soviets are in position to develop spe-
cifically tailored “reactive threats,” includ-
ing surveillance and weapon delivery, which
could, in a time frame well within our plan-
ning horizon, preempt the MX force. Typi-
cal surveillance systems might be based on
land or ship-based over-the-horizon (OTH)
radars or satellite radars; weapons could be
delivered by long-range strike aircraft
equipped with terminally guided air-to-air
semi-ballistic or cruise missiles.

The potential Soviet threat to the MX
carrier aircraft over international waters
does not require the use of nuclear weapons
to be effective. Individually targeted air-to-
air or surface-to-air interceptor missiles
have at present operationally demonstrated
short miss distances which result in very
high aireraft kill probabilities while using
conventional warheads. The potential for
attrition and even preemption is a destabi-
lizing factor in the strategic balance.

The continuous airborne alert based air-
craft are severely limited in postattack en-
durance. The airborne endurance of the cur-
rently contemplated carrier aircraft is, at
best, six to eight days. With less than ten
nuclear weapons the enemy can destroy the
main operating bases provided for recovery;
with a few hundred weapons the enemy can
destroy dispersed emergency recovery air-
fields as well. In both instances, this is a
very small price for him to pay to force us
either to launch the MX missiles (which
may result in immediate escalation to un-
controlled levels of general nuclear warfare,
including attacks against our cities), or to
lose the whole MX system for lack of usable
recovery bases.

Airborne deployment, especially when
constrained to slow, low-flying (propeller)
aircraft in the interest of fuel economy, has
all the disadvantages of placing major nu-
clear assets over broad ocean areas not
under sovereign U.S. control. In this sense,
airborne deployment has the disadvantages
of submarine basing without the corre-
sponding unique benefits of submarines: rel-
atively long on-station endurance (up to 60
days) and being essentially unaccessible to
wide-area surveillance.

2. The effectiveness of the proposed imple-
mentation concepl(s) is open to question

The current configuration of the MX mis-
sile has not been defined in keeping with
the requirements for air launch. Its size,
range, and payload capability are not even
close to that needed for an air launch role.
There is no evidence based on test programs
to show that an MX-size missile can be
launched from the proposed aircraft. No
commitment to such a system should be
made until this capability is verified by
tests.

It is possible, and indeed likely, that other
missile configurations (two Minuteman III
missiles or several small, single reentry-vehi-
cle missiles in the 20 to 25,000 1b. gross
weight range) may be more suitable for the
air launch deployment role.

In order to ensure even a minimal level of
protection against surprise attacks, major
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defensive assets (sea/air based air and anti-
missile defense) would have to be diverted
from the U.S. general purpose forces. The
cost of these defensive assets must be in-
cluded when assessing the effectiveness of
the airborne alert type deployment. Defen-
sive assets will have to be provided from our
heavily committed general-purpose forces
inventory, if the enemy chooses to increase
his preemptive threat against the MX air-
borne deployment.

The cost for the enemy to preempt an air-
borne alert based weapon system is consid-
ered to be much smaller than the resources
required to preempt the MX in their land-
based multiple shelter mode. The latter, for
sake of comparison, imply the expenditure
of 4,600 high-accuracy warheads or, alterna-
tively, remarkably sophisticated intelli-
gence/surveillance, retargeting capabilities.

Air-deployed intercontinental missiles not
having access to accurate azimuth refer-
ences will have delivery accuracy signifi-
cantly inferior to those associated with
land-based ICBM's. This can be remedied at
the additional cost of radio beacon based in-
flight updating, which in turn introduces its
own vulnerability risks.

Relatively low altitude, fuel efficient
flight profiles (5,000 to 15,000 ft.) and pro-
pulsion techniques are required in order to
give a minimum level of airborne endurance
(six days). Such flight profiles imply acci-
dent rates far exceeding those normally as-
sociated with modern jet aircraft, and cer-
tainly far in excess of those associated with
land basing. Extended deployment ranges
may require flight through turbulent at-
mospheric regions where the accident rate
would be higher still.

The MX missile design is not best suited
for airborne carriage. In point of fact, the
specially developed airplane which is being
proposed may not be necessary. It is an
open question whether one should design
the carrier aircraft for one large missile
with ten warheads or for two or three Min-
uteman III's with three warheads each, or
perhaps for several small missiles each car-
rying a single warhead.

The number of trained crews is signifi-
cantly larger than the number of airplanes
in the air all the time. Six-day continuous
airborne missions are beyond the experience
to date.

3. The continuous airborne alert basing has
a number of undesirable side effects

The number of peacetime takeoffs and
landings with the associated risk of crashes
involving live nuclear weapons raises the
question of environmental impact due to
plutonium contamination., The problem
could be partially solved by redesigning and
procuring oralloy based warheads, but such
designs and weapons are not now available
in stockpile.

Attacks against the main operating bases
or against the emergency recovery bases,
aimed at destroying the endurance of the
airborne deployment could result in several
tens, and possibly hundred, million casual-
ties.

4. A number of technical, schedule, and cost
risks are associated with the conlinuous
airborne alert basing
Nuclear hardening of MX-carrier aircraft.
Ejection of missile from aircraft, post-

launch stresses and flight dynamies.

New navigation/guidance initialization
system.

New, dedicated special-purpose missile
carrier aircraft.

Design of all-oralloy nuclear warheads.
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All these put an early I0OC date at consid-
erable risk.e

TRIBUTE TO MAYOR DAVID
SHEPHERD

HON. JAMES J. BLANCHARD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

e Mr. BLANCHARD. Mr. Speaker,
this past weekend the people of Oak
Park, Mich., and the entire Detroit
metropolitan area were shocked and
saddened by the sudden death of one
of the areas most influential and ef-
fective leaders, Mr. David H. Shep-
herd, mayor of Oak Park.

Dave Shepherd was much more than
the mayor of one of the communities
in my congressional district. The De-
troit News called Dave Shepherd “One
of the most powerful Mayors in subur-
ban Detroit during the past 20 years,”
and they went on to say, “The name
Shepherd has been synonymous with
suburban politics.” He was a leader
inside and outside of the community,
he was one of the foremost authorities
in the country on the issues, problems,
and needs facing municipal govern-
ment, he was someone that I often
turned to for advice and counsel on
matters affecting local government,
and he was a personal friend.

