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® Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, today, on
behalf of myself and my colleagues,
Representatives, GrLMan, JiMm COYNE,
ErpaHL, HaLL, and StaTON, I am intro-
ducing the targeted development aid
amendment.

This language would require that 50
percent of all money appropriated
under the Foreign Assistance Act
would have to be spent on goods and
services which directly benefit those in
developing countries living in absolute
poverty. This policy represents a direc-
tion in our foreign aid programs that
many of us support. In fact, the lan-
guage from the targeted development
aid amendment comes directly from a
provision in H.R. 4588, the Hunger
Prevention and African Food Security
Act sponsored by Mr. GitMan. That
bill has over 100 cosponsors, from both
sides of the aisle, and includes 17
members of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee. While we do not have a legisla-
tive vehicle yet for this targeted devel-
opment aid amendment, it is of such
importance to the future of our for-
eign aid programs that we put it
before the House for your consider-
ation and comment.,

Mr. Speaker, from all accounts we
are seriously deficient in targeting our
foreign aid programs on those who are
really poor and could benefit greatly
from economic assistance. The con-
cerns that those of us supporting this
language have are well expressed in
testimony presented yesterday by Dr.
Ernest Loevinsohn, on behalf of Bread
for the World, an organization long in-
volved in the fight to eliminate world
hunger. I am submitting a copy of Dr.
Loevinsohn’s testimony as well as the
language of the proposed targeted de-
velopment aid amendment for your
consideration.

TARGETED DEVELOPMENT AID AMENDMENT

In carrying out chapter 1 of part 1 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 the Presi-
dent—

(1) in fiscal year 1983 shall attempt to use
not less than 40 per cent of the funds made
available to carry out this chapter, and

(2) in fiscal year 1984 and each fiscal year
thereafter, shall use not less than 50 per
cent of the funds made available to carry
out this chapter,
to finance productive facilities, goods and
services which will expeditiously and direct-

1y benefit those living in absolute poverty as
determined under the standards for abso-

lute poverty adopted by the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development
and the International Development Associa-
tion. Such facilities, goods and services may
include, for example, irrigation facilities, ex-
tension services, and credit for small farm-
ers, roads, safe drinking water supplies, and
health services. Such facilities, foods and
services shall not include studies, reports,
technical advice, consulting services shall
not include studies, reports, technical
advice, consulting services or any other
items unless (1) they are used primarily by
those living in absolute poverty themselves,
or (2) they constitute research which pro-
duces or aims to produce techniques, seeds,
or other items to be primarily used by those
living in absolute poverty.

Research shall not constitute the major
part of such facilities, goods and services.
PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. ERNEST LOEVIN-

SOHN, ISSUE ANALYST, BREAD FOR THE

WORLD, BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON FOR-

EIGN AFFAIRS, AUGUST 17, 1982

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to appear before
this distinguished committee today to dis-
cuss the impact of United States develop-
ment aid on the poorest people. I will be
presenting Bread for the World's views on
this topic, with particular reference to legis-
lation now before Congress.

As you may know, Bread for the World is
a Christian citizens’ movement which seeks
to alleviate hunger by influencing public
policy. We have members in every Congres-
sional District, with a total of about 41,000
members nation-wide.

Mr. Chairman our research indicates that
in the great majority of cases the people
who receive goods and services financed by
U.S. bilateral development aid are not the
poor. Bread for the World studied the proj-
ect budgets of 40 randomly selected!
projects from among the 422 A.I.D. develop-
ment aid projects begun in fiscal 1980 and
fiscal 1981. In this sample under 25 percent
of A.LID. expenditures went to finance goods
and services used primarily by the poor.
Poor persons were defined as those who
would be classified as absolutely or relative-
ly poor by World Bank standards. A.ID.
relies heavily on a top-down strategy, claim-
ing that goods and services supplied to the
non-poor will result in benefits for the poor.

'Projects were selected randomly within each
fiscal year, except that projects for which project
papers were not on file were excluded from the
sample.

The top-down approach has two main var-
iants which could be called the orthodox
trickle-down approach and the bureaucratic
trickle-down approach. I would like to brief-
ly examine each of these and contrast them
with a third approach, namely the direct ap-
proach to benefiting the poor.

THE ORTHODOX TRICKLE-DOWN APPROACH

Under the orthodox trickle-down ap-
proach development aid is used to promote
overall economic growth. It is often ac-
knowledged that the factories and highways
built with development aid funds will not
benefit the poor directly, but it is claimed
that the bensfits of the economic growth
produced by these projects will trickle down
to the poor, thus reducing the extent of
deprivation.

The orthodox trickle-down approach was
heavily discredited by the early 1970's. In
1973 as you know Congress passed the New
Directions aid reforms which turned U.S.
development aid away from the orthodox
trickle-down approach. However, the cur-
rent A.LD. leadership is reviving this ap-
proach.

For example in the fiscal 1983 program
and budget guidance cable to A.LD. mis-
sions A.LD. Administrator McPherson set
out his ten main priorities. Delivering aid to
the poor was not mentioned; instead
McPherson stressed the importance of over-
all economic growth.

The priorities set out by McPherson are
being translated into project funding deci-
sion. Many new projects are being approved
which seek to produce general economic
growth, rather than attempting to channel
benefits to the poor. Examples include the
$8 million program to assist private busi-
nesses in Africa (A.I.D. project 698-0438)
and the $5 million program to promote hy-
droelectric projects in Central America
(project number 596-0106).

A few years ago attacking the orthodox
trickle-down strategy would have been flog-
ging a dead horse. However in view of cor-
rent A.LD. policies it is worthwhile to ask
“How effective was the orthodox trickle-
down approach in benefiting the poor?"”

The track record of this approach in pro-
viding benefits to the poor is not a good one.
Some trickling down of the benefits of eco-
nomic growth did occur, but often the poor
benefited so little that the extent of depri-
vation was not reduced. For example in
Latin America the number of people receiv-
ing less than 80 percent of the required cal-
ories increased by 25 percent between the
mid 19#7's and the early 1970's despite high
rates of economic growth. As one looks at
economic growth success stories one sees
that in many cases the poor were left out.
In the Ivory Coast for example economic
growth averaged about 8 percent per annum
through the 1950's and 1960’s. Despite this
spectacular record and despite some trick-
ling down of benefits extreme deprivation
remained widespread. Even today average
life expectancy in the Ivory Coast is several
years less than in much poorer countries
such as Tanzania which have paid more at-
tention to the basic needs of their citizens.

It is not just that the orthodox trickle-
down strategy happens to have a bad
record. Even when it succeeds in producing
across-the-board growth it is an inherently
inefficient method of benefiting the poor.
The reason is that in across-the-board eco-
nomic growth, that is, growth where each
household’s income rises by the same per-
centage, the great majority of the benefits
will go to the relatively prosperous. This is
because the poorest 60 percent of house-
holds in developing countries generally have
less than one-third of total household
income. Therefore if every household’s
income rises by the same proportion less
than one-third of the extra income will go
to the bottom 60 percent of households.
More than half of the extra income would
typically go to the top 20 percent of house-
holds. Thus across-the-board economic

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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growth tends to benefit the elite much more
than the poor majority.

The only way to benefit the poor majority
more than the elite is to achieve targeted
economic growth, growth such that the
income of poor households rises by a sub-
stantially higher percentage than the
income of more affluent households. But
the orthodox trickle-down strategy has no
mechanism for achieving this targeted
growth. On the contrary, it tends to in-
crease the income of the better-off house-
holds (the direct beneficiaries of trickle-
down aid) at a higher rate than the income
of poorer households.

In sum, the pay-off from aid investments
directed by the orthodox trickle-down strat-
egy will mainly be in the form of benefits to
the relatively prosperous. At best, the poor
majority will get a fraction of the benefits.

In view of the demonstrated ineffective-
ness of the orthodox trickle-down approach
in producing benefits for the poor it is dis-
tressing to see A.I.D. giving new emphasis to
this approach.

THE BUREAUCRATIC TRICKLE-DOWN APPROACH

Although the orthodox trickle-down ap-
proach has been gaining ground, it is not as
prevalent in A.I.D.'s project portfolio as the
bureaucratic trickle-down approach. Under
this approach aid is provided to government
agencies, with the claim that the ultimate
beneficiaries will be the poor. Training for
government officials and consulting services
for government bodies, usually at a cost to
A.LD. of $500 or more per consultant per
day, are common forms of assistance to bu-
reaucracies.

In some cases the bureaucratic trickle-
down approach is an appropriate way to
benefit the poor. In general however this
approach faces serious problems. A major
difficulty is that the government bodies to
which A.1.D. is providing assistance are not
generally oriented toward benefiting the
poor, It is therefore unlikely that strength-

ening these government bodies will yield

substantial benefits for impoverished

people,

For examaple A.I.D. is planning to spend
$5 million to provide studies, training and
analyses for government officials in Haiti.
But since the government of Haiti has long
demonstrated neglect for the welfare of its
poor citizens it is improbable that the U.S.
assistance will end up providing substantial
benefits for impoverished people in Haiti.

This problem is not confined to govern-
ments such as that of Haiti. Even govern-
ments such as that of Tanzania, noted for
its commitment to equity in economic devel-
opment, have developed bureaucratic elites
whose interest in providing benefits to the
poor is limited. For example A.I.D. has been
assisting the authorities in Mbulu district in
the Arusha region of Tanzania in drawing
up a “twenty year plan”. Now it might be
thought that in bureaucracy-bound Tanza-
nia there is no pressing need for another
long-range plan. But, even aside from that,
the priorities chosen by the Mbulu district
government in drawing up the plan (e.g.
electrification of Mbulu town and of the
government buildings) are not oriented to
the alleviation of poverty. It is therefore un-
likely that A.I.D.'s assistance in helping to
draw up the plan will yield any significant
benefits for poor people in the district.

Another problem with the bureaucratic
trickle-down approach is that the aid pro-
vided is often very remotely related to the
goal of benefiting the poor. For example
A.1D. is planning to spend $9.3 million in
Indonesia to improve English language in-
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struction, mainly in government teacher-
training institutions. It is very difficult to
imagine that this is the most effective way
to reduce poverty in Indonesia.

THE DIRECT APPROACH TO AIDING THE POOR

The top-down strategies which have been
discussed can be contrasted with a direct ap-
proach to benefiting the poor. Under the
direct approach aid funds are used to fi-
nance goods and services to be primarily
used by the poor themselves. These might
include health and family planning services,
irrigation facilities, appropriate technology,
safe drinking water supplies, and credit for
small farmers.

The direct approach should include aid to
the very poorest groups, such as landless la-
borers and squatters. It is true that it may
be difficult to reach these groups with some
sorts of projects. Electrification projects for
instance will obviously tend to bypass those
who cannot affort electrical appliances. But
human development activities such as
health and literacy projects can focus on
the poorest of the poor.

A.LD. does sometimes employ direct ap-
proach to benefiting the poor. One interest-
ing example involved the rural water supply
program in Kenya.

The Kenyan government's policy in most
parts of the country has been to promote in-
dividual connections between water supply-
pipes and the user's home. The user must
pay for this individual connection. Commu-
nity water taps would be a less expensive al-
ternative. However the government has
strictly limited the number of community
water taps and often curtailed their hours
of operation to encourage people to pay for
individual connections.

Because the poor cannot affort the indi-
vidual connections and because there are
not many community taps, poor people have
received only limited benefits from the pro-

gram.

Confronted with this situation A.I.D. did
not employ a top-down approach. Instead
the agency provided funds through CARE
to support self-help water projects. In these
projects communities organized themselves
and contributed labor and some money to
build a water system for themselves. A.I.D.
via CARE contributed materials and equip-
ment. Although the self-help water systems
suffer from the same maintenance problems
as the government systems, they generally
serve the entire community, rather than
primarily benefiting the more affluent.

Private voluntary organizations such as
CARE are one channel for implementing
the direct approach but they are not the
only channel. Financing government facili-
ties such as schools and clinics in impover-
ished areas would also exemplify the direct
approach.

Bread for the World does not assert that
the direct approach to aiding the poor is
always appropriate. We recognize that in
some cases top-down aid makes sense. But
because the direct approach to aiding the
poor is often the surest and most efficient
way to alleviate extreme poverty we believe
that this approach deserves higher priority
than it is now accorded. Given that aiding
the poor is declared in the Foreign Assist-
ance Act to be the principal purpose of U.S.
bilateral development aid, it seems inappro-
priate that roughly three-quarters of such
aid should finance goods and services pri-
marily used by those who are not poor.

BUILDING A POLITICAL CONSTITUENCY FOR
DEVELOPMENT AID

AlD.s reliance on the top-down ap-
proach is not conducive to building support
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for development aid among the American
public. When Bread for the World cam-
paigns for foreign economic aid,we are made
aware of how reluctant many Members of
Congress are to vote for foreign aid. They
have sound political reasons for their reluc-
tance; we all know that there is widespread
public opposition to foreign aid spending,
including foreign economic aid spending.

Why is this? At a time when hundreds of
millions of people abroad are malnourished,
why is there so little support for foreign
economic aid?

The answer is not that Americans don't
care about hunger and starvation overseas.
On the contrary, Americans enthusiastically
support private voluntary organizations
which fight hunger in the developing coun-
tries. Although the U.S. is near the bottom
of the list of aid donors in proportion of
G.N.P. devoted to official development as-
sistance we are tied for second in terms of
proportion of G.N.P. devoted to voluntary
assistance.