The list of Dave Shepherd’s public
service activities is virtually endless.
Let me mention just a few. He was
elected mayor of Oak Park five times
and was running again this fall. He
was a former chairman of the South-
eastern Michigan Council of Govern-
ments, a representative on the Nation-
al League of Cities, the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors Environmental and
Energy Committee, and the board of
trustees of the Michigan Municipal
League. He won the Tom Bradley
Leadership Award from the National
Association of Regional Councils as
the outstanding policymaker of the
Nation in 1978. He was 1 of 10 U.S.
mayors invited to China this past year
and 1 of 10 U.S. mayors invited to
Israel in 1979 to discuss urban prob-
lems with Israeli Government offi-
cials. If Dave Shepherd had a downfall
it was that he was simply too active
for his own physical well-being.

Dave Shepherd was recognized and
will be remembered as one of the most
hard working and respected govern-
ment leaders in the country. The fact
that the mayor of a small suburban
community could have attained such
national acclaim is testimony to his ef-
fectiveness and accomplishments. His
loss will be felt whenever and wherev-
er policies and issues affecting local
communities are being discussed or de-
termined.

His loss, for me, is also a very per-
sonal one. When 1 first sought election
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to Congress Dave was the first muniei-
pal official to support my effort. From
that time until his death Dave re-
mained a loyal supporter and a trusted
adviser. Beyond that he was a dear
friend and I will miss him deeply.

Dave exemplified the very best in
public service. I know that all of my
colleagues in Congress join with me in
this special tribute to Dave Shepherd
and in extending our most heartfelt
condolences to his wife Frances and
family.e

WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE
BILL. BETTER FOR INDIVID-
UALS AND SMALL BUSINESSES
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

HON. KEN HOLLAND

OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve it will be helpful to Members of
the House as well as my constituents
for me to explain why I supported the
Ways and Means Committee tax bill
(H.R. 4242) instead of the Republican
substitute (H.R. 4260).

The administration’s Conable-Hance
bill enjoyed heavy promotion, includ-
ing a nationally televised speech by
the President. However, the available
evidence showed that the committee
bill was, beyond question, better for
the great majority of individuals and
businesses of my District. I also be-
lieve it would have been better for the
overall U.S. economy.

GREATER TAX CUTS FOR MIDDLE-INCOME
INDIVIDUALS UNDER COMMITTEE EILL

The tax reductions for individual
taxpayers were deeper in the Ways
and Means Committee bill—year for
year—for all taxpayers with incomes
up to about $70,000.

The Republicans proposed an
“across-the-board” tax cut. This
means that people of every income
level get the same percentage cut. For
example, if your tax comes to $2,000,
you would save 10 percent, or $200. If
your tax comes to $20,000, a 10 per-
cent savings is $2,000; and at $200,000,
you save $20,000.

Clearly, wealthy people will be
better off under the Republican ver-
sion of the tax cut. Two days after the
House vote, the Washington Post esti-
mated that the wealthiest 5% percent
of the population, those with incomes
of over $50,000, will receive 35 percent
of the individual tax reductions. But
the average family in South Carolina
does not have an income of $50,000.

I am very proud of the progress my
State has made over the past 20 years
in raising its standard of living. Our
people work hard. The percentage of
the population employed within our
State has been consistently higher
than both the average for the South
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Atlantic region and the United States
as a whole.

As a result, the per capita income in
South Carolina rose from $1,396 in
1960 to $2,951 in 1970, a percentage in-
crease of 111. By 1979, it had jumped
again, to $7,027, a rise of 138 percent.
That is the good news. But, there is
also bad news; these advances still left
South Carolina ranked 47th in the
Nation, in per-capita income. Only
three States were lower.

It seems to me that my part of the
State is quite typical. Therefore, most
of the people of the Fifth District of
South Carolina are not helped very
much by tax cuts that are concentrat-
ed in the upper brackets. They are, for
the most part, struggling to get along
and would have had more money in
their pockets to pay bills, spend, and
save under the Ways and Means Com-
mittee bill.

The other difference between the
two bills was the safety valve present
in the Ways and Means Committee
bill, which would have made the out-
years’ tax reductions depend upon the
economy's achieving the goals Presi-
dent Reagan has set for inflation, in-
terest rates and the Federal deficit.
The committee wanted to preserve
some freedom of action in case they
are not met. For example, if inflation
and interest rates are still very high,
or some completely unpredictable
problems threaten to push the budget
deficit out of control, people will be
hurting, especially those in the lower
and middle-income brackets. Under
such conditions I feel it would be
healthy for Congress and the Presi-
dent to review the situation and be
able to adjust the cuts in either direc-
tion depending on the circumstances
at that time.

The Republican tax bill not only
locks us into another 10-percent
across-the-board income tax cut for
1983, but additional cuts beginning in
1985 based upon the rates of inflation
in those years.

The advocates of the Republican bill
argue that the indexing features of
their bill will “prevent automatic tax
increases caused by inflation.” But,
there is a real danger that indexing
will make inflation worse. If financial
markets react to this danger, interest
rates will stay at high levels and most
people will find it difficult or impossi-
ble to buy a house or a car or many of
their daily needs.

One Washington newspaper called
indexing a step into the political and
economic unknown and said that the
only certain consequence would be to
“greatly reduce political flexibility in
dealing with budget questions.”!

1“Tax Indexing Is a Leap Into the Unknown"™ by
John Berry, Washington Post, July 20, 1981, p. A4:
L.
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The Republican majority leader of
the Senate, on national television, de-
scribed the Republican bill as “‘a river-
boat gamble” with the economy. We
wish the President luck, of course.
But, I do not believe it is prudent to
trust to luck to such an extent, or to
commit the country’s revenues so far
into an uncertain future.

I believe it is wiser to be able to
review and revise, if change is called
for. The Ways and Means Committee’s
“trigger mechanism” would have given
Congress that flexibility. I feel that
made the committee bill better legisla-
tion.

SMALL BUSINESSES AND FARMS WOULD HAVE RE-
CEIVED MORE BENEFITS UNDER COMMITTEE
BILL

As many people know, the great ma-
jority of small businesses are unincor-
porated. The statistics show that 13
million of the 15% million U.S. enter-
prises are either proprietorships or
partnerships. The owners of these
firms are taxed under the individual
income tax schedules.

We have just seen that individual
taxpayers earning less than about
$70,000 (including about 95 percent of
unincorporated businesses) would
have done better under the Ways and
Means Committee individual tax rate
reductions.

Most farms and businesses in the
Fifth District are small. In fact, in the
10 counties of my District, there are
only 220 businesses with more than
100 employees. That is 3.31 percent of
the business population of 6,639. It
should be noted that the 100-employee
level is well below the Small Business
Administration’s definition of 500 em-
ployees for a small business.