In a revealing 1980 study the Market
Opinion Research organization found that
less than 2 Americans in 10 want to see the
amount of tax money spent to alleviate
world hunger decreased. 8 out of 10 want it
either increased or kept the same. However
the same study found that 6 out of 10 want
the amount of U.S. foreign economic aid de-
creased. As the study commented, spending
on economic aid “is not tied in the public’s
:'nind with solving the world hunger prob-
em."

In sum, there is a reservoir of public sup-
port for programs which reduce deprivation
abroad, but the Public does not believe that
the foreign economic aid program is effec-
tive in reducing such deprivation.

We have before us then an opportunity. If
development aid can be reformed so that it
is more effective, and is seen to be more ef-
fective, in reducing the extent of depriva-
tion public support for the program would
be significantly increased.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION

There is a bill now before Congress which
would require that more U.S. development
aid directly benefit the poorest people.
Bread for the World believes this reform
would make development aid more effective
in reducing human misery and in improving
the economic prospects of the poor.

The bill, HR 4588, would require that half
of U.S. bilateral development aid (excluding
operating expenses) go to finance produc-
tive facilities and other goods and services
to be primarily used by those falling below
the World Bank’'s absolute poverty line.
This group constitutes about 40 percent of
the developing world’s population. The bill
thus emphasizes the direct approach to
aiding the poor.

HR 4588 was introduced by Rep. Gilman
and has attracted widespread support. It
currently has well over one hundred co-
sponsors in the House, ranging all across
the ideological spectrum. Its cosponsors in-
clude 17 members of this committee.

A weakened version of the provision tar-
geting 50 percent of development aid to the
poor has gone through the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee with Administration
approval.

HR 4588 would shift some aid to impover-
ished people but it leaves the Administra-
tion plenty of flexibility. It leaves 50 per-
cent of A.ILD.'s development accounts and
all of the huge Economic Support Fund for
aid which need not directly benefit the
poor. Directing 50 percent of bilateral devel-
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opment aid to the poor would place restric-
tions on approximately $700 million out of a
total of over $6 billion in non-military U.S.
foreign aid.

In some ways therefore HR 4588's pro-
posed targeting of aid to the poor is a very
modest measure. But because this measure
would sharply increase the amount of U.S.
development aid getting through to the
people who need it most desperately we
urge you to support the proposal. Without
calling for any additional U.S. government
spending it nevertheless holds out promise
of substantially decreasing the extent of
poverty and hunger.e

MAJ. HOWARD HOFFMAN NEW
SUPERINTENDENT OF MISSOU-
RI HIGHWAY PATROL

HON. IKE SKELTON

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

@ Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to congratulate Maj.
Howard Hoffman on his appointment
as the new superintendent of the Mis-
souri Highway Patrol. Major Hoffman
is currently district chief of enforce-
ment at the Jefferson City headquar-
ters of the patrol and, prior to that,
was commander of Troop D in Spring-
field.

Major Hoffman has given 27 years
of dedicated service to the patrol. In
that time, he has developed a reputa-
tion beyond reproach with his fellow
patrolmen. He is from my home
county of Lafayette, and all of us from
our county are proud of his accom-

plishments through the years. I wish
him well in his new position.e

SIMPLE GUIDE TO THE
MONETARY MAZE

HON. NORMAN D. SHUMWAY

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Speaker, there
can be no question that the historical-
ly high “real” rates of interest we are
now experiencing represent the single
most significant impediment to eco-
nomic recovery. The real rate of inter-
est is the difference between the
actual, or “nominal” rate, and the pre-
vailing rate of inflation. It is abun-
dantly clear that, until interest rates
decline on a substantial and sustained
basis the health of such key sectors as
the automobile and housing industries
cannot improve.

There is, Mr. Speaker, no single
cause for high interest rates nor any
simple solutions to the problem. Pro-
jected Federal deficits in excess of
$100 billion which, as a result of Fed-
eral borrowing needs, limit the
amount of credit available for the pri-
vate sector, and thus increases its cost,
bear a large part of the blame. The ex-
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pectation of the financial markets
that our recent success on the infia-
tion front cannot be sustained is a sig-
nificant factor. The policy of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board to restrict the rate
of growth of money and credit in order
to slow inflation has also contributed
to the problem.

In this regard, Mr. Speaker, a great
deal of confusion exists throughout
the country about the Fed's role in the
conduct of economic policy generally,
and monetary policy in particular. It is
widely believed, for example, that the
Fed is an entirely independent entity,
which profits greatly from the high in-
terest rates which so burden the citi-
zens of our Nation. This is, of course,
not true; the members of the Federal
Reserve Board are appointed by the
President, and are subject to confirma-
tion by the Senate. The Fed must
report on a regular basis to Congress.
Approximately 90 percent of the reve-
nues the Fed derives from interest
income on its portfolio of Treasury se-
curities is returned to the U.S. Treas-
ury, while most of the remainder goes
for operating expenses. In short, the
Fed was established by Congress, is
subject to all the laws of the United
States, and will be responsible for U.S.
monetary policy only so long as Con-
gress continues to delegate this au-
thority.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to comment to our colleagues a
very lucid explanation of how the Fed
conducts monetary policy which re-
cently appeared in the Washington
Post.

Controlling the money supply is now a
central part of economic policy. Yet the lan-
guage of monetary policy can be very con-
fusing to the layman—so confusing that it
may be hard to understand what the Feder-
al Reserve is trying to control, and why.

Put simply, the Federal Reserve wants to
control the amount of spending power—or
money—in the economy in order to affect
the level of economic activity in the nation.
If the Federal Reserve limits the amount of
money available for businesses and individ-
uals to spend, then it indirectly influences,
and limits, how much is actually spent.

Such a limit may affect both real output
in the economy and the rate of inflation,
since an extra dollar of spending may be
used either to pay a higher price, or to buy
more goods. Monetary policy makers hope
that their control of the money supply will
eventually have a bigger impact on inflation
than on output and employment. In other
words, they hope a tighter money supply
will put the squeeze more on prices than on
output.

There are two different kinds of problems
with this view of monetary policy.

The first, highlighted by Prof. Tobin, con-
cerns the balance of costs and benefits in
using tight money to fight inflation. Tobin
argues that restrictive money policy is now
damaging the economy, by holding down
output and pushing up unemployment,
more than it is helping it. In other words,
the cost to the nation of reducing inflation
through monetary policy is proving too
high.
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Secondly, there are severe practical diffi-
culties in carrying out a monetary policy
aimed at restricting the money supply.

For one thing, there is no single definition
of money. While dollar bills and coins are
obviously money, people and businesses also
use their checking accounts to buy things in
much the same way as they use cash. The
narrow “M1"” measure of the money supply
includes currency in circulation and all
checking accounts,

But what about money market funds, or
passbook savings accounts? While these may
not be drawn upon as easily as a billfold full
of notes, some people may use them like
“money” for making major purchases. The
Federal Reserve's “M2"” money measure in-
cludes these and some other similar items,
such as small-denomination certificates of
deposit. There is a still broader money
measure, “M3,” which includes funds even
further removed from the cash in one’s
pocket but which may still be used to sup-
port spending—for instance, large CDs.

Monetary policy is further complicated by
the fact that the relationship of all of these
measures to total spending—which is what
the Fed is really interested in—is only loose,
and can change over time.

For example, some checking accounts now
pay interest. These NOW accounts may be
used just as an ordinary checking account
and thus be akin to cash. But some people
may treat the “money” in these accounts
more like savings than like spending money.
If people switch money from passbook sav-
ings to NOW accounts, M1 grows. But this
growth may not represent any increase in
spending power.

The final difficulty for the Fed is that it
does not have direct control over any of
these kinds of money, other than the cash
in circulation. Money is actually created
when banks lend it. Borrowers, whether
businesses or individuals, either deposit the
funds in accounts included in one or an-
other of the money measures or pay the
money to others who do.

The Fed influences how much banks can
lend and how large their deposits can be by
adding to or taking away from the reserves
which all financial institutions must hold in
proportion to the deposits they accept. The
Monetary Control Act of 1980 will eventual-
ly require banks and all other major depos-
it-taking institutions to hold as reserves 3
percent of nonpersonal time deposits; 3 per-
cent of the first $26 million of transactions
accounts; and 12 percent of the amount
above this. These requirements are being
phased in.

Banks can obtain the necessary reserves
either from the Federal Reserve, from each
other, or from overseas. The Fed supplies
reserves to the entire banking system by
buying government securities, like Treasury
bills. This is actually the closest that mone-
tary policy comes to the popular notion of
“printing money.” If the Federal Reserve
does not supply enough reserves to support
the level of deposits in the banking system,
banks must borrow more from each other,
or from the Fed. As banks bid for these re-
serves, the price, or interest rate, rises.

As their own borrowing becomes more
costly, banks will charge their customers, or
borrowers, more. Some individuals and busi-
nesses will then decide against borrowing
and therefore against spending as much as
they might have. In this way the Federal
Reserve's “tight money,” in the form of a
tight supply of reserves to the banking
system, feeds through, via high interest




August 18, 1982

rates, to spending power and economic activ-
ity.e

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE
HON. MERVYN M. DYMALLY

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, it is
of vital importance that I alert my col-
leagues to a most alarming develop-
ment in the area of health services for
American Indians.

A report submitted to Congress by
Dr. Everett R. Rhoades, Director of
the Indian Health Service, attempts to
assess and categorize various urban
American Indian health projects with
regard to funding priorities. This
report indicates that many Indian
health clinics should undergo drastic
reductions in funding or be terminated
altogether.

This report, however, is completely,
and dangerously, misleading. Ques-
tionable methodology and dubious
conclusions render this report entirely
ineffectual.

These health clinics are serving
thousands of impoverished Americans
who are unable to obtain sufficient
health care elsewhere because, for a
great many urban American Indians,
proper medical attention is prohibi-
tively expensive. Conseguently, any
further limitation of these people’s
access to health service would consti-
tute an intolerable injustice.

There remains, for example, only
one Indian health clinic in the entire
Los Angeles area, in Compton, CA;
and that one has been marked for ex-
tinction by the authors of this report.
The removai of this last Los Angeles-
area clinic alone would cause a great
many people to go without any health
care whatsoever. This, however, is
only one of the threatened clinics.

I ask my colleagues not to permit
the abolishment of these Indian
health centers. Each is carefully
geared to provide important, essential
services to needy people within its par-
ticular service area. The IHS report's
most flagrant violation of sound meth-
odology, however, is the fact that indi-
vidual clinies were evaluated according
to blanket criteria which were not es-
tablished until after each clinic formu-
lated its programs in compliance with
its own area’s needs and State regula-
tions. This, even without the other
substantial methodological shortcom-
ings, is reason enough to disregard the
misleading “evidence” of the IHS
report. I vehemently oppose taking
any actions on the basis of the report's
findings or recommendations.

I implore my colleagues to join me in
this struggle to maintain, if not in-
crease, funding for these desperately
needed clinics. If we are not successful,
one of the most disadvantaged peoples
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in America will suffer yet another
crippling blow.e

OUR THANKS TO JOE WOMACK
HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

e Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this opportunity to
publicly express my appreciation and
that of the Subcommittee on Housing
and Community Development to
Joseph L. Womack, an assistant legis-
lative counsel, for his work on behalf
of all Members of Congress. Joe will
be leaving the service of the House
this week after 9 years to take a posi-
tion at the East Texas State Universi-
ty in Commerce, Tex.

As a freshman and as a member of
the Housing Subcommitiee, I have
benefited from Joe's expertise and his
patience. He has always made himself
available to me and other members of
our subcommittee, as well as to mem-
bers of the staff.

Now he will be returning to Texas,
where he is no stranger, having at-
tended Baylor University and the Uni-
versity of Texas Law School. I am sure
that Joe and his wife, Cynthia, and his
children, Chris, Todd, and Heather,
are looking forward to returning to
Texas to start a new life there.

On behalf of all Members who have
worked with Joe Womack, I would like
to express our thanks and our best
wishes for his future success.@

EXPLAINING SOCIAL SECURITY
HON. LEE H. HAMILTON

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

e Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to insert my ‘“Washington
Report” for August 18, 1982, into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

EXPLAINING SOCIAL SECURITY

Everywhere I go in the Ninth Congres-
sional District, I see that Hoosiers are
deeply concerned about the future of the
social security system. Older people fear
that their benefits are in jeopardy. younger
people are convinced that they will get little
in return for what they pay into the system.
As much as three quarters of the nation’s
population believe that the system will not
be able to pay them their full benefits. In
fact, the social security system faces a
short-term problem beginning next year and
continuing through the late 1980's, and a
long-term problem beginning around the
year 2025, Between 1990 and 2025, however,
the system should be in good condition.

The short-term problem is one of cash
flow. Since 1974, the old age and disability
trust funds have been paying out more in
benefits than they have been taking up in
taxes: an imbalance due mainly to sharp in-
creases in benefits. However, benefits have
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always been paid because the funds could
draw on substantial reserves which had
built up over the years. Under current law,
these reserves could be exhausted in 1983.
Benefits to be paid out may exceed revenues
to be taken in by some 6 percent from 1983
to 1986. At the outset, the main conse-
quence of the fiscal shortfall would be a
delay in the receipt of benefits for a few
days.

The long-term problem is by far the more
serious. As the “baby boom"”—those born
after 1947—begins to retire, a shrinking
number of workers will have to support a
growing number of retirees. The fiscal
shortfall between 2030 to 2054 would be
roughly equal to 33 percent of expenditures.

A number of measures are being consid-
ered as solutions to the short-term problem.
They include extending interfund borrow-
ing among the trust funds, holding cost-of-
living increases to the average rate of in-
crease in workers' wages, granting the
system standby authority to borrow from
the general fund of the Treasury, taxing
some of the benefits received by persons
with very high incomes, bringing federal
and other non-covered workers into the
system, and moving up the scheduled in-
crease in the payroll tax from 1985 to 1983.
Measures under consideration to address
the long-term problems include a gradual
rise in the retirement age from 65 years to
68 years, a change in the formula used to
determine initial benefits at retirement, and
a gradual reduction in the benefits of those
workers who choose to retire before age 65.