I know that some businesses were
concerned that the trigger would not
have gone off, leaving only 2 years of
Ways and Means reductions compared
to every-year reductions under the Re-
publican substitute.

But the only thing that could have
prevented the trigger from firing was
if the economy did not measure up to
the goals the President set.

If those goals were not met, it would
be a pretty clear sign that the econo-
my was in deep trouble. If interest
rates hang high, survival would be in
doubt for many small firms.

We are beginning to see this come
through in the statistics. After about
1'% years of record-high interest rates,
bankruptcies for January-April 1981
are already 26 percent above the 1980
rate, and construction industry fail-
ures for January and February 1981,
are 69 percent above the same period
in 1980.

I earnestly hope that interest rates
fall quickly, and stay down. However,
if they are in the 20-percent range 2
years from now, it will be unbearable
for small and independent business. I




September 10, 1981

think Congress should be making
some contingency plans now.

COMMITTEE BILL OFFERED CORPORATE RATE

CUTS FOR SMALLER COMFANIES

The Ways and Means Committee re-
alized early this year that limiting the
business tax cut to the original 10-5-3
depreciation and investment -credit
proposal would bring enormous bene-
fits amont the largest U.S. companies,
which make massive investments in
heavy machinery and equipment, and
bring little or no benefits to millions
of smaller businesses that would not
be investing very much.

The committee sought to provide
greater balance in the bill for the 15
million smaller firms that account for
80 percent of the new jobs, 60 percent
of existing employment, 50 percent of
the innovations, 48 percent of the do-
mestic output (GDP) and 43 percent
of the gross national product (GNP).

The committee bill did this in sever-
al ways. Most notably are proposed
significant reductions in the corporate
income tax. This was designed to help
all corporations—large and small—not
just the ones making heavy invest-
ments.

Most companies cannot raise capital
from the national money markets and
are therefore dependent upon retain-
ing more of the capital they earn in
the marketplace.

The corporate rate cuts proposed by
the committee would have helped
these companies most. They would
have resulted in tax savings of $11.9
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billion for small companies between
1981 and 1986.

In contrast, the Republicans’ substi-
tute, on the Friday before the vote,
agreed to include in H.R. 4260 a corpo-
rate rate provision worth $2.4 billion
during this period.

Thus, for the country’s smaller inde-
pendent corporations, the Ways and
Means Committee tax reductions were
almost five times larger than the Re-
publican cuts.

MANY OTHER IMPORTANT SMALL BUSINESS
PROVISIONS FORMULATED BY COMMITTEE

The committee bill also developed a
whole series of additional provisions to
benefit both incorporated and unin-
corporated firms. Altogether, this
added up to a business program de-
signed to make it easier for businesses
to grow, prosper, and survive. A partial
list of these provisions is as follows:
PrOVISIONS DEVELOPED BY WAYS AND MEANS

ComMITTEE To A1D SMALL BUSINESS

Expansion of current law.—Lower corpo-
rate rates for small companies.

Expansion.—Lower individual tax rates
for small unincorporated businesses.

New.—Expensing of capital spending.

Expansion.—Increase in investment credit
for used machinery; provisions to promote
continuity of small and family businesses;
increases the wunified credit exemption
equivalent from $175,000 to $600,000,
phased in over six years.

New.—Reduction of the maximum estate
tax rate from 70 percent to 50 percent; an
unlimited marital reduction.

Expansion.—Increases the annual gift tax
exclusion from $3,000 to $10,000, effective in
1982; decrease from 50 percent to 35 percent
in the minimum amount of adjusted gross
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estate that must include interests in a close-
1y held business in order to take advantage
of estate tax installment payments; in-
creases to 50 percent the amount of a close-
ly held business interest that can be dis-
posed of before triggering acceleration of in-
stallment payments.

New.—Reform of inventory procedures for
firms using or adopting LIFO accounting;
savings incentives targeted to help construc-
tion and local businesses; specialized capital
formation provisions.

Revived.—Revival of stock options.

Expansion.—Accumulated earnings in-
crease; increse in Subchapter S sharehold-
ers allowed; rehabilitation credit for exist-
ing structures.

New.—Research and development credit.

Expansion.—Broadening of targeted jobs
credit.

After it became apparent that these
provisions were sound and popular,
many of them—again in the final days
of the debate—found their way into
the Republican substitute bill (H.R.
4260).

But even after these changes, there
were still significant changes in
degree. The committee bill remained
much more generous to small and in-
dependent business.

In the days before the key July 29
vote, the National Small Business As-
sociation sent to each Member of Con-
gress an analysis showing the Ways
and Means Committee treatment of
the four most important small busi-
ness items would result in tax savings
of $26.6 billion, compared to savings of
$6.1 billion under the Republican sub-
stitute.

The table furnished by that associa-
tion follows:

REVENUE COMPARISONS: POTENTIAL SMALL BUSINESS TAX SAVINGS

[Calendar year lax benefits in bilfions of dollars]

Maaﬂ.st‘)oulﬂ
st §2

60) as of July 24, 1981:

Tolal 1981-86

* Amount. of used
2 Al used equipment treated the same 25 new.
mnmmmmummm

Source: National Small Business Association, July 24, 1981

Some portion of this additional $20.5
billion in tax savings for smaller firms
would have filtered into my State and
my district. In my opinion, the entire
economy is better served by such an
equitable commitment to job-produe-
ing, dynamic, competitive small busi-
nesses.

EVIDENCE FAVORED COMMITTEE BILL

When the evidence was all in, it
pointed overwhelmingly to the Ways
and Means Committee bill.

Individual taxpayers in the lower
and middle brackets received large tax
reductions, and small and independent
business enterprises were in a superior
position by far under the committee
bill. Those are the people I represent.

It is true that the Republican substi-
tute, in the last days, brought in many
of these provisions—although at much
lower levels of benefits in many in-
stances. They would not have done
even this much if the Ways and Means
Committee had not opened up the

Irealed same as new raised from $100,000 in 1980 to §150,000 in 1981, $191,667 in 1983, $275,000 in 1984, and $575,000 in 1985.

original narrow bill, H.R. 3849, and de-
veloped these provisions.

We certainly applaud the decision of
the Republicans to broaden their bill
to the extent they did. We only wish
they had done more.