The attitude of Congress is of prime con-
cern to Hoosiers. Will Congress ignore the
problems until they cannot be solved? Will
Congress slash the benefits of current retir-
ees? Actually, there are many reasons for
optimism that Congress will act cautiously
and prudently to protect the social security
system.

1. A complete overhaul of the system is
not required. The system faces a fiscal
shortfall of only 6 percent in the next few
years. Interfund borrowing alone may be a
sufficlent remedy. Likewise, the more seri-
ous long-term problem can be solved as long
as we act without too much delay.

2, The record of Congress is a good one.
Since the issuance of the first social security
check in 1940, monthly benefits have always
been sent on time. Congress has taken the
steps needed to preserve the integrity of the
system on at least 20 occasions in the past.
This session, too, Congress and the Presi-
dent have evinced their clear desire that the
problems be corrected soon.

3. Congress knows the importance of a
stable system. Congress is aware that social
security is critically important to the na-
tion’s elderly, two thirds of whom have it as
their primary source of income. Also, Con-
gress realizes that it must restore the confi-
dence of younger people, who are paying
much higher pay roll taxes than their par-
ents paid. Politicians know that they have
too much at stake—36 million beneficiaries
and 116 million covered workers—to permit
the system to falter or collapse.

4, Major recommendations are expected
by the end of the year. Action by Congress
was postponed last year because of the for-
mation of a 15-member commission whose
task is to find a bipartisan consensus on
reform of the system. A report should be
ready by December 31, 1982, and could be
the blueprint for far-reaching legislative
reform. Since Congress must take some
action before July, 1983, there is a definite
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chance that Congress might try to enact im-
portant, substantive changes at that time.

Congress will not take steps which destroy
public support for the system. First, it will
in all likelihood not reduce the benefits of
current, legitimate retirees. If you are get-
ting a $400 monthly check now, you can
expect to collect at least that much every
month in the future. The major proposals
under consideration for current retirees
would at most trim back future increases in
benefits. Second, Congress will give future
retirees some years' notice of any significant
cutbacks so that they will have time to
adjust their plans for retirement. Proposals
now under consideration would phase in sig-
nificant long-term changes at a slow pace.

Present projections about the stability of
the social security system should concern us
all. T will do all I can both to assure pay-
ments to future retirees and to preserve the
benefits of current retirees.e@

GETTING OUT THE VOTE
HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to bring to your attention and to
the attention of our colleagues a
unique and noteworthy contest that
took place in Manhattan this summer.
The American Citizenship Committee
of the New York County Lawyers' As-
sociation ran an essay contest for high
school students on the subject of
“Getting Out the Vote.”

Few matters should be of as great
concern to the elected representatives
of this Nation as the downward slope
of participation in elections by voting
age citizens. In 1880, 81 percent of
voting age population chose to exer-
cise their right of franchise. By 1960,
that total had dropped to 65.4 percent.
In the 1980 election, a mere 55.1 per-
cent of voting age citizens bothered to
cast ballots.

In a government by and for the
people, this trend is more than simply
disheartening. It is a sign of the break-
down of democratic government itself.
When citizens neglect the privilege
and duty of voting, our Nation is the
grave danger.

The New York County Lawyers’ As-
sociation, by encouraging students to
get involved in solving this problem,
has taken steps to turn it around. Fo-
cusing the sharp minds of our youth
on the problem is, in the end, the only
solution. For they are the ones who
otherwise will inherit a democracy
crippled by apathy.

I would like to share with you the
three essays that won. They are re-
printed below:

Gerring Out THE VOTE
(By Darlene Heckstall)

In our society today, many people feel

that their vote is useless. They have taken

the attitude that their vote does not really
count. I feel that this attitude is a threat to

all of us and should be rejected, for if each
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and every person came out to vote we would
have a more representative society.

As we look around us, at the conditions in
which we live and the current economic sit-
uation, we should realize that the only way
these conditions will change is if we, as indi-
viduals, come together as one and make our
vote count.

I believe that we cannot sit back and
watch our country decline. The young
people should not let this country decline
and continue to go under, but instead they
should unite and speak up against what is
happening to our society. We, as young
people, cannot separate ourselves from soci-
ety, but we instead must become a produc-
tive force of society. We should not become
leaners on our communities but become a
strong foundation of the community.

Black and Hispanic areas must give their
vote in order to better their living condi-
tions, They must pull together, so that they
will no longer be the part of society that is
being left behind.

Blacks and Hispanics cannot sit back and
watch their homes turn into useless ghettos,
but they have to come out and make their
community a help to society, and not a con-
stant burden.

Many people are unemployed, depending
on public assistance. These people openly
complain of no jobs and poor housing, yet
they do not come out to make their vote
count. How can we expect a change if we are
not willing to give support and let our repre-
sentatives know that we care about our fam-
ilies and communities.

Recently, while on a bus ride, I passed
some abandoned homes and rundown tene-
ments. The streets were filthy, and some of
the men and women sat around as if they
did not care. As I passed, I tried to under-
stand exactly what I was looking at. I asked
myself, why did these people have to live in
such degrading areas? Why weren't able-
bodied men contributing to their societies,
and why were little kids destroying their
property? As I sat and watched, I realized
that these people lived like this, because not
enough people cared enough to come out
and speak out against these conditions. Not
enough people tried to make their vote
count. If these people are unhappy with
their surroundings, they can make a change.
If we vote someone into office who cares
and understands what the people want and
need;, I feel it would be a step towards a
more unified and prosperous country.

One way I think we can get people to
come out and vote is if we follow a custom
which Australia has. In Australia, if a
person is of legal age and does not vote,
they can be fined. I think this policy would
move a lot of people to vote.

I think our country will once again rise if
we, as individuals, join together as one and
make our vote count.

GEeTrTING OUT THE VOTE
(By Kim Conway)

Voting is the method used by citizens in a
democratic state to decide issues and choose
their leaders. Freedom to vote is essential to
self-government, whether carried out direct-
ly or through elected representatives of the
people.

In our own country, the individual states

set up the qualifications necessary for a
person to vote. All states require the voter
to be a citizen of the United States and to
live in the state and voting precinct a cer-
tain length of time. Most states also require
a voter to be at least 21 years of age and dis-
franchise those convicted of certain serious
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crimes or who are mentally deficient. Before
the recent passing of national voting rights
laws, some southern states used poll taxes (a
tax paid before voting) and literacy tests to
keep Blacks from voting.

The antislavery movement, which culmi-
nated in the right of Blacks to vote, was
linked with the women’s suffrage move-
ment. The Fourteenth Amendment passed
in the Reconstruction era guaranteed equal
rights for black men, but seemed to deny
them not only to black women, but to all
other women. It was not until the current
century that the women's suffrage move-
ment finally won.

It took 52 years of almost ceaseless effort
and hundreds of separate campaigns to con-
vince state constitutional and presidential
party conventions to include women's suf-
frage in state constitutions and presidential
platforms.

In countries having forms of government
other than democratic, the voting process is
sometimes denied, or, if permitted, becomes
meaningless because the candidates for
office are limited to those approved by the
existing government.

Despite how precious the right to vote is,
a high percentage of eligible voters in the
United States either never or seldom vote.
No more than two thirds of the eligible
voters become involved, even when Presi-
dential elections are at stake. In many other
democracies, at least 80 percent of the
voters go to the polls in equivalent elections.

According to Webster's New Collegiate
Dictionary, the definition of “vote” is a
wish, choice, or opinion of a person or a
body of persons expressed by a ballot. To ac-
count for the percentage of people who do
not vote, can we conclude that non-voters do
not possess a real choice among basically
similar candidates? If their inaction is
simply a matter of disinterest, non-voters
seem just as swift in condemning the elected
official as those who voted for him, assum-
ing dissatisfaction later prevails.

Therefore, let us encourage non-voters to
get out and vote. Let them utilize the power
they hold to choose the best candidate,
Most importantly, let them realize that
every vote does count.

Those working for the success of a par-
ticular party's candidate know how impor-
tant it is to “‘get out the vote"” and employ
various methods of reaching potential
voters such as direct mail appeals, tele-
phone calls, and door-to-door personal visits.
The recent win of New Jersey’'s Governor
Thomas Kean over his democratic opponent
was by a margin of less than 2,000 votes.
This should convince even the doubtful of
the value of the individual vote.

Citizens in other democratic countries
consider voting one of their most important
rights. All of us should remember that the
right to vote, our ability to choose our lead-
ers, is for our collective benefit. That right
should not be ignored by anyone.

WoMEN CasT THEIR BALLOTS!
(By Wendy Silverman)

That women should vote is now so gener-
ally accepted that few of the post-war gen-
eration can appreciate the long and intense
struggle that occurred before women’s right
to political equality was recognized. John
Stuart Mill presented his Woman Suffrage
petition to the House of Commons in 1866.
It took Parliament 52 years to accede. In
the United States, the Seneca Falls Declara-
tion of July 19, 1848, resolved, “That it is
the duty of the women of this country to
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secure to themselves their sacred right to
the elective franchise.” Again, over 71 years
passed before this resolution was adopted.

After reviewing the nationwide voter turn-
out in the 1980 Presidential election, it is
rather hard to comprehend the lengths to
which women went in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries to secure
their right to vote. The percentage of regis-
tered voters who did vote was roughly 74.3.
However, the percentage of the voting age
population that voted was considerably
less—only 55.7.

The woman's suffrage movement was or-
ganized by such dedicated people as Eliza-
beth Cady Stanton, Lucy Stone, Susan B.
Anthony, and Lucretia Coffin Mott. These
were women who devoted their lives to the
suffrage cause. Their general intentions
were to inform the public through speeches
and the like, and dispel the myths that
giving women the vote would destroy the
family and disrupt politics.

Among the tactics employed by the suffra-
gists was the demonstration. These mass
meetings were frequent occasions across the
country. In 1910, the Women's Political
Union sponsored the first of a series of
major suffrage parades in New York City.
One such demonstration was held in Union
Square on Friday, May 20, 1910. It included
over 10,000 persons who listened to the
speeches presented by the women. It was
the largest suffrage demonstration ever
held to that date in the United States. The
suffrage campaign in California which saw
the use of huge billboards, electric signs,
pageants, plays and essay contests, culmi-
nated in victory in 1911. The next year, the
women of Oregon, Arizona, and Kansas
became voters.

In January 1917, women suffragists, repre-
senting all parts of the country, posted pick-
ets about the White House grounds, their
purpose being to make it impossible for the
President to enter or leave the White House
without encountering a picket bearing some
device pleading the suffrage cause. This cul-
minated in over nine arrests, and during
their prison stay, several women risked their
health on a hunger-strike to protest their
unreasonable arrests.

After the House of Representatives’ vote
in January 1919 favoring woman suffrage,
the Senate proceeded to pass the Susan An-
thony amendment to the Constitution on
June 4. With ratification taking place by
August 18, 1920, women were first able to
exercise their right to cast their ballots that
November.

It is fascinating to find that for several
years, beginning with the presidential elec-
tion of 1868, women attempted, mostly un-
successfully, to cast ballots. In 1872, Susan
B. Anthony led 50 women to a polling place
in Rochester, N.Y., her hometown, where
they registered to vote. On election day, she
and more than a dozen other women cast
their ballots. Within two weeks, Anthony
and the others were arrested and charged
with voting illegally under a statute which
carried a possible three year term.

During the trial of the United States
versus Susan B. Anthony in June 1873, An-
thony fought gallantly for her right to be
represented as one of the governed and one
of the taxed in this so-called republican
form of government. It is unfortunate that
in the last presidential election, 44.3 percent
of the voting age population could not even
be cajoled into voting. As a matter of fact,
18.6 percent of them were not even regis-
tered. If people want the fruits of democra-
cy, it is only fair that they take on the re-
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sponsibility of expressing their views
through the ballot system. The voter
apathy of today would shock the suffragists.
As Elizabeth Cady Stanton once said to Lu-
cretia Mott, “the power to make the laws is
the right through which we can secure all
other rights.”e

EL SALVADOR CERTIFICATION
HON. GERRY E. STUDDS

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to share
with my colleagues two recent edito-
rials from Massachusetts newspapers—
the first from the Quincy Patriot-
Ledger and the second from the
Boston Herald American—regarding
President Reagan’s certification on El
Salvador. I believe that these pieces do
much to point out the fallacies inher-
ent in such a certification of progress
in the areas of human rights, land
reform, and the investigations into the
murders of six American citizens. It is
my hope that my colleagues will sup-
port House Joint Resolution 552, legis-
lation which would declare ‘“null and
void” President Reagan’s certification
that El Salvador is in compliance with
the conditions placed upon continued
U.S. military aid.
[From the Quincy Patriot-Ledger, July 29,
1982]
MATTERS OF CREDIBILITY

If the United States terminated its mili-
tary and economic assistance to El Salvador
on the grounds of human rights violations,
things could get much worse in that Central
American country.

Still, this week's “certification” by Presi-
dent Reagan that El Salvador is making
progress on human rights and on changes in
the economic and political systems comes
close to being a whitewash.