I am proud to serve on the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. I commend
the chairman, DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
and the other Democratic members of
that committee for their courage and
their competence in opening up the
1981 tax bill to include the many good
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provisions I have described, in the face
of opposition from an extremely popu-
lar President. The merit of these pro-
visions is indicated by the fact that
they were ultimately accepted, in prin-
ciple, by the Republicans in the House
and Senate. The legislative process
that the chairman set in motion thus
resulted in more balanced legislation
than if the bill were confined to the
10-10-10 individual and 10-5-3 busi-
ness cuts on which the President was
relying and insisting.
ASSISTANCE FROM THE NATIONAL SMALL
BUSINESS ASSOCIATION

During the development of this leg-
islation, I became familiar with the
National Small Business Association, a
Washington-based group with about
50,000 members in all industries.

In March of this year, when the
President’s proposal was still limited
to 10-10-10 and 10-5-3, the NSB testi-
fied publicly that the bill should be
opened up to provide equitably for
businesses of all sizes.

The NSB presented to our commit-
tee, and to the staffs of the many of-
fices and committees of the House, a
specific 16-point program for equitable
treatment of the diverse small busi-
ness community. The association’s rec-
ommendations also proposed as much
in tax savings as in tax costs.

I was impressed by this NSB pack-
age.

It is a tribute to the effectiveness of
the NSB that the Ways and Means
Committee adopted 13 out of 16 of its
suggestions—11 in full and 2 in sub-
stantial part.

These 11 included the corporate rate
reductions up to $200,000; direct first
year expensing of $25,000; substantial
improvements in treatment of used
machinery; major expansion of the
estate tax; expansion of the rehabilita-
tion credit; and revival of incentive
stock options. This program advocated
inauguration of several new concepts—
direct expensing, research and devel-
opment credits, savings incentives tar-
geted to help local businesses, and
reform of inventory accounting.

These NSB recommendations
became the heart of the Ways and
Means Committee small business pro-
visions.

Subseqguently, the Republican bill
accepted the same 13 concepts, 6 in
full and 7 in part, although to a lesser
level of benefits.

I do not believe that any committee
member would have predicted at the
beginning that remarkable degree of
success.

The success was earned. The NSB
program was well conceived, carefully
designed, painstakingly researched,
and ably presented.

All three of the revenue-saving pro-
visions—amounting to about $57.1 bil-
lion over a 5-year period—were univer-
sally adopted by the Congress, the ad-
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ministration, the Democrats and Re-
publicans alike.

The Ways and Means Committee
would have allocated about half of
those savings back to the small busi-
ness community in whose name they
were proposed. The Republican bill al-
locates about 10% percent of those
savings back to small business.

In my opinion, the National Small
Business Association did an extraordi-
nary job in arguing the case of the
small business community during the
development of the 1981 tax bill. I am
grateful for the assistance that the
NSB gave me and my Ways and Means
Committee colleagues during delibera-
tion of the Economic Recovery Act of
1981.@

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES AND
WAYS AND MEANS OVERSIGHT
SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMEN-
DATIONS ON H.R. 4420

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, over
the past several years, the volume of
industrial revenue bond (IRB) issues
has increased significantly. In 1980,
for example, the dollar volume of
small issue IRB sales was more than
six times greater than it had been in
1975. Moreover, if current law remains
in effect without change, CBO esti-
mates that the amount of IRB sales
could rise from the $8.4 billion in 1980
to between $15 and $49 billion in 1986.

Although volume in itself need not
necessarily be a cause for alarm, the
substantial expansion within a rela-
tively short period of time warrants
closer congressional attention. Given
the fact that IRB’s can be used to
serve various purposes, the Congress
needs to periodically reassess the pro-
gram to assure that tax-exempt small
issue IRB’'s are serving legitimate
public purposes.

The phenomenal growth of IRB
issues in recent years is a result of sev-
eral factors: Soaring interest rates on
conventional loans; the greater spread
in recent years between taxable and
tax-exempt interest rates; the higher
$10 million limit on the size of bonds
initiated in 1979; the increased use of
IRB’s for commercial, nonindustrial
projects; and less restrictive State laws
governing the use of tax-exempt
bonds.

There is a potential for major ex-
pansion in the volume of IRB's, par-
ticularly if the States continue to issue
IRB’'s on a more aggressive basis in
the future. One factor that does seem
likely to continue to stimulate the in-
creased use of small issue TRB’s is the
continuing liberalization of State IRB
enabling statutes. Moreover, a second-
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ary market is currently being devel-
oped for small issue IRB’s.

Nevertheless, the trend toward in-
creasing use of tax-exempt small issue
IRB’s raises a number of policy issues
and concerns. Primary among these
concerns is the potential effect of IRB
sales on Federal revenues, CBO'’s reve-
nue loss estimates, which have been
endorsed by the Treasury Department
and the Joint Committee on Taxation,
indicate that the Federal Government
would realize a gain of $1.393 billion in
fiscal year 1982 if Congress removed
the interest tax exemption on all out-
standing small issue IRB’s.

Because the subcommittee’s recom-
mendations would only affect small
issue IRB’s issued after December 31,
1981, such legislation would result in
relatively small revenue gains in the
next fiscal year. However, as the esti-
mates below indicate, substantial gains
would ocecur in all subsequent years.

Preliminary estimates indicate that
the subcommittee's recommendations
will result in revenue gains as follows:

Millions
Fiscal year 1982
Fiscal year 1983..
Fiscal year 1984..
Fiscal year 1985..
Fiscal year 1986

(These revenue estimates assume an over-
all increase in “small issue” IRB sales of
roughly 15 percent a year.)

While such factors as revenue loss
and the effect on local government
borrowing were viewed by the subcom-
mittee as significant considerations,
other important public policy issues in
connection with the current rules re-
garding IRB financing, such as their
effectiveness in stimulating develop-
ment in economically distressed areas
and in assuring financing for projects
that create jobs or promote economic
diversification, were also considered.
Moreover, the subcommittee recog-
nizes, as the testimony submitted at
the hearings made abundantly clear,
that there are positive aspects to IRB
financing. However, the subcommittee
concluded, as many witnesses urged,
that the current rules regarding IRB
financing do not adequately assure the
most appropriate and effective use of
these bonds and that Ilegislative
changes are warranted. Parameters
are needed to assure that use of small
issue IRB’s is channeled into the most
productive areas.

The subcommittee’s specific recom-
mendations for legislative changes are
discussed below. The Subcommittee
believes that each of these recommen-
dations warrants the most serious con-
sideration by the committee and that
appropriate legislative action needs to
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. be taken promptly.

A. Recommendation: Public hearing
requirement.—Provide that each IRB
issuing authority shall:
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First, conduet a public hearing prior
to the approval and issuance of each
small issue IRB;

Second, prepare a formal statement
of findings following each such hear-
ing which conclude that the proposed
bond issue (a) will stimulate the local
economy; (b) result in the creation
of—or retention of—a significant
number of jobs; (¢) not create an un-
justified competitive advantage as
against existing businesses in the area;
and (d) that the activity for which
IRB financing is sought would not be
undertaken in the absence of IRB fi-
nancing;

Third, certify to the Governors
office, or other designated agency or
department, that the issuing authority
has complied with the above proce-
dures.