True, the administration’s report—re-
quired by Congress as a condition for con-
tinuing aid—is not enthusiastic over the sit-
uation in El Salvador. While concluding
that the Salvadoran government is making
“tangible signs of progress,” the report also
notes that “the strife continues to produce
serious and frequent violations of basic
human rights committed by leftist guerril-
las, right-wing terrorists, and members of
the government’s military and security
forces.” (On the day the report was submit-
ted, U.S. reporters in El Salvador found the
multilated bodies of four persons apparent-
ly in their teens along the side of a major
highway not.far from the entrance to the
barracks of the country’s elite battalion. All
the victims showed signs of torture. Who
killed them has not been disclosed.)

To justify its certification, the administra-
tion pointed to the holding of national elec-
tions in Salvador despite the continued
fighting, the continuation of the Iland
reform program, and fewer civilian deaths
and abuses by security forces.

Still, there are reports of police torture,
the violence continues, and land reform has
slowed.

While there was an elaborate ceremony at
the presidential palace this week as Presi-
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dent Alvaro Magana delivered titles to the
new peasant owners of 12 cooperatives, this
event appeared to be a public-relations
show. Some peasants continue to be kicked
off land for which they had provisional
title, President Reagan’s report notes. A
surge in evictions, some carried out by local
military forces, occurred after rightist par-
ties gained political power in the March bal-
loting for the Constituent Assembly. The
assembly itself issued decrees that were in-
terpreted as postponing some land redistri-
bution measures.

In requiring the certification progress,
Congress was sending a clear message both
to the Reagan administration and to the
Salvadoran leaders on what the conditions
of continued Ameriean support would be. It
was also giving the administration leverage
in dealing with the Salvadoran government.

That leverage won't count for much if it
isn't used to get clear results, if the U.S.
government pretends things are better than
they are.

The administration may believe that with-
out continuing U.S. aid and the accompany-
ing U.S. pressure there would be even less
respect for democratic processes and for
human rights in El Salvador. Perhaps. But
the U.S. government also is weakening the
force of the pressure it can bring to bear on
aid recipients when it puts a seal of approv-
al on nations that haven't lived up to speci-
fied conditions. And the more this happens,
the less other nations will believe we mean
what we say, and the less heed will be given
to American advice, or American “condi-
tions.”

[From the Boston Herald American, Aug. 4,
19821

Stor AIp To EL SALVADOR

There are strings attached to the military
aid the United States gives to El Salvador.
Under U.S. law, the president last week

certified that progress is being made by the
Salvadoran government in protecting
human rights and in implementing land
reform.

But a look at the situation in El Salvador
makes it clear that no progress has been
made. Militarily, the Salvadoran army so
quick to accept U.S. weaponry has been just
as quick to shun U.S. advice. Instead of
adopting U.S.-supported counter-insurgency
tactics designed to spare civilian lives, the
Salvadoran army has continued to use the
large-scale military operations that it
favors. Its aggressive efforts to ferret out
left-wing guerrillas have left many innocent
civilians dead.

The Salvadorans have also turned a deaf
ear to U.S. advice on how to institute land
reforms to turn the land back over to those
who work it. The right-wing Constituent As-
sembly, led by reactionary despot Roberto
d’Aubisson, has dismantled the U.S.-spon-
sored Land to the Tiller program. As a
result, thousands of peasants are once again
landless, having been evicted from their
newly-granted land.

It is time for the United States to yank
the string and to cancel military aid to El
Salvador. If the tug brings about drastic
progress toward human rights and land
reform by the Salvadoran government, aid
could eventually be resumed.

But if El Salvador refuses to change its
tack, aid must be halted permanently. U.S.
policy must continue to push for a free and
democratic El Salvador. The Salvadoran
government, by ignoring and supressing
populist demands for human rights and
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land reform, is blocking that goal. Every
time its army kills an innocent civilian,
every time it takes land away from a peas-
?nt. the government sows the seeds of rebel-
ion.

As John F. Kennedy once said: “Those
who make peaceful evolution impossible
make violent revolution inevitable."®

PRESIDENT REAFFIRMS BACK-
ING OF TAIWAN RELATIONS
ACT

HON. WM. S. BROOMFIELD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
was privileged to be in attendance at
the White House to hear the President
explain the United States-China joint
communique issued Tuesday.

I was pleased to hear him reaffirm
his support for the Taiwan Relations
Act and his longstanding friendship
for the people of Taiwan.

Despite reports to the contrary, the
President said the issuance of the
joint communique will not pressure
Taiwan to negotiate with the People’s
Republic of China.

“The Taiwan question is a matter
for the Chinese people, on both sides
of the Taiwan Strait, to resolve. We
will not interfere in this matter or
prejudice the free choice of, or put
pressure on, the people of Taiwan in
this matter,” the President said.

In view of the strong interest in this
issue, I am including the text of the
joint communique along with the
President’s statement on its issuance
for the information of my colleagues.

PRESIDENTIAL STATEMENT ON ISSUANCE OF

COMMUNIQUE

The U.S.-China Joint Communique issued
today embodies a mutually satisfactory
means of dealing with the historical ques-
tion of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. This doc-
ument preserves principles on both sides,
and will promote the further development
of friendly relations between the govern-
ments and peoples of the United States and
China. It will also contribute to the further
reduction of tensions and to lasting peace in
the Asia/Pacific region.

Building a strong and lasting relationship
with China has been an important foreign
poliey goal of four consecutive American ad-
ministrations. Such a relationship is vital to
our long-term national security interests
and contributes to stability in East Asia. It
is in the national interest of the United
States that this important strategic rela-
tionship be advanced. This communique will
make that possible, consistent with our obli-
gations to the people of Taiwan.

In working toward this successful outcome
we have paid particular attention to the
needs and interests of the people of Taiwan.
My longstanding personal friendship and
deep concern for their well-being is stead-
fast and unchanged. I am committed to
maintaining the full range of contacts be-
tween the people of the United States and
the people of Taiwan—cuitural, commercial
and people-to-people contacts—which are
compatible with our unofficial relationship.
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Such contacts will continue to grow and
prosper, and will be conducted with the dig-
nity and honor befitting old friends.

Regarding future U.S. arms sales to
Taiwan, our policy, set forth clearly in the
communique, is fully consistent with the
Taiwan Relations Act. Arms sales will con-
tinue in accordance with the Act and with
the full expectation that the approach of
the Chinese government to the resolution of
the Taiwan issue will continue to be peace-
ful. We attach great significance to the Chi-
nese statement in the communique regard-
ing China’s “fundamental” policy; and it is
clear from our statements that our future
actions will be conducted with this peaceful
policy fully in mind. The position of the
United States Government has always been
clear and consistent in this regard. The
Taiwan question is a matter for the Chinese
people, on both sides of the Taiwan Strait,
to resolve. We will not interfere in this
matter or prejudice the free choice of, or
put pressure on, the people of Taiwan in
this matter. At the same time, we have an
abiding interest and concern that any reso-
lution be peaceful. I shall never waver from
this fundamental position.

I am proud, as an American, at the great
progress that has been made by the people
on Taiwan, over the past three decades, and
of the American contribution to that proc-
ess. I have full faith in the contribution of
that process. My Administration, acting
through appropriate channels, will continue
strongly to foster that development and to
contribute to a strong and healthy invest-
ment climate, thereby enhancing the well
being of the people of Taiwan.

UNITED STATES-CHINA JOINT COMMUNIQUE OF
AvcusrT 17, 1982

1. In the Joint Communique on the Estab-
lishment of Diplomatic Relations on Janu-
ary 1, 1979, issued by the Government of
the United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of the People’s Republic of China,
the United States of America recognized the
Government of the People’s Republic of
China as the sole legal government of
China, and it acknowledged the Chinese po-
sition that there is but one China and
Taiwan is part of China. Within that con-
text, the two sides agreed that the people of
the United States would continue to main-
tain cultural, commercial, and other unoffi-
cial relations with the people of Taiwan. On
this basis, relations between the United
States and China were normalized.

2. The question of United States arms
sales to Taiwan was not settled in the course
of negotiations between the two countries
on establishing diplomatic relations. The
two sides held differing positions, and the
Chinese side stated that it would raise the
issue again following normalization. Recog-
nizing that this issue would seriously
hamper the development of United States-
China relations, they have held further dis-
cussions on it, during and since the meetings
between President Ronald Reagan and Pre-
mier Zhao Ziyang and between Secretary of
State Alexander M. Haig, Jr., and Vice Pre-
mier and Foreign Minister Huang Hua in
October, 1981.

3. Respect for each other's sovereignty
and territorial integrity and non-interfer-
ence in each other’s internal affairs consti-
tute the fundamental principles guiding
United States-China relations, These princi-
ples were confirmed in the Shanghai Com-
munigue of February 28, 1972 and reaf-
firmed in the Joint Communique on the Es-
tablishement of Diplomatic Relations which
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came into effect on January 1, 1979. Both
sides emphatically state that these princi-
ples continue to govern all aspects of their
relations.

4. The Chinese government reiterates that
the question of Taiwan is China's internal
affair. The Message to Compatriots in
Taiwan issued by China on January 1, 1979
promulgated a fundamental policy of striv-
ing for peaceful reunification of the Moth-
erland. The Nine-Point Proposal put for-
ward by China on September 30, 1981 repre-
sented a further major effort under this
fundamental policy to strive for a peaceful
solution to the Taiwan question.

5. The United States Government at-
taches great importance to its relations with
China, and reiterates that it has no inten-
tion of infringing on Chinese sovereignty
and territorial integrity, or interfering in
China’s internal affairs, or pursuing a policy
of “two Chinas” or "“one China, one
Taiwan.” The United States Government
understands and appreciates the Chinese
policy of striving for a peaceful resolution
of the Taiwan question as indicated in
China's Message to Compatriots in Taiwan
issued on Jenuary 1, 1979 and the Nine-
Point Proposal put forward by China on
September 30, 1981. The new situation
which has emerged with regard to the
Taiwan question also provides favorable
conditions for the settlement of United
States-China differences over the question
of United States arms sales to Taiwan.

6. Having in mind the foregoing state-
ments of both sides, the United States Gov-
ernment states that it does not seek to carry
out a long-term policy of arms sales to
Taiwan, that its arms sales to Taiwan will
not exceed, either in qualitative or in quan-
titative terms, the level of those supplied in
recent years since the establishment of dip-
lomatic relations between the United States
and China, and that it intends to reduce
gradually its sales of arms to Taiwan, lead-
ing over a period of time to a final resolu-
tion. In so stating, the United States ac-
knowledges China's consistent position re-
garding the thorough settlement of this
issue.

7. In order to bring about, over a period of
time, a final settlement of the question of
United States arms sales to Taiwan, which
is an issue rooted in history, the two govern-
ments will make every effort Lo adopt meas-
ures and create conditions conducive to the
thorough settlement of this issue.

8. The development of United States-
China relations is not only in the interests
of the two peoples but also conducive to
peace and stability in the world. The two
sides are determined, on the principle of
equality and mutual benefit, to strengthen
their ties in the economie, cultural, educa-
tional, scientific, technological and other
fields and make strong, joint efforts for the
continued development of relations between
the governments and peoples of the United
States and China.

9. In order to bring about the healthy de-
velopment of United States-China relations,
maintain world peace and oppose aggression
and expansion, the two governments reaf-
firm the principles agreed on by the two
sides in the Shanghai Communique and the
Joint Communique on the Establishment of
Diplomatic Relations. The two sides will
maintain contact and hold appropriate con-
sultations on bilateral and international
issues of common interest.e
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RETIREMENT OF MRS. CANDY C.
PARKER

HON. BALTASAR CORRADA

OF PUERTO RICO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I
would like today to pay special tribute
to Mrs. Candy C. Parker who, on Sep-
tember 15 will leave the Congress of
the United States after 15 years of
dedicated service to the people of
Puerto Rico in the office of four con-
secutive Resident Commissioners from
our island.

That date marks the retirement of
Mrs. Parker, whom everyone in the
House of Representatives knows as
Candy, as my personal secretary and
office manager since 1977. Candy, a
native of Fajardo, P.R., met her hus-
band Jim while he was on duty in
Puerto Rico and except for two brief
assignments in Trinidad and New
York, the Parkers have lived in the
Washington area for the last 30 years.

I wanted to take this opportunity to
pay public tribute to Candy and to
join with the many friends she leaves
behind in the House of Representa-
tives in wishing her health and happi-
ness in the future.

In 1967, Candy began working for
the then Resident Commissioner from
Puerto Rico, Hon. Santiago Polanco
Abreu, as a secretary. She has been
working for the office of the Resident
Commissioner since that time in vari-
ous capacities, as a secretary, case-
worker, and office manager.

Prior to 1967, when she came to the
Congress, she worked in the Washing-
ton Office of the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico for 10 years.

Throughout her 25 years of dedicat-
ed service to the people of Puerto
Rico, and to the Resident Commission-
ers like myself who were fortunate to
have her on board during our tenure
in the Congress of the United States,
Candy Parker always did her work as a
public servant diligently, loyally, and
with a cheerful disposition that has
endeared her not only to her immedi-
ate office colleagues, but to hundreds
of people in the Nation's Capitol.

It is, indeed, an acknowledgement of
her wise counsel, discretion, friend-
ship, duty and dedication that her
career has spanned five consecutive
administrations in Puerto Rico.

All have benefited from having her
as a coworker, and she will be sorely
missed by her many friends.

Oliver Wendell Homes once noted
that “every calling is great when
greatly pursued” and this maxim cer-
tainly applies to the considerable tal-
ents Candy brought to her work.

To both her, and her husband Jim,
we wish luck and happiness in their
new home in Florida, our gratitude for
their work and many sacrifices made
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on behalf of the people of Puerto
Rico, we bid a found “hasta luego.”e

TOO MANY ROTTEN APPLES
HON. ED WEBER

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. WEBER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to bring to the attention of my
colleagues an outstanding statement
about what is right about America. In-
stead of blaming everybody but our-
selves for our problems today, let us
take a good hard look at what each
American might be able to do about it
himself or herself.

I offer to you the script, “Too Many
Rotten Apples,” a tape recording
which came to me from someone who
is obviously the type of concerned citi-
zen we need, the type of person who is
ready, willing, and trying to carry his
own weight and pull his own oar—my
constituent Roger A. Brown.

The statement follows:

Too MANY ROTTEN APPLES

You read a lot and hear a lot about what's
wrong with America. You never hear or
read what’'s right about America.

Well, let me tell you something mister and
you too sister—

I was what they called a “depression
baby"” because I was born in the midst of
the Great Depression of the 1930's.

My old man made $10 a week and damn
glad to get it—a lot of people who were out
of work stood on the corners selling apples.
They'd pay a nickel a piece for the apples
and hope they could turn a profit—most of
them lost their money and ended up with a
bunch of rotten apples. And that's the trou-
ble with America today—there's too many
rotten apples—we need people with ideas
and guts to carry them out to improve our-
selves and our country.

Too many people think that America owes
them a living. We have double-digit infla-
tion, we have 9- to 12-percent unemploy-
ment. And who do we blame? We blame the
Japanese, the Russians, the Chinese, the
Arabs, and most of all we blame our own
President—the man who had the guts and
courage enough to run for that office and
who was elected by the people of America
and just because he didn't make everything
hunky dory in less than a year the mess
we're in is all his fault.

I can remember when a baby boy was
born, the proud parents would say, “Maybe
someday he'll be President.”

Now you hear, no way would I want my
son to be President, that's one giant head-
ache and thankless job. Anyone has to be
crazy to want to be President.

The President of the United States
doesn’t receive respect anymore, he receives
condemnation, criticism, ridicule, and an as-
sassin’s bullet.

You know what's wrong with America?
It’s not the Japanese, the Russians, the Chi-
nese, the Arabs, and least of all our Presi-
dent—the trouble with the United States is
U-S US we've become too damn soft and
lazy and we expect too much for too little.
We just have to have two cars, two TV's, a
home with two baths, a dishwasher, a room
for every kid and that’s just the bare neces-
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sities—but we think we deserve those things
and we shouldn't have to work for them.

We've become masters at seeing how
much work we can get out of doing and still
get paid for it. Come in late, go home early,
take coffee breaks, sick leave. “The compa-
ny owes me a living, they got so much
money, it’s about time they gave me some.”

That's why we have inflation—nobody
does a dollar’s work for a dollar's pay—and a
country like Japan that does $2 work for $1
pay and takes pride in doing it comes over
here and sells cars, computers, cameras,
bikes, boats, skis, stereos, and steel better
than ours for less money. Then we curse
them instead of admire them but, we still
buy their products.

Instead of changing our system, we cry
and complain—where would we be if our
forefathers cried and complained? America
would still belong to the Indians.

Why are people out of work? They're out
of work because they're not working—
they're not working because they say there
aren't any jobs. What they mean is, there
aren't any jobs to suit their taste or special
talent—there’s jobs out there, but you
might have to sweat a little—you might
have to exert some physical labor—heaven
forbid. If we would just get off our dead a - -
and look for a job and take a job instead of
crying about the unemployment, there
wouldn't be any unemployment. If we did
our job, no matter what it was with pride
and did it the best we knew how, there
wouldn't be any inflation because our prod-
ucts would be good and the price would be
right.

We've stopped thinking and inventing and
creating, we expect the other guy to do it—
we want the government to pay for every-
thing and then we cry about taxes.

Come on America, wake up—if you don’t
like what you're doing at your job, learn to
like it, change it or leave it.

If you don’t like the way America is being
run then stop crying about it and do some-
thing about it.

We've got enough rotten apples and
enough cry babies. What we need are some
good old fashioned, honest, hard working,
innovative, patriotic Americans that will
change it.

So stand up America and get out of the red,
Wake up America and get out of bed,

Damn the complainers America and full
speed ahead.@

ENERGY COMPLACENCE IS
NATIONAL DANGER

HON. DON FUQUA

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, we are all
aware of the danger of complacency
about the need for a strong program
of developing alternative energy
sources during a period of declining
petroleum prices caused by events over
which the United States had no con-
trol.

I am happy to report that others are
similarly concerned about our future
dependence on foreign petroleum and
are alert to the necessity of continuing
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the synfuels program which we so am-
bitiously launched 2 years ago.

The following editorial from the
Florida Times-Union, published in
Jacksonville, Fla., clearly states the
dangers of complacency and the value
of planning for alternative energy:

TEMPORARY OIL GLUT WEAKENS SEARCH FOR
ALTERNATIVE ENERGY

In an unusual display of foresight a
couple of years ago, Congress set up a syn-
thetic fuels project—synfuels—with an am-
bitious goal: Produce the equivalent of two
million barrels of oil per day by 1992,

The mechanics of the program set aside
$17.5 billion initially to encourage private-
industry synfuel projects, by guaranteeing
loans, prices and purchase agreements.

That was two years ago. Of the total sum
set aside, $15 billion has never been commit-
ted.

Why?

It is because of short-term considerations:
A momentary “glut” turned oil prices soft
while interest rates made borrowing for
major projects uninviting, if not prohibitive.

Industry shied away.

Whereupon immediately, flocks of con-
gressmen coveted the money for various
other programs.

“T don't think the country is that stupid,”
answered House Majority Leader Jim
Wright, who had led the fight for the syn-
fuel program.

“After having foreign oil producers pull
the rug out from under us twice . . . I can't
believe we’ll go back to sleep again. Even
Rip Van Winkle didn't go back to sleep a
second time.”

Wright is by no means alone in his ex-
pressed concern, Two recognized experts on
energy and international politics have writ-
ten a book, “Global Insecurity,” which fore-
sees as “highly likely” a new oil crisis during
this decade that could, by the year 2000,
drive oil prices to “more than twice what
they are today.”

The authors point out that “glut can turn
to shortfall on little more than an assassin's
bullet” and that the “orderly and reasona-
ble functioning of markets" can be totally
overwhelmed by a political revolution and
the sudden panic of the unprepared.

The scholarly credentials of the two au-
thors—Daniel Yergin is associate director of
Harvard University's Energy Security Pro-
gram, and Martin Hillenbrand, a former
U.S. ambassador to Germany and Hungary,
is director general of the Atlantic Institute
for International Affairs in Paris—and the
academic-sounding title of the book should
not discourage readers. The book reads like
a suspense thriller.

The authors warn that dwindling oil sup-
plies will be responsible for renewed infla-
tion, unemployment, and tensions among
the Western allies, causing ‘‘the greatest
danger to world peace.”

The impending erisis is also seen as creat-
ing conditions ‘“‘dangerous to this nation’s
social structure (and) a challenge on the
scale of the Great Depression to the viabili-
ty of democratic institutions.”

It is no secret that repeated and/or criti-
cal energy losses pose grave economic, social
and political problems, reflected in rising
unemployment and declining real incomes,
All of this could, as the authors warn, lead
to “declining confidence in government."”

Indeed, one wonders if what's going on at
present might not cause a decline of confi-
dence in Congress and in the foresight of
U.8. industry as well.
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Despite the government’'s guarantee, the
prime action in the synfuel field to date has
been one major oil company pulling out of a
giant project in Colorado and another firm
delaying a second effort.

Rip Van Winkle may not have gone to
sleep a second time but the sounds from the
United States alternative energy front
sound like snores.@

IN SUPPORT OF THE INCREASED
APPROPRIATION FOR THE NA-
TIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the Appropriations
Committee recommendation to in-
crease funding for the National Seci-
ence Foundation (NSF). The increased
appropriation includes additional
funds for research in the social and be-
havioral sciences and more money for
science education.

Today, more than ever before, we
need reliable information about how
our economy and society function.
These are the topics addressed by the
social and behavioral sciences. The
social seience research that is support-
ed by the NSF includes studies on pro-
ductivity, technology and organiza-
tional structure, saving behavior, the
relationship between level of educa-
tion and juvenile delinquency, and
health and human behavior, among
others.

One area of research on human be-
havior that I believe is particularly im-
portant is its relationship to health.
We are currently spending enormous
sums of money to improve the Na-
tion’s health, but we have not yet rec-
ognized that a major cause of bad
health is not the failure of medical
knowledge and technology but the
perverseness of human behavior.
Seven of the ten leading causes of
death in this country are determined,
in large part, by behavior that could
be changed. Habits relating to diet, ex-
ercise, dental care, smoking, drinking,
and drug use, to name a few, can be
changed to improve the health of mil-
lions of Americans. We cannot afford
to neglect the human factors that de-
termine the Nation's health, produc-
tivity, or progress. The cost is too
great.®

A POLITICAL SOLUTION IN
NORTHERN IRELAND—ARE WE
ANY CLOSER?

HON. MARIO BIAGGI
OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, as chair-
man of the bipartisan 126-member Ad
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Hoe Congressional Committee for
Irish Affairs I am deeply concerned
about the ongoing political vacuum
which exists in the six counties of
British controlled Northern Ireland.
From the outset—our committee has
contended that the United States does
have a role to play in helping to estab-
lish a lasting political solution in
Northern Ireland.

It has been my view that the key to
a solution in Northern Ireland rests in
the fundamental premise that all par-
ties to the problems in the north
should be involved in trying to bring
about a solution. However, in making
this premise—I add the caveat that all
parties involved must be committed to
a peaceful political solution one where
violence has no place.

In October the people of Northern
Ireland will elect a new 78-seat assem-
bly under the terms of the British
Government’s new governmental plan
for Northern Ireland. While the Brit-
ish Government and especially its Sec-
retary to Northern Ireland Mr. Prior
are to be commended for embarking
on an initiative—it is unfortunate that
they did not use the occasion to devel-
op a new and workable plan. The
elected assembly idea is not new and
has already failed—there is no indica-
tion that it will fare any better this
time out.

It is vital that the base upon which
negotiations have been started involv-
ing a solution in Northern Ireland go
beyond the governmental realm. It is
time for bold initiatives which ac-
knowledge a role for all parties in
Northern Ireland and which have a
return to economic stability as a key
element to any plan for a political so-
lution in Northern Ireland.

At this point in the Recorp I wish to
insert an article written by Prof. Paul
Arthur of the Ulster Polytechnic in
Northern Ireland who has written an
analysis of current situations in
Northern Ireland including his projec-
tion on the impact of the prior plan.
His article “Wrong Road in Ulster”
follows:

WRoNG RoaD IN ULSTER
(By Paul Arthur)

BANGOR, NORTHERN IrELaND.—“1 long for
the time when I can go to the United States
and say: ‘Look at what we have accom-
plished. We've got politeal stability and put
some money in.’" This is what James Prior,
Britain's Northern Ireland Secretary, told a
London newspaper in February. Mr. Prior
has now carried this message to the United
States. But is political stability any closer in
Northern Ireland?

Mr. Prior inherited a tense security prob-
lem arising from the Irish Republican Army
hunger strike, but he ended it successfully.
There followed in November 1981 the assas-
sination of the Rev. Robert Bradford, an
Ulster Protestant member of the British
Parliament, by the outlawed Provisional
LR.A. In retaliation the Rev. Ian Paisley
formed a “Third Force,” an unofficial mili-
tia of hard-line Protestants. Once again civil
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war became a real possibility in Ulster. But
Mr. Prior proved unflappable and decisive in
defusing a dangerous situation.

On the economic front, he has worked
mightily but with limited success. In Janu-
ary he extracted an extra £90 million from
the British Exchequer, but it has been only
a drop in the ocean. “The Northern Ireland
economy is not in recession,” he conceded.
“It is actively in decline.” About 1 in 4 of
the province's adult men are unemployed
and the percentage for Roman Catholics is
higher.

But while he can be given high marks for
crisis management and praise for his efforts
to help the economy, Mr. Prior has done
little to achieve the more important goal of
political stability.

Every British government to date has
failed to achieve an internal political settle-
ment in Northern Ireland because they
cannot persuade the political leaders of the
two-thirds Protestant majority to share
power with the one-third Catholic minority.
Mr. Prior hoped to succeed where others
had failed by offering Northern Irelanders
an elected assembly of Protestants and
Catholics, a shot at real power over matters
of great local concern that are now exclu-
sively London’s province. With these induce-
ments he hoped to turn sectarian foes into
allies.

The first stage of Mr. Prior's plan will be
an election for a T8-seat assembly in Octo-
ber. Initially the assembly will only scruti-
nize the British Government's policies on
Northern Ireland, but if there is enough
agreement between the Nationalist Catho-
lics, who identify with the Republic of Ire-
land and aspire to a united Ireland, and the
Protestant Unionists, who staunchly sup-
port the link between Northern Ireland and
Britain, then genuine authority will be
given to the new assembly.

But Mr. Prior's proposals cannot and will
not work. His plan is gravely flawed.

The British Government has quite cor-
rectly stated that the clash of identity and
aspiration between Nationalists and Union-
ists goes to the heart of the problem. Recog-
nition of the differing identities and aspira-
tions should be the key elements on which a
solution is based.

Ulster politicians are concerned with the
fundamental problem of national allegiance
and they will not set that concern aside to
work together on economic or social issues.
Only the nonsectarian Alliance Party, the
fourth largest in the province, has shown
any enthusiasm for Mr. Prior's proposals.
Even a section of his Conservative Party
mounted a filibuster against the bill in Par-
liament. Furthermore, an increasing
number of critics believe that the whole ex-
ercise has deflected what appeared to be a
promising effort to break down decades of
suspicion between London and Dublin so
they could work together on the problems
of the North. Finally, the assembly idea
may give a new lease on life to the LR.A.'s
political wing, Sinn Fein, which will now be
able to contest the assembly elections on
the platform that moderate nationalism has
failed to obtain any real power for National-
ists.