EXPLANATION

The hearing record reflects practi-
cally universal support for the applica-
tion of a public hearing requirement.
The subcommittee believes there is a
need to further enhance local respon-
sibility for issuing IRB’s while, at the
same time, provide assurance that all
interested parties in the community
have an opportunity to be heard on
the subject of the anticipated impact
of the proposed bond issue. These pro-
cedural requirements would be satis-
fied, for Federal, tax exemption pur-
poses, upon the local authority’s certi-
fication to the State that the public
hearing has been held and the requi-
site findings made.

B. Recommendation: Reporting re-

quirement.—Provide that each State
file with the Treasury Department, by
February 15 of each year, a report
containing information regarding each
small issue IRB closing made in the
State during the previous calendar
year.

EXPLANATION

Until now, very little information
has been available to the Congress and
the public generally on the nature and
extent to which tax-exempt IRB's
have been issued by the States and
local governments for the benefit of
private firms. One reason for this gen-
eral lack of information on a national
scale is that small issue IRB’s are typi-
cally privately placed with local lend-
ing institutions. The bonds are not
generally sold on the public bond
market, nor do they normally involve
underwriters. Therefore, nationally re-
ported bond figures do not reflect
most small issue IRB sales. Moreover,
the Internal Revenue Service only col-
lects information on IRB’s issued for
more than $1 million. This informa-
tion is of limited value for purposes of
monitoring the volume of IRB sales
since approximately 60 percent of the
IRB's issued in 1980 were in amounts
of less than $1 million.

The Congressional Budget Office,
the Treasury Department, and numer-
ous other witnesses before the sub-
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committee expressed the view that the
absence of comprehensive information
on IRB sales will continue to hamper
congressional efforts to monitor the
program. Thus, there is practically
universal agreement on the need for a
uniform, national reporting system.
The subcommittee agrees that the
Congress needs to have access to com-
prehensive and accurate information
on IRB sales on a continuing basis if
any realistic assessments of the pro-
gram are to be undertaken in the
future.

The subcommittee recommends that
the required annual State report on
small issue IRB sales include the fol-
lowing information:

Name of issuer; bond amount; date
of issuance; bond term; interest rate;
principal users; assets and previous
year’'s sales of principal user; capital
expenditures; prior outstanding issues;
bond counsel; type and description of
project noting the applicable “Stand-
ard Industrial Classification” Code;
jobs created and/or retained; location
of the facilityy and the bond
purchaser(s).

C. Recommendation: Target com-
mercial IRB-financed projects.—Pro-
vide that commercial IRB-financed
projects be located in economically
distressed areas.

(a) Economically distressed areas
would be defined as areas, within a
city or county, composed of contigous
census tracts, block groups or enu-
meration districts where: at least 2,500
families reside; at least 70 percent of
the families have incomes below 80
percent of the statewide median
income; and at least 30 percent of the
families have incomes below the na-
tional poverty level.

(b) Commercial projects would be
defined as property used in an activity
classified in the Federal Government’s
Standard Industrial Classification
(SIC) Manual under:

Division F—Wholesale Trade;

Division G—Retail Trade;

Division H-—Finance,
Real Estate;

Division I—Services (except B805—
proprietary hospitals, 806—nursing
homes);

Activities at Central Administrative
offices—within the meaning of Appen-
dix A;

Auxiliary establishments would be
characterized according to the firm's
primary activity, as the manual pro-
vides.

Insurance,

EXPLANATION

“Small issue” IRB’s were not used to
finance commercial projects to any
significant degree when Congress cre-
ated the small issue exemption in
1968, Since the recent surge in IRB
sales is attributable in part to the sub-
stantially increased use of IRB’s for
commercial ventures, many Members
and State officials have raised ques-
tions as to whether such a develop-
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ment is fully consistent with the con-
gressional intent and whether IRB fi-
nancing of cerfain types of commercial
ventures serves a legitimate public
purpaose.

The subcommittee believes that, in
general, commercial projects follow
marketplace demands and that, with
the sole exception of economically dis-
tressed areas where unfavorable
market conditions typically exist, the
availability of IRB financing is not a
crucial factor in site selection. Thus,
the subcommittee concluded that a
distinction should be made between
commercial and industrial projects
and that the IRB financing of com-
mercial projects should be limited to
economically distressed areas. Cur-
rent law would be basically retained
for industrial—moncommercial—proj-
ects seeking IRB funds.

The subcommittee was well aware of
the problems involved in constructing
reasonable criteria which would oper-
ate to identify those areas, both urban
and rural, suffering from severe eco-
nomic depressed conditions. Nonethe-
less, the subcommittee considers its
recommended criteria particularly ap-
propriate for the targeting of commer-
cial projects and believes it will oper-
ate in an equitable fashion nationwide.
The income and poverty criteria the
subcommittee recommends reflects, in
essence, the criteria used in the Urban
Development Action Grant's (UDAG)
pockets of poverty program.

The above-described definition of
‘“‘economically distressed” would allow
the State and/or local government fo
combine those contiguous census
tracts, block groups, and enumeration
districts within their city or county for
the purpose of designating an eligible
economically distressed area. Where
necessary, a project could be located
directly adjacent to a distressed area if
it is determined by the Secretary of
Treasury and HUD that a suitable site
for the project does not exist in the
distressed area and that the project
would substantially contribute to the
economic development of the dis-
tressed area.

Defining commercial activities is also
a difficult task. However, the subcom-
mittee believes that its recommended
definition will provide both generally
acceptable and reasonable character-
izations of commercial activity—as dis-
tinguished from industrial. So that the
States and local authorities will have
immediate access to a precise and uni-
form definition of commercial, the
subcommittee recommends that the
definition be keyed to the Federal
Government’s existing, published clas-
sification system, the “Standard In-
dustrial Classification” (SIC) manual.
Currently, a number of States target
commercial types of IRB-financed
projects in this manner.
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D. Recommend: Other specific re-
strictions.—First, provide that IRB
proceeds may not be used to finance
the purchase of farmland; second, pro-
vide that IRB proceeds may not be
used to relocate existing activities
from one State to another.