So what of the future? Clearly the pros-
pects of the proposed assembly offer little if
any hope of stability in Northern Ireland
and may indeed be an opportunity for a
naked power play not only by the LLR.A. but
also by extremists from Mr. Paisley's Demo-
cratic Unionist Party. It is worth recalling
that in 1980 and again in 1981 the Irish and
British Governments embarked on the de-
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velopment of better relations between the
two countries and between Northern Ire-
land and the republic, and agreed on the
need to further this relationship in the in-
terests of peace and reconciliation. It is only
through the development of this relation-
ship that long-term peace and stability in
Northern Ireland can be achieved. All par-
ties to the issue—Dublin, London and Bel-
fast—must eventually sit down and work to-
gether to achieve a solution.

(Paul Arthur is senior lecturer in politics
in the Ulster Polytechnic in Northern Ire-
land and the author of two books on North-
ern Ireland, “The People's Democracy 1968-
73" and "The Government and Politics of
Northern Ireland.”)e

1982 OBSERVANCE OF CAPTIVE
NATIONS WEEK

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker,
since July, a great deal of information
has been reported on the 1982 Observ-
ance of Captive Nations Week. The
thrust of the recent observance is well
depicted by the following selected ex-
amples: The first is a Captive Nations
Week Proclamation issued by Gover-
nor Carlos Romero-Barcelo of Puerto
Rico; followed by a special feature car-
ried in the June 11 News World in New
York on the suppression that exists in
the captive nations, featuring the ac-
tivities of the Polish police in the Soli-
darity movement; and finally an arti-
cle from the China Post of July 21,
which reports on the “Freedom for
Captive Peoples” rally held in Taipei,
Taiwan:
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
San Juan, Puerto Rico, July 1982.
A MEssaceE FrRoM THE GOVERNOR OF PUERTO
Rico

As United States citizens fully cognizant
of the significance of Soviet intervention-
ism, the people of Puerto Rico join our
fellow American citizens and all other free-
dom-loving peoples of the world in observ-
ing Captive Nations Week 1982,

On our Caribbean island we are intensely
aware of the menace of Soviet aggression,
for agents of this totalitarian power have
for over twenty years denied basic human
liberties to our neighbors in Cuba, tens of
thousands of whom have emigrated to
Puerto Rico to escape tyranny. The
Moscow-oriented government in Havana,
meanwhile, has maneuvered continuously,
employing tactics ranging from the hypo-
critical to the criminal, in an effort to sepa-
rate Puerto Rico from the United States, de-
spite the overwhelming opposition of our
own people, as expressed by majorities con-
sistently exceeding 90 percent in the elec-
tions held here every four years,

The people of Puerto Rico cherish our
democratic way of life. We have witnessed
in this region of the world how cynically
and swiftly the enemies of freedom can
impose subjugation in the guise of “libera-
tion.” And we are responding by moving
steadily toward thwarting permanently the
brutal designs of dictators, through the
achievement of full and equal participation
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in shaping the destiny of the United States,
the nation for which so many young Puerto
Ricans have fought and died during this
century.

This is the message we would share with
the men and women who have been en-
slaved under Communist totalitarism: the
people of Puerto Rico stand ready to join
with all other American citizens in support-
ing the courageous struggle of the people in
Captive Nations for deliverance from Soviet
oppression.

Sincerely,
CARLOS ROMERO-BARCELO.

[From the News World, New York City,

June 11, 1982]

PoLisH PoOLICE INFILTRATED UNIONS

(In the last few months a number of refu-
gees have arrived from Austria, among them
Andrzej Cyran. Until May 1981 Cyran was
the vice president of the Polish Free Trade
Union in the region of Malopolska, with its
headquarters in Krakow.

(The following interview was granted to
Alexander Pruszynski, the publisher of the
Polish North American Weekly—“Slowo-So-
lidarnosc” from Toronto.)

Q: How did you become involved in the
Solidarity movement?

A: Even before the workers in Gdansk
signed an agreement with the government, I
started to organize free trade unions in my
home city of Krakow in southern Poland.
Together with my friend Krzysztof Pal-
kowski, we helped create more interest in
Solidarity for our city.

During the second part of August 1980 in
the Lenin Steel Works on the outskirts of
Krakow, a Steel Workers Committee was
formed and together with our group we cre-
ated the Inter-factory Committee to form
new trade unions, which were formally initi-
ated on the 15th of September.

The first decisive step I made on my
behalf was a speech I gave at an open meet-
ing of the Communist Party held at a place
of business called Biprostal, where I was em-
ployed as an engineering consuitant.

I criticized the communist system as a ri-
diculous medieval form of government. I
then referred to a letter I had sent to Mr.
Gierek [former president of Poland]l in
1971. In this letter I told Mr. Gierek that
the Polish state had to be transformed from
the “dictatorship of the proletariat” to a na-
tional state with free trade unions with a
limited role for the police and other oppres-
sive forces.

The speech was met with a fantastic re-
sponse from both the party members and
the non-party members. Suddenly, in just a
few hours 1 became a hero. But everyone
was expecting the party to crush the union
the next day with force and everything
would be lost.

Those who agreed with my speech and
wanted to do something contacted me. From
this, a group formed with the desire to
create a free trade union system in Poland.

On the 26th of August, I formally re-
signed from the existing trade unions and
signed a document of access to the new
unions, which did not yet exist. With this
letter in my briefcase, I started to promote
the new free and independent unions. I was
invited to different enterprises (businesses)
and there I explained to the people why we
had to form such free unions.

Q: How did the security police react to the
birth of Solidarity?

A: Each communist state is a totalitarian
state which bases its existence on the use of




22114

force, especially from the police. In Poland
the police are called “milicja"; its plain-
clothed or security forces are called ‘‘ba-
spieka"” or simply “SB.”

From the very beginning, the SB made ef-
forts to plant their men inside our union.
Few people really know just how successful
the SB was in this and how much they were
able to manipulate Solidarity through their
agents. It was difficult to speak of this prob-
lem in Poland, but today it is necessary to
tell all the truth. Actually a lot of our activ-
ists, including myself, wanted to speak out a
long time age.

The effort on the part of the security to
infiltrate the new union was being made
across Poland and on all levels of the union.
We all know now of the success they had in
such regions as Jastrzebie Zdroj, Bialystok
and Krakow, where the first regional presi-
dents were police agents.

The same took place in other regions,
even in Warsaw and Gdansk. In spite of our
efforts, of the first 17T members of our pre-
sidium [union governing body], at least four
were SB agents. They were discovered later
because of their actions, which brought tre-
mendous, irreparable damages.

We have proof that the first wildecat
strikes, organized against the direct orders
of Solidarity headquarters in Nowy Sacz,
were the work of the SB. These unauthor-
ized strikes were conducted in coordination
with members of the hard-line group of the
Polish Communist Party leadership, such as
Grabski, Olszowski and Zabinski.

Although the strikes in Nowy Sacz were
against the orders of the regional Solidarity
headquarters, they opened a series of wild-
cat strikes across the nation and helped dis-
organize the union. This disruption was ob-
viously one of the goals of the SB.

Q: What other goals did the SB have in its
campaign against the free trade union?

A: A second goal was to create an open
confrontation between Solidarity and the
party, led then by Mr. [Stanislaw] Kania.
Such fighting would be used by the Soviets
as an alibi to enter Poland with a “peaceful
mission” of conciliating the two sides. The
best example of such provocation, which by
a miracle failed, took place in Bydgoszcz in
March of 1981.

At that time the Politburo, the ruling
organ of the party, had two channels of in-
formation, through the SB and through the
local secretary of the party. If in a region
those two channels were controlled by one
person or one group, then the Politburo
could be fooled in believing false informa-
tion. Such a situation took place in Byd-
BOSZCZ,

A delegation of Solidarity was invited for
talks to the City Hall. When they arrived,
they were brutally beaten and removed.
This action was witnessed by thousands of
Solidarity members who were called to wit-
ness the talks.

Unfortunately for the SB, the members of
Solidarity did not react violently [as the SB
had hoped they would] when they saw their
leaders carried out of the building blood-
stained and nearly lifeless. The masses lis-
tened to their leaders and did not attack the
party headquarters.

Any violent retaliation by Solidarity
would have provoked fighting and a call for
police reserves. The SB provocation failed,
but they informed the Politburo that the in-
cident was caused by Solidarity, that its
union leader, Rulewski, had damaged his
head by bumping it against the wall.

If the SB provocation had achieved its
goal, there would have been little chance
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that the real cause of the riots would have
come to light. There were more efforts to
organize such provocations.

The third goal of the SB was to destroy
the liberal wing of the party with Mr. Kania
as its leader. The wing was a stumbling
block for the conservatives and the SB. It
had to be destroyed before a confrontation
with Solidarity could be carried out.

To achieve this, various methods had been
used, such as anti-liberal propaganda within
the party bureaucracy. The situation of Mr.
Kania was extremly critical. All the plenary
meetings of the Central Community were
called by his opposition and he never knew
in advance if after the meeting he would
still emerge as the first secretary.

The final removal of Mr. Kania from his
post was a signal to all who understood the
situation in the party that the moment of
confrontation was coming. Before Mr.
Kania was removed, some of his liberal
friends such as Mr. Klasa were removed
from their position or kicked out of the
party as was Mr. Stefan Bratkowski, the
leader of the Polish journalist union.

[From the China Post, July 21, 1982]
RaLLy LarcesT oF ITs KIND HERE

Captive Nations Week activities have been
taking place in the Republic of China since
July 18 and will continue through July 24.
One of the highlights of the activities took
place yesterday as the “Freedom for Captive
Peoples” rally was held in Tsoying, Kaoh-
siung. This was the largest rally of its kind
in the history of the Captive Nations Week
activities and the first to be held in south-
ern Taiwan.

Captive Nations Week was first promul-
gated by an act of the United States Con-
gress in 1959, as the West first became obvi-
ous of the threat imposed by the expansion-
ist aims of the Communists.

Fifty-eight foreign guests were on hand in
Tsoying yesterday, representing 25 nations
in the rally which was attended by an esti-
mated 60,000 people who gathered to show
support for all those held captive behind
the Iron and Bamboo Curtains of Commu-
nism.e

TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE
WATERWAY

HON. TOM BEVILL

OF ALABAMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

@ Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, the Ten-
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway has been
the most investigated and the most
thoroughly studied public works proj-
ect ever built in this country. In addi-
tion, it is the first major waterway
built under the provisions of the Envi-
ronmental Policy Act, insuring that it
will not endanger our environment.

All of these investigations have
yielded much beneficial information,
showing that this will be a wise invest-
ment for our country. However, many
charges which have been hurled
against this waterway have been made
either from a lack of knowledge about
its extensive planning, its careful con-
struction and its environmental safe-
guards, or they have been made with
little regard for the truth.
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The projected annual appropriations
which will be needed in the next few
years to finish work on the project are
expected to decrease rapidly. By the
end of this fiscal year, nearly 80 per-
cent of the navigational features will
have been completed. In fact, 83 per-
cent of the funds already have been
committed. I want to point out that if
construction were halted, as some of
the opponents of this project wish to
happen, there would be no savings to
the taxpayer. In fact, it would cost
almost as much to stop work on this
project as it would to complete it. And
if the project were stopped, more than
$100 million in annual benefits would
be lost forever.

I was most distressed to read a state-
ment recently published in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD suggesting some
impropriety by the Corps of Engineers
and impuning the corps’ integrity, be-
cause of a 2-year investigation which
has been underway affecting one con-
tract on the Tenn-Tom project. The
investigation was initiated by the
Army Audit Agency and has had the
complete cooperation of the Army
Corps of Engineers.

I feel it is very important that Mem-
bers have the true facts in this matter,
so I include the following letter I
wrote to the Public Works and Trans-
portation Committee regarding the in-
vestigation.

The Tennessee-Tombighee Water-
way is an important project which
stands on its merits.

The letter follows:

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., August 13, 1982,
Hon. JAMES J. HOWARD,
Chairman, House Public Works and Trans-
portation Committee, Washington, D.C.

Dear Jim: I recently obtained a copy of a
letter and accompanying press release, both
dated August 3, 1982, from Congressman
Robert W. Edgar to you, concerning an on-
going investigation of alleged fraud associat-
ed with one construction contract of the
Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway project
(TTW).

Certain statements and implications of
Mr. Edgar’'s letter are inaccurate and objec-
tionable. For example, the fourth para-
graph of that letter implies that the alleged
fraud at issue here would have gone undis-
covered without the intervention of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and
the Justice Department. In fact, the normal
and comprehensive auditing mechanisms of
the U.S. Army Audit Agency (AAA) discov-
ered the allegedly fraudulent transactions
at issue here over two years ago. Following
its standard operating procedures, the AAA
then invited the FBI to investigate for pos-
sible criminal charges; this led to a grand
jury investigation. I have been assured that
all relevant units of the Department of the
Army, including the AAA and the Corps of
Engineers’ Nashville District Office, have
cooperated with the U.S. Attorney, the
grand jury, and the FBI to the maximum
extent possible, ever since the AAA discov-
ered these alleged irregularities.

To cite a second example, Mr. Edgar's
letter and press release state that the Paul

Boscoe Company was performing under a
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“cost plus” contract when the alleged fraud
occurred. One might infer from this state-
ment that the TTW is being constructed on
& “cost plus” contractual basis; that is
untrue. In fact, the Boscoe contract at issue
here was a “firm fixed price” contract; how-
ever, a changed condition at the work site
(s0il conditions different from those antici-
pated) necessitated a ‘‘change order”. That
change order directed the contractor to pro-
ceed with his work on a reimbursable basis,
and to keep detailed records of his increased
expenses caused by the changed conditions
and change order. Once the nature and
scope of the changed conditions had been
ascertained, the Government would negoti-
ate with the contractor to agree on an equi-
table adjustment of the original contract.
The instant dispute concerns the validity of
those expenses which the contractor certi-
fied as arising from the change order. The
point is that the contract at issue was a
fixed price contract, not a “cost plus” con-
tract as claimed in Mr. Edgar’'s letter.

Thirdly, Mr. Edgar’s letter and press re-
lease substantially exagerate the amount of
Government money which could have been
fraudulently obtained in this situation; even
assuming the worst. I have been advised
that the total amount involved in the
change order under discussion was $11 mil-
lion; only some fraction thereof could have
been obtained fraudulently. This fact con-
trasts sharply with the $18 million figure
presented in Mr. Edgar’s letter and press re-
lease.

Finally, and most importantly, I object to
the following statement from Mr. Edgar's
letter (repeated in the press release). “I be-
lieve this episode could have implications
for the whole project and perhaps even for
the whole Corps of Engineers program.”
That statement is unfair and illogical, and
raises questions about the motivation under-
lying Mr. Edgar's letter and press release.
The above-quoted statement implies that
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
entire TTW project are somehow tainted
with fraud, simply because one contractor
has been accused of fraudulent activities.
That can only be described as a grossly im-
proper attack on a highly reputable Federal
agency and a vital national water resources
development project.

Mr. Edgar’s letter has exaggerated and
misrepresented the facts concering one iso-
lated investigation of alleged fraud involov-
ing one construction contract. In fact, this
case demonstrates that the Department of
the Army’'s audit and investigatory func-
tions can and do ferret out alleged abuses
effectively, if and when said abuses occur.

The TTW is a very large-scale construc-
tion project, which has involved many hun-
dreds of contracts and contractors, and
thousands of employees of those contrac-
tors and subcontractors. One cannot really
be surprised that one contractor has been
accused of one irregularity, and that two of
his employees have been indicted (only for
perjury, thus far) during the eleven years of
project construction to date. This record
compares favorably with that of the great
majority of large-scale  construction
projects.

While such an irregularity should be (and
is being) taken seriously and investigated by
the appropriate agents of the Executive and
Judicial Branches, it certainly does not jus-
tify the charges and the allegations present-
ed in Congressman Edgar's letter of August
3, 1982.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, if your Committee
does pursue an investigation of this matter,
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I would strongly urge that the ongoing
grand jury investigation be considered. The
most important objective at this point
should be the indictment of any and all per-
sons (if any) who are guilty of fraud against
the Government.

I would certainly hope that nothing we do
would in any way impair the ongoing efforts
of the grand jury of ascertaining guilty par-
t.iqs (if any) and sending those people to
prison.

Whatever action you and your fine Com-
mittee take on Mr. Edgar’'s request will cer-
tainly have the support of myself and my
Subcommittee.

Sincerely,
Tom BEVILL,
Chairman, Subcommittee on
Energy and Water Development.@

A TRIBUTE TO TOM BARRETT
BY HON. CHRIS SMITH OF
NEW JERSEY, HON. MARK SIL-
JANDER OF MICHIGAN, HON.
BILL EMERSON OF MISSOURI,
HON. DUNCAN HUNTER OF
CALIFORNIA, HON. VIN WEBER
OF MINNESOTA, HON. GREG
CARMAN OF NEW YORK, HON.
GEORGE WORTLEY OF NEW
YORK, HON. FRANK WOLF OF
VIRGINIA, AND HON. ALBERT
LEE SMITH OF ALABAMA

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I rise this afternoon as
spokesman of the Freshman Members’
Bible Study to publicly thank Tom
Barrett of the Christian Embassy for
the outstanding teaching, leadership,
and direction he has provided for our
weekly Bible session.

In just a few days, Tom, joined by
his wife Linda, also a Bible teacher on
the Christian Embassy staff, will be
leaving for graduate school to earn a
master's degree in counseling psychol-
ogy. This degree, combined with the
master’s he already holds in Seriptural
studies, will undoubtedly enable him
to better wed the two academic disci-
plines into an even more effective
Christian ministry.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and I are
real sad to see Tom go. I'm sure the
Senators and staffers in his other
studies feel the same way. We will
miss him. All of us have profited much
by his uncanny wisdom and penetrat-
ing knowledge of the Scriptures. Most
of all, we have been impressed by the
genuine character of his witness for
our Lord, Jesus Christ. You see, Mr.
Speaker, Tom Barrett practices what
he preaches. He is a doer of the Word,
not just a hearer. His example has
been an inspiration and source of en-
couragement.

Mr. Speaker, Tom Barrett has
worked hard to instill in us a thirst
and appreciation for the Bible. He has
exhorted us to more actively seek the
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Lord’s will in our lives. He has encour-
aged us to pray more and read the
Bible frequently and intelligently.
Tom has also helped us understand
more clearly how to claim the Lord's
magnificent promises and how to “give
thanks in all things"” despite the cir-
cumstances. After all, the Bible tells
us, “I can do all things through Christ
who strengthens me . . . In Christ, we
are more than conquerors.”

Our weekly studies have been practi-
cal and relevant. Some of the topics
we have explored with Scriptural in-
sight included: Is Christ Nice or Neces-
sary?;, How To Deal With Pressure;
Persevering Under Adversity; True

Forgiveness; Maintaining Priorities in
an Election Year; What is Faith: Put-
ting on a New Self; and The Christian
Walk.

Our weekly study sessions have truly
been a time of spiritual refreshment,
fellowship, and learning.e

AMENDMENTS TO THE 1939
SEED ACT

HON. VIC FAZIO

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

@ Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced in the House today a bill
which I hope will ameliorate conse-
guences of a recent decision by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture to
close, effective the beginning of the
1983 fiscal year, the Agricultural Mar-
keting Service’s four regional seed lab-
oratories. These labs are charged with
the enforcement of the requirements
in the 1939 Federal Seed Act. The De-
partment has determined that the
functions of the regional laboratories
may be safely consolidated into the
AMS’ Federal Seed Standardization
Laboratory in Beltsville, Md. The De-
partment has said that the closures
will result in the savings of $600,000 a
year and will cause a net loss of 17
jobs, though many of the jobs to be
preserved will require transfer to
Beltsville.

In response to various concerns ex-
pressed by the seed industry and
knowledgeable members of the general
public, the Department has modified
its closure plan over the last several
months. It has sought to insure that
the single laboratory in Beltsville will
not be overwhelmed with work and
that the seed industry will not suffer
inordinate delays while waiting for
samples of seed to travel large dis-
tances for testing. We were particular-
ly concerned about the closures of the
Sacramento laboratory on the west
coast, through which more seed is
processed than through any other lab-
oratory. In 1981, for example, 4,486
seed samples subject to the Federal
Seed Act were handled in Sacramento,
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versus 3,599 in New Jersey, 4,130 in
Minnesota, and 2,340 in Alabama.
Some 57 percent of all the vegetable
seed imports were handled through
the west coast laboratory, 84 percent
of the service tests for imported seed,
and 57 percent of the service tests for
exported seed. With this volume oc-
curring at a point 3,000 miles from
Beltsville, Md., concern was obviously
strong that the program consolidation
did not result in missed plantings and
higher costs—in one of the most time-
sensitive and cost-sensitive steps in ag-
riculture.

Therefore during a period of negoti-
ations, when we were ably assisted by
Mr. WHITTEN, chairman of the House
Appropriations Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, the Department proposed var-
ious ways in which the seed laborato-
ries’ workload could be assigned else-
where within the USDA. The Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service
received responsibility for noxious
weed testing, a function it could effi-
ciently assume with existing personnel
at ports of entry. The Department
found and assured us that the award-
ing of certificates for the export of
U.S. seed could be delegated to the
States (to be supported with user fees)
without any changes in statute. The
remaining function of the laborato-
ries—known as pure live seed random
sampling—had to be performed at
Beltsville, we were told. Subsequently,
the APHIS was assigned live random
sampling in its laboratory at New
Brunswick, N.J.

The Department of Agriculture has
assured us that these consolidations
and changes will be carried out with
absolutely no loss in time or efficiency.
However, Mr. Speaker, its good inten-
tions aside, the Department will not be
able to eliminate entirely the prospect
that the requirement for pure live
sampling will not result in costly
coast-to-coast shipment delays.

It happens also that pure live seed
random sampling does not even appear
to be necessary, at least in the minds
of the USDA and the seed industry.
Each State has its own seed standards,
and in most cases they are higher than
the Federal standards. In no case are
they lower. Additionally, for its own
marketing purposes the industry must
generally provide quality and germina-
tion assurances that exceed even the
highest of the State standards. The
Federal requirements set forth in the
1939 Seed Act are obsolete and redun-
dant.

The possible problem of shipping
great distances combined with the lack
of purpose for the Federal pure live
sampling requirement lead us to con-
clude that it would be best to simply
eliminate the requirement from the
statute prior to October 1, if possible.

That is this bill’s primary purpose,
as far as I am concerned. In addition,
however, it contains some other provi-
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sions to eliminate conflicts between
Federal and State seed laws and to
provide flexibility to the Secretary of
Agriculture in administering the act.

The act specifies that certain grasses
be classified as ‘“fine textured” or
“coarse kinds” and a list of the two
categories is provided in the regula-
tions. The development of new im-
proved varieties of grass seed has
blurred the distinction between the
two lists. It has come to a point where
it is impossible, from a legal stand-
point, to differentiate between the two
kinds. It is a very slow and difficult
process to change the lists in the regu-
lations as new varieties are developed
and even more difficult to classify a
new variety of grass into one of the
categories.

The Association of American Seed
Control Officials, made up of State
representatives, has recommended
elimination of the requirement to
label according to these distinctions
and has made the change in the “Rec-
ommended Uniform State Seed Laws.”
Several States have adopted this label-
ing change in their seed laws; others
are only waiting for the Federal Seed
Act to be changed in order to change
their laws.

In an attempt to conform to two dif-
ferent sets of laws, a seedsman selling
seeds in one of these States could be in
violation of either the State or Federal
law or both. A member of the seed in-
dustry selling seeds on a national level
finds it difficult, if not impossible, as
well as expensive to attempt to label
his seeds in a different manner in the
50 States.

The second immediate need for
changes in the FSA pertaining to lawn
seed mixtures is to correct the labeling
requirement to allow that only the
month and year of the oldest germina-
tion test be required. Since the test
must be completed within a 5-month
period of the date of sale, listing only
the oldest germination test date would
automatically cover those varieties
within the mixture which had been
tested at a later date. There is a great
deal of information required on a
small package of seed and, since this is
a control measure and does not afford
the consumer additional protection, it
would save time and money in printing
the label and make it easier for the
consumer to understand the informa-
tion that is helpful.

There is also a need to provide the
Secretary of Agriculture with author-
ity to extend the 5-month period be-
tween the test date and date of sale
when he finds that, under ordinary
conditions of handling, certain kinds
of seed will maintain its germination
qualities over a longer period of time.

Mr. Speaker, it may seem late in the
year to be introducing a bill. However,
one of my Senators from California,
Senator Havakawa, has introduced a
similar measure. With his help and
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the cooperation of the Agriculture
Committees and the Congress as a
whole, I am hopeful we can resolve
this lingering problem by October,
when the new fiscal year begins and
the closure of the laboratories is com-
pleted, Thank you.e

SENIOR ENVIRONMENTAL
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

HON. MORRIS K. UDALL

OF ARIZONA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to note
the passage of an important amend-
ment yesterday, offered by Represent-
ative Coorer Evans of Iowa to the En-
vironmental Research, Development,
and Demonstration Act of 1983. The
amendment authorized the senior en-
vironmental employment program.
This program gets at the heart of two
problems this Nation faces. First, we
need more workers to enforce and re-
search our environmental policies.
This problem did not come with the
Reagan administration. When the
senior environmental employment pro-
gram was first implemented in 1978,
State and local environmental offices
cited a need for more employees. I
might add that this administration's
view that there is no need for more en-
vironmental employees—in fact that
fewer employees can do the job
better—somewhat baffles me. Never-
theless, the job of protecting our envi-
ronment is an enormous one and the
use of senior employees can help get it
done.

The second problem the senior envi-
ronmental employment program can
help to alleviate is the growing num-
bers of unemployed senior citizens.
The population of people over the age
of 65 is steadily rising. And so is pover-
ty, boredom, and disillusionment
among our Nation’s elderly. This pro-
gram is an excellent opportunity for
senior citizens to pursue their inter-
ests in environmental protection and
make a valuable contribution to this
Nation’s future.@

KEEP THE EMBARGO
HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

@ Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
bill, H.R. 6838, which terminates cer-
tain export controls would directly in-
fluence U.S. technological involvement
in the construction of the Soviet
Union’s natural gas pipeline. It has
been held for consideration until after
the upcoming recess.
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Personally, I am pleased to see that
this misdirected piece of legislation
has been delayed. As a result of an ill-
advised legislative effort, this bill was
reported out of the full Foreign Af-
fairs Committee without the benefit of
thorough debate on the foreign policy
impact that could result from its pas-
sage.

Therefore, 1 was especially pleased
to note that the distinguished colum-
nist, William Safire, gives very de-
tailed arguments on the possible re-
percussion on the use of our technolo-
gy in the Soviet pipeline construction
in his column which appeared in the
August 17 Chicago Tribune.