EXPLANATION

First, the subcommittee is aware
that a large number of States are con-
sidering legislation that would signifi-
cantly expand the use of small issue
IRB's by allowing the bonds to be used
to finance the acquisition of agricul-
tural land. It appears that since the
supply of land is fixed, the widespread
availability of IRB financing would ul-
timately drive up such land prices.
Current land owners would be the
only true beneficiaries of such a use.

The subcommittee’s proposal explic-
itly prohibits the use of IRB funds
where the proceeds will be used
merely te facilitate the purchase of
land or other real property used for
farming purposes—as defined in Inter-
nal Revenue Code section 6420(c)(3).
The proposal would continue to allow
the use of IRB financing for the acqui-
sition of farm-related equipment and
construction or expansion of farm
structures.

Second, since all but three States
allow the IRB financing of a wide
range of activities, it is not clear that
any overall national public purpose is
served by a firm’s relocation from one
State to another. The subcommittee
members agree that such shifts in eco-
nomic activity do little more than ben-
efit one State to the detriment of an-
other. As a matter of Federal policy,
such relocations should not be subsi-
dized by a Federal tax-exempt financ-
ing tool. Accordingly, the subcommit-
tee recommends that IRB proceeds
not be available to firms relocating in
another State, but rather that the
firm seek any necessary location in-
centives directly from the benefiting
State or local jurisdiction.

E. Recommendation: Future con-
gressional oversight and review.—
First, provide that the Secretary of
the Treasury, conduct a comprehen-
sive study of small issue IRB’'s and
submit a report to the Committee on
Ways and Means by July 1, 1983, to in-
clude a summary and analysis of the
data supplied by the States, and such
recommendations as the Secretary
finds appropriate.

Second, provide for a sunset provi-
sion with respect to small issue IRB’s
effective January 1, 1984.

EXPLANATION

The absence of comprehensive and
reliable information about the volume
and uses of small issue IRB’s has se-
verely hampered congressional capac-
ity over the years to clarify public
policy in accordance with changing na-
tional needs and priorities. With the
information that would become avail-
able under the subcommittee’s recom-
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mended reporting requirment, the Sec-
retary would be in position to fully
assess the current uses and effects of
IRB financing and to provide analysis
with respect to the potential future
role of this financing mechanism.

In addition, the sunset provision,
timed to occur after the committee
has had ample opportunity to review
the Secretary’s report and data, will
assure that the Congress undertakes
in a timely manner a comprehensive
review of the appropriateness of small
issue IRB financing and decides
whether such tax-exempt financing
should be continued. The subcommit-
tee believes also that the recommend-
ed sunset provision would provide the
States with a meaningful incentive to
responsibly develop locally applicable
criteria for utilizing IRB financing in
ways that legitmately and effectively
serve the most pressing economic
needs of their communities.@

BUDGET CUTS AND VALUES
HON. PAUL SIMON

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 10, 1981

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, one of
the recent additions to Southern Illi-
nois is Dr. Samuel Goldman, the dean
of the College of Human Resources.

Recently, he delivered a talk on
“Budget Cuts and Values” to the
annual meeting of the board of direc-
tors of the Comprehensive Health
Planning Group of Southern Illinois,
more commonly known as CHIPSI.

What he said ought to be heard
beyond Southern Illinois, and I am
taking the liberty of inserting it in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcoRD at this point so
my colleagues around the Nation can
heed his words of wisdom.

BubngeT CUTs AND VALUES

I am very pleased to be here this evening
to share with you some of my views and
thoughts on matters of interest to both of
us. These kinds of meetings give me an op-
portunity in the early months of our pres-
ence here in Southern Illinois to express
deep appreciation to all of you, to our
friends, to our neighbors, to our colleagues
who have opened their hearts in friendship
to receive me and my family in this area.
There is a great deal to be said about some-
thing called rural although it really is a mis-
nomer these days. Mr. Royko who writes for
a newspaper in Chicago, believes that rural
means country bumpkins. He sees a carica-
ture of somebody in overalls riding a horse
or donkey on a country road. Mr. Royko has
obviously never lived in an area like this and
so0 he is simply unable to understand the
temperament and the nature of the people
in this type of environment.

I think it is important that we all begin to
recognize that as a consequence of the ex-
plosion in technology and telecommunica-
tions we have become part of & broader uni-
verse of people. That there really is no such
thing as rural or urban when it comes to
such issues as health and human services. A
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great many interests and needs and con-
cerns are held commonly among all people
of this country no matter where they are lo-
cated geographically. It is for this reason
that we must understand that whatever
happens on a broader geographic level, par-
ticularly at the national and increasingly
more at the international level has great
meaning for all of us.

Daniel Bell, a noted sociologist, in 1968
wrote: “The United States today, for the
first time, is genuinely a ‘national society.’
In fact, many of the domestic problems we
confront. . . arise out of a multiplicity of
problems—education, transportation, wel-
fare, urban renewal, air and water pollution,
medical care and the like—(these) no longer
are manageable on the state and local level
but are now passed on to the national socie-
ty for solution, In the last twenty-five years
we have become: (1) an intertwined national
economy, in which government has become
an active regulator of economic activity as
well as a partner in many enterprises; (2) a
national polity, in which (as demonstrated
in the example of civil rights) the govern-
ment has become an active force for social
change and, in consequence of World War
11, the Korean War, and the war in Viet-
nam, there is a permanently mobilized mili-
tary posture; (3) a welfare society, in which
medical care, education, and, in increasing
ways, income maintenance for the disadvan-
taged, have become a responsibility of the
central government; and, (4) & national cul-
ture, not only through the diffusion of the
popular arts through the mass media, but
symbolically (if not quite tangibly) through
the creation of a National Humanities and
Arts foundation which organizes govern-
ment support for the scholarly, creative,
and performing arts.”

I believe that Bell has very clearly given
us some of the major reasons why the feder-
al government cannot abandon its role in
providing for the needs of the American
people. We have come too far in our devel-
opment as a nation for any leader or for any
power group to easily unravel the fabric
that has made us the society we are.

This thought is fundamental to our un-
derstanding of what is being attempted by
the current administration in Washington.

Activity on the national scene is extreme-
ly unsettling and unsettled. The Reagan ad-
ministration has had enormous impact in
attempting to reverse the course of human
service events that has dominated this coun-
try over the past half century. A critical
question being hotly debated is the degree
and nature of the involvement of the feder-
al government in the delivery of human
services. The resolution to this gquestion
could mark a critical turning point in this
nation and we must be sure that we under-
stand the question and that we are involved
in its resolution. Let us be certain that we
do not confuse what is going on, There is a
great deal of discussion, rhetoric and debate
concerning the control of inflation, concern-
ing the size of the federal debt, concerning
tax cuts. And let me tell you that I will raise
my voice and I am sure that you will too, to
say ves to legitimate and reasonable moves
to cut the budget, to moves that will reduce
inflation, to moves that will cut taxes which
increase our take-home pay. But while these
are crucial, they are not the real issues. For
the real issue we are dealing with is a major
shift in the values that have dominated this
great nation. The current debate initiated at
the federal level deals very fundamentally
with the values that will guide the relation-
ships between government and the people
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and the relationships among people of vari-
ous social and economic strata.

It hardly seems possible that in a period
of just a few months, fifty years of Ameri-
can compassion for its citizens has begun to
unravel. Congress is being asked to change,
after only very brief review, almost 100 laws
that took decades to enact. Current plans
call for dramatic reductions in spending
levels for over 95 programs ranging from
food stamps, to student loans to welfare.
The so-called safety net which Roosevelt
had begun to weave and which subsequent
presidents and congresses had strengthened
and raised to humanitarian heights has
been lowered to catch the few who are
“truly needy."”

And how are the truly needy defined—
why, by number of course.

The Wall Street Journal, a leading cheer-
leader for the administration has worked
out a formula, using numbers, to define the
truly needy. Here is a brief excerpt from an
April 30 editorial entitled “Budgets and the
Poor".

“In fiscal 1980 there were over 41 million
‘poor’ persons in the U.S. or about 18.8 per-
cent of the population, if you exclude all
government benefits. Once cash transfer
payments are included, the number of ‘poor’
persons is halved to 18.8 million or 8.6 per-
cent of the population. If you add in the
value of in-kind transfers, the number is
again slashed to under 9 million or 4.1 per-
cent of the population. If you go back to
deduct medical care benefits, as a special
case, the ‘poor’ amount to 13.5 million or 6.2
percent of the population, who in the aver-
age fall below the poverty level by $13 a
week.

“These numbers are small enough that
you must be talking mostly aboul special
cases—the conclusion seems to us inevitable
that we have a ‘safety net' providing basic
support for the unfortunate.”

One has to be struck at how easy it is to
solve the problems of the poor among us.
Just do the ecalculations right and presto,
they go away in very large numbers.

The problem is that poor people are
human beings, not numbers. They eat,
drink, breathe and live among us in hope of
a better world.

The highest form of charity is assisting an
individual to be self sufficient so that he or
she may live in dignity. But let us remember
that the action word is assisting. A hungry
child will not attend to his studies while his
stomach rumbles for want of food. A handi-
capped person cannot work unless the work
place will receive him. An elderly citizen
cannot be healthy if health services are
beyond his means. Women will always be
second class citizens so long as what they do
is not valued equally.

The theme of “getting government off our
back' may have more of a musical ring than
a societal benefit. For what do we really
mean? What do we really want? Do we
really want the federal government to with-
draw from involvement with its people? Are
we really serious when we say that local de-
cision making is far better for a national so-
ciety? Let us remember that the reason cat-
egorical grants emerged with some domi-
nance at the federal level was because the
local area was simply unable or unwilling to
solve many of its problems. Do we actually
believe that block grants will be better than
categorical grants? The compounding factor
to this situation is that state and local gov-
ernments don’t have funds to continue some
of the progress that has been made in the
human condition by the categorical grants
at the federal level.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

I urge you again not to be so caught up
with ideas of saving dollars and I ask that
you be certain to keep an eye on the values
implied by the current actions by our feder-
al government.

In preparing this address, I wanted to put
to words the great loss we would suffer if
the values currently expressed by the
Reagan administration went into effect to-
tally. To do this, I went to find the writings
of a President whose beliefs and programs
are the object of the Reagan cuts.

I found the Great Society Speech of
Lyndon Johnson.

On January 4, 1865, in his State of the
Union address before Congress, Lyndon
Johnson introduced his concept of the
Great Society. In one particularly striking
passage he said:

“But we're only at the beginning of the
road to the Great Society. Ahead now is a
summit where freedom from the wants of
the body can help fulfill the needs of the
spirit.

“We built this nation to serve its people.

“We want to grow and build and create,
but we want progress to be the servant and
not the master of man.

“We do not intend to live in the midst of
abundance, isolated from neighbors and
nature, confined by blighted cities and bleak
suburbs, stunted by a poverty of learning
and an emptiness of leisure.

“The Great Society asks not how much,
but how good; not only how to create
wealth but how to use it; not only how fast
we are going, but where we are headed.”

And with this as an introduction, Lyndon
Johnson outlined his proposals for develop-
ing and enriching the human resources of
this great nation. Johnson proposed a vision
for America which he said grew “from the
scattered hopes of the American past.”

Things went wrong for President Johnson
and I'm afraid that many well-intentioned
Great Society goals got derailed.

There have been many things wrong with
several of the programs of the Great Socie-
ty. Indeed we haven’t heard much about it
even in the waning days of the Johnson ad-
ministration. Many of the programs were
marred by corruption, mismanagement and
inefficiency. But many good things did
emerge and much improvement in the qual-
ity of life of Americans can be shown. Let us
not turn the hands of our clock back so far
as to cancel these gains out.

Today’s rhetoric from our leaders in
Washington is in sharp contrast to the
hopes of the Great Society. And let me
quote a passage to you. (Howard, 1978, pp.
39-42.)

“The dream of a more humane society has
turned into a nightmare of governmental
extravagance and corruption, of unfulfilled
promises on a gigantic scale, of foolish, use-
less counter productive and expensive pro-

Is assisting young people to go to college a
useless counter productive program? Is pro-
viding adequate health care for the elderly

foolish? Is providing for the nutritional
needs of our young an extravagance? Is
clearing up our environment useless and
counter productive?

I don’t believe they are. I believe that
they are necessary and vital answers to
some very critical needs of our people. The
current leadership at the national level (and
the rush by many at the state level to follow
and even out-do this leadership) is fashion-
ing a different vision of America. It is a
vision not of hope for the needy among us,
but of abandonment. It is not a vision of a
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genuine compassion based upon a sense of
justice and fair play. It is a vision which
denies human feeling and replaces it with
statistics.

Perhaps to best illustrate what I mean, let
me share a parable with you.