KEeEp THE EMBARGO
(By William Safire)

Here are seven aguments advanced by Eu-
ropeans miffed at our refusal to help build
their Siberian gas pipeline, followed by
short doses of realism that have escaped
U.S. congressional doves:

The gas pipeline is a private business deal
:ihat should not be blocked by cold war poli-

CS.

Nonsense: West German Chancellor
Helmut Schmidt, in the twilight of his
power, is making this last-ditch attempt to
impose the dead hand of detente on the
East-West future. When Russians lose their
capacity to export oil in a few years, they
will need a new source of hard currency to
finance purchases from the West. The
Soviet-European pipeline deal would provide
it more than $10 billion a year. Schmidt’s
West German Socialists delude themselves
that growing East-West trade will somehow
make possible the reunification of Germa-
ny.
Americans should have told us long ago
that they opposed this deal—now it's too
late.

Our displeasure was made known over a
year ago at the Ottawa summit meeting and
followed by a mission to Europe to dissuade
the West Germans, these repeated warnings
were treated with contempt. Finally, Presi-
dent Reagan publicly warned that unless
the crackdown in Poland ended, “further
steps” would be taken—but the Europeans
didn’t believe him.

America’s concern that this deal will make
Europe subject to Soviet blackmail is mis-
placed—it will supply only § percent of total
energy needs.

Even the West Germans admit that the
Russians will supply one-third of their natu-
ral gas in this deal; within the decade, that
dependency will probably jump to one-half,
concentrated in the home heating market.
Only detente politics dictates this depend-
ency: the needed gas could be developed
from the North Sea instead.

If you really wanted to punish Moscow,
you would embargo your grain—why ask
Europe to make a sacrifice America won't
make?

When America embargoed grain after the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Europe un-
dercut that pressure of quadrupling its
annual grain sales to the Soviet Union to
two million tons. Europe profiteered on our
embargo. When Schmidt made the grain-
pipeline connection this spring, I asked the
guestion that punctures that balloon: If
America did embargo grain to help ease the
pressure on Poland, would Europe drop the
pipeline? The answer was a horrified “No!”

America has no right to apply extraterri-
toriality to deals made by U.S. companies—
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if you want to do business in Europe, selling
your licenses to our companies, you must
abide by our laws.

That charge turns truth on its head: The
contracts made by U.S. companies with Eu-
ropean concerns contain clauses that permit
cancellation if the U.S. government decides
the deal is against our national interest.
The Europeans are now threatening to
breach these contracts, in effect ordering
their companies to expropriate the U.S.
technology on pipeline compressors. That
would be a highly unfriendly act by the Eu-
ropeans, demanding retaliation. Nor are we
acting ex post facto—the issue has to do
with the transshipment of our technology,
which has not yet taken place.

By denying the use of American technolo-
gy, the U.S. may delay the pipeline for a
couple of years—but won't stop it.

If Schmidt and French President Francois
Mitterrand are so committed to making the
biggest East-West trade deal in history that
they are willing to risk a serious breach in
the Atlantic Alliance, that is their business:
But the U.S. is not obligated to assist them
in what we believe to be a fundamental mis-
take. As European nations are sovereign, so
is the U.S,; and a two-year delay in the flow
of hard currency to the Russians would be
salutory.

America is suffering a public relations
defeat, alienating its allies without stopping
the pipeline.

The point of having an alliance is not
merely to have an alliance—it is to act to-
gether in a common purpose, The purpose
of NATO, for example, is to deter the Soviet
Union from doing in West Germany what it
has done in Afghanistan and Poland. If the
West Germans consider it more important
to strengthen their ties with the Russians
than to maintain their ties with the Ameri-
cans, then the “alliance” has become a
hollow shell and we would do well to so ree-
ognize it.

A total of 350,000 U.S. servicemen are sta-
tioned in Europe to defend it from Soviet
aggression. We have a right to object to ac-
tions by misguided allies that add to the
power of our common adversary.

If these serious objections are derided by
foreign ministers who bluster about *“di-
vorce” and threaten to use our technology
against our will, Europeans now taking us
for granted may find themselves with a fine
gas pipeline to the East and no umbilical
cord to the West.e@

BALANCED BUDGET
HON. JAMES M. COLLINS

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, there is a pressing need to pass the
balanced-budget amendment. We have
a balanced budget in our constitution
in Texas. It applies to the State of
Texas, it applies to the city of Dallas,
it applies to the county of Dallas. All
of Texas must operate on a balanced
budget and the system works.

The big difficulty is that those in po-
litical life have pressures to keep
spending and spending. Under the bal-
anced budget we have alternatives of
having to reduce here or reduce there
as you cannot spend for everything.
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The Dallas Morning News writes one
of the greatest editorial pages in
America. They had a very sound edito-
rial on balanced budget. They asked a
good question about balanced budget.
“Do you have a better idea?” That is
what it all boils down to, because infla-
tion is moving fast. Taxes are escalat-
ing, interest rates will go even higher.
The answer is the balanced-budget
amendment.

Remember back in 1968; the nation-
al budget was $100 billion under
Lyndon Johnson. National budget was
$298 billion under Ford in i976. But
right now we are talking about Con-
gress spending $770 billion or more
this year. That means that the budget
went up $200 billion in 8 years but it
has gone up $500 billion in 6 years.
The only way that we can establish
fiscal responsibility is with a mandat-
ed balanced budget.

You will be interested in the editori-
al from the Dallas Morning News.

BUDGET AMENDMENT: GOT A BETTER IDEA?

David Stockman’s interesting essay on the
balanced-budget amendment, published on
the Viewpoints page last Friday, underlined
several notable truths about the spending
addiction that has called it forth.

The federal government's share of the
total wealth produced by the nation in a
year, the gross national produect, has in-
creased by a third in just 15 years.

And the addiction is even worse in other
industrial nations that have a welfare state,
The 10 Common Market economies now
turn over half the produced wealth to gov-
ernment every year. On toth sides of the
Atlantic, the trend climbs toward even
greater shares for government.

Meanwhile, the welfare-state mentality
continues to increase the numbers getting
money in relation to the numbers working
to earn the money at productive jobs. In
1950, Stockman shows, there were five
people working in private sector jobs for
every one getting a transfer payment from
the government. Last year, the proportion
was 1.3 to 1,

What's more, there is what Stockman
calls “asymmetry” between the interest
group receiving payments and subsidies and
the mass of working taxpayers. In plain
English, what he means is that for each
payment, the few getting it will fight harder
to keep it than the many who pay taxes will
fight to stop it.

For example, he cites dairy subsidies.
They amount to $7,000 per dairy producer,
but they cost the average taxpayer only
about $18 a year. Obviously, a dairy produc-
er is much more likely to give his time and
money to & lobbying fight to keep the subsi-
dies than John Q. Taxpayer is to get the
subsidies cut.

Multiply that situation by the hundreds,
thousands, of programs that hand out the
taxpayers’ money. You can easily see why
Congress, for all its brave talk about econo-
my, rarely reduces any spending program.

There are plenty of arguments against the
amendment. But there aren’'t plenty of al-
ternatives.

It is obvious that we cannot go on as we
are going. That way lies certain calamity,
But none of the critics has produced any

other way to get the federal government to
budget as well as does a prudent household,
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a well-managed business, a fiscally responsi-
ble state.

What we've heard so far is criticism. What
we'd like to hear is a better idea for doing
what clearly has to be done.@

EXPLANATION OF VOTES ON
AUGUST 17, 1982

HON. PAT WILLIAMS

OF MONTANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr.
Speaker, I was necessarily absent from
the Chamber on official business in
order to honor a long-standing com-
mitment to meet with a group of my
constituents in Montana. There were a
number of recorded votes during the
time I was absent and I want to make
my position known on those measures
considered by the House.

On H.R. 1489, Puerto Rican passen-
ger service, rollecall No. 281, I would
have voted “yea.”

On H.R. 5618, Organic Farming Act,
rollcall No. 282, T would, as a cospon-
sor of the bill, have voted “‘yea.”

On H.R. 6323, EPA research authori-
zation, rolleall No. 285, 1 would have
voted “yea’ on final passage.

On the amendments to the EPA re-
search authorization, I would have
voted ‘“yea” on rollcall No. 283 to
amend the amendment in the nature
of a substitute and would have voted
“yea” on rollcall No. 284 to adopt the
amendment on the nature of a substi-
tute.

On H.R. 6324, NOAA authorization,
rollcall No. 286, I would have voted
“yea.” On that bill, I would have sup-
ported the amendment agreed to by a
voice vote that established an objec-
tive procedure for opening and closing
weather stations and for consulting
local officials.

On H.R. 6955, budget reconciliation,
rollcall No. 287, I would have voted
‘“yea” to send the bill back to confer-
ence to delete the congressional pay
raise.

On H.R. 6530, Mount St. Helens vol-
canic area, rollcall No. 288, I would
have voted “yea” on agreeing to the
conference report.@

MRS. PATTON SERVED LONGEST
ON HILL

HON. WALTER E. FAUNTROY

OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

e Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker,
from time to time I have the privilege
of knowing men and women who are
described as senior citizens because
they have been blessed to live a cer-
tain number of years, yet by their ac-
tivity and their spirit they seem to

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

have found the fountain of youth, for
their age is measured by the temper of
their will, by their hope, and by their
faith.

One such person, who many of you
may already know, is Mrs. Alma
Patton. On Friday, July 30, 1982, Mrs.
Patton retired as manager of the Dirk-
sen Senate Branch of Western Union.
She is the person you have come to
rely on in getting out those Ilast
minute messages to your constituents.

Mrs. Patton has seen many a Con-
gressman come and go during her 54
years of service on the Hill and in fact
has been in the Congressional Tele-
phone Directory longer than any em-
ployee on the Hill.

I think we all owe Mrs. Patton a
thank you for her dedicated service,
for I am sure that you will all agree
that she exemplifies the American
ideals of determination, hard work,
loyalty, and compassion—qualities
which have built our Nation and con-
tinue to make us great.®

AMERICAN-FLAG PASSENGER
VESSELS SAIL AGAIN

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

@ Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker,
Friday of this week, August 20, cere-
monies will be held in Los Angeles wel-
coming the first American-flag passen-
ger cruise ship to dock in Los Angeles
Harbor in over 5 years. An American-
flag passenger ship docking in Los An-
geles 20 years ago would have warrant-
ed absolutely no attention. In the late
1950’s there were 15 passenger vessels
flying the American flag, directly em-
ploying 10,000 American seafarers.
And there were about 25,000 shoreside
jobs in shipbuilding and repair, tour-
ism and support industries that de-
pended on this segment of the Ameri-
can maritime industry. But, that was
20-odd years ago.

In the intervening years, we have
seen the American-flag passenger in-
dustry in a steady decline. This decline
was caused by the terrific advances
made in air traffic which took away
passengers from vessels plying normal
commercial routes, and heavy competi-
tion from less expensive foreign-flag
vessels. In 1978 the last two all-passen-
ger vessels flying the American flag
were retired. Although for the last 5
years we have had combination cargo-
passenger vessels and freighters carry-
ing passengers under the U.S. flag, we
have not seen the true all-passenger
vessel, stately and majestic, plying the
waters under the Stars and Stripes.

But I am happy to say that now this
has changed. The ceremonies this
Friday welcoming the SS Independ-

ence to the L.A. Harbor mark a limit-
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ed, but nonetheless significant, revival
of the American-flag passenger trade.
The Independence and her sister ship,
the SS Constitution, are operated by
the American Hawaii Cruises. The In-
dependence began operating in the
Hawaii interisland trade in June of
1980, and proved to be so successful
that the Constitution was placed
under the U.S. flag earlier this year.
Both of these ships are crewed by
members of the Seafarer’'s Interna-
tional Union.

I am pleased to report, Mr. Speaker,
that the rebirth of the American-flag
passenger cruise industry is a good ex-
ample of what labor, business, and
Government can achieve when they
act together in concert. I am indeed
proud of the part that I played in ob-
taining approval from Congress in
1979 to recommission the 30,000-ton
passenger liner Independence as a
U.S.-flag vessel. And 1 am proud that
this enterprise is proving successful,
because that equates to American
profits, American jobs, and a broader
American tax base. That is surely
something which we can all applaud,
and it will indeed be a thrill to see a
mighty passenger vessel steaming into
the Los Angeles Harbor carrying the
U.S. flag proudly on its stern.e

“A HANDGUN DEATH TOLL”
HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
Florida Coalition To Halt Handgun
Crime has recently released the tragic
statistics for the month of June on
south Florida's handgun victims.
Ralph Renick, vice president and news
director of WTVJ in Miami, presented
an editorial about these figures and
called on our local county commissions
to enact handgun legislation.

I am including Mr. Renick’'s editorial
in the Recorp and I commend him for
bringing these senseless killings to the
attention of television viewers in south
Florida.

With more and more local govern-
ments taking the initiative in the
struggle to curb handgun violence, it is
clear that the American people favor
stronger handgun control legislation. I
hope that my colleagues in the Con-
gress will be encouraged by this trend
and act soon to pass Federal legisla-
tion.

The editorial follows:

[Broadcast Tuesday, July 27, 1982]
A Hanpcuwn DeaTH ToLL

The Dade County Association of Chiefs of
Police is for it . . . the Society of Former
F.B.I. Agents supports it ... the North
Miami City Council backs it . . . the Ameri-
can Jewish Congress and Catholic Archbish-
op Edward McCarthy favors it . . . the “it”
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being a proposed ordinance by the Florida
Coalition to Halt Handgun Crime.

In April, the Coalition presented its pro-
posed law to the Dade and Broward County
Commissions. It's three months later . . .
neither commission has come close to con-
sidering the seven gun control recommenda-
tions.

Today the Coalition released the handgun