Many, many years ago in a tiny Russian
village, a Russian Prince who was extremely
wealthy overheard one of the peasants who
worked in his fields proclaim how great it
would be if he could own some land and be
wealthy. The Prince one day approached
the peasant and said to him. “I heard of
your wish and I am going to grant it to you.
This is what you must do. Tomorrow morn-
ing at sunup come over here where I am
standing and then by walking or running
cover land and all of the land that you can
cover between sunup and sundown you may
keep. The only stipulation is that at sun-
down you must return to the original point
from which you left at sunup.” The peasant
was ecstatic with joy. At last his dream of
land ownership and wealth was going to
come true. The night before he could not
sleep. He was very very excited. The next
morning just prior to sunup he came to the
appointed place and the Prince was there.
The Prince reminded the peasant that he
could keep all the land that he covered
either by walking or running provided that
he return to the original starting place at
sunset. The peasant agreed and at precisely
sunup, he started off. Originally he thought
that he would run a little bit and he began
to run. He was feeling good. Later on the
sun began to beat heavily upon him. The
heat of the day was beginning to slow him
down. But he kept going. Shortly after noon
some friends caught up with him they said
to him. “Your neighbor is in trouble. He
needs your help. Please come and heip
him." The peasant felt torn, he wanted to
help his neighbor, but at the same time he
did not want to stop in his quest of accumu-
lating land. And so he said, “No, I cannot go
now” but in his heart he said, “Wait until
tomorrow. Tomorrow I will be so rich I will
be able to help my neighbor with every-
thing. And I will do it, I pledge that I will do
it." And so he kept going. Late in the after-
noon the sun began to beat down on him op-
pressively and he began to get weary and
very thirsty. But he kept going with firm re-
solve. His wife caught up with him and she
said, “Help, return, one of the children is ill
and I don’t know what to do. Please, please
come home now and help.” Once again he
was torn, and he didn't know what to do.
but he kept going and he said to his wife.
“Go home. Tomorrow, tomorrow I will have
all the wealth we need and I will take care
of the child. The child will have everything
that he needs.” The peasant kept going. He
left his distraught wife behind. He began to
realize he could cover more land if he ran
some more, so he ran. Then he began to
notice that the sun was starting to set. He
began to get very anxious. He may have
gone too far. He decided that it was time
now to start back, so that he could come
back to the original starting point by sunset
and collect what the Prince had promised.
He turned around and began his trip back.
The sun was beginning to set rapidly. And
he began to panic. He began to ask more of
his very, very weary and strained body. He
ran harder and harder until he could not
breathe. But he kept going. Then at a dis-
tance he could see the Prince, but he feared
that his goal was still quite a way off so he
ran harder. He ran and ran to the starting
point. As he approached the Prince, the
peasant collapsed and fell dead. The Prince
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looked down and said to people near him,
“Take him away. Dig him a plot 6 ft. by 4 ft.
That is all the land he is ever going to
need.”

One can draw many lessons from this par-
able, but I think an appropriate moral is
that in our race for economic gain and de-
velopment, in our pursuit for a one-sided
view of economic health, we may be in jeop-
ardy of throwing away the most precious re-
source that we have, our human resource.
We may be in jeopardy of denying to the
people of this great nation the kinds of serv-
ices they must so desperately have in order
that they may create, in order that they
may work, in order that they may be good
citizens.

The past few decades have seen an un-
precedented rise in human aspirations
among our people. The elderly, the handi-
capped, minorities, women and others have
tasted opportunity never before available to
them. They will not be denied. They will
demand their due. Any attempt to roll back
the gains they have experienced will be re-
sisted. And we will again face turmoil,
hatred, brother against sister—another di-
vided America.

Those who wish to lead and are given the
responsibility to do so must recognize that it
is not enough to proclaim the ideal of life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness.

We must expect of our leaders that they
provide some basis—other than through elo-
quent words alone—for hope that these
rights will be secured for all of our people.

In a turbulent world the people have a
right to look to their leaders for stability,
calm, inspiration and hope, and very impor-
tantly, they expect compassion for those
less fortunate and those who are out of the
mainstream of our society.

We must measure our leaders not only by
their acts and deeds. We must measure
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them also by their lofty goals and their
vision for a better quality of life.

Will there be a consensus among Ameri-
cans with respect to basic values and issues?

The answer will continue to be no, so long
as there are people on either side of the
issues who believe that all virtue is theirs
and all sin belongs to the other person. No
meaningful and lasting resolution can be
reached where one side or the other side
must perish or totally surrender.

Accommodation is not fatal, Meeting part
ways is not a sign of weakness. And showing
compassion for the less fortunate among us
is not a lack of national resolve.

Reality tells us that the future for Amer-
ica will always be a push and pull in various
directions, And so we must protect ourselves
and our precious heritage by holding firmly
to a set of values and beliefs that transcends
political parties, that binds us together in
justice, truth and compassion.

(1) We must always have faith that our
future will always be better than our past
because we want to make it so. And we must
never break faith with the less fortunate
among us, They must know and believe that
no generation will ever cause them to be
worse off than they were before. They must
not be pushed down any farther,

(2) We must master our own destiny and
not permit groups whether local or outside
our area to force their will upon us. We
must set our values and decide for ourselves
what is truly worthy for us and for this
great nation.

(3) We must know the truth and live by it.

(4) We should have a very high regard for
ethical and moral conduct.

(5) We must have and show compassion
that is genuine American compassion that is
rooted in an ethic, a morality, a sense of jus-
tice and fairplay that is timeless and endur-
ing.

September 10, 1981

(6) Knowing that resources will be fewer
we must learn to manage with less. What
some people want to call “managing for de-
cline.” Let us do this within a framework
that values human life, that cherishes
human dignity, and expresses the true feel-
ings of America for all its people.

(7) Let us open our planning and operat-
ing processes across larger numbers of insti-
tutions which have broad and specific re-
sponsibilities for health and human service.
Let us speak to each other and then with
one voice, let us speak to those who set
policy that affects what we do.

I would urge all who hold positions of re-
sponsibility for the planning and delivery of
health and human services in this region to
come together now to decide on a course of
action that is in the best interests of our
people. And they should make known just
what this course of action should be and
they should lead in its achievement.

Who are our teachers in this time of
searching for values by which to live? Many
want to look to the Bible for a path, a direc-
tion. The irony is that there are many pas-
sages in the Bible with many interpreta-
tions. And there are many who wish to use
the Bible to support their own biases. We
need to be wary of these people for they
abuse and misuse the greatest teachings of
all time. These abusers speak of getting
even, of hit lists containing the names of
those with whom they disagree. By ultima-
tum and intimidation and by religious zeal
they seek to destroy all who disagree with
them.

The Bible doesn't tell us to do that. It
tells us to turn away hatred, to shun arro-
gance, to be compassionate, to care about
people.

The Bible tells us: “To do justice, to love
mercy, and to walk humbly with God.” Dare
we do less?®
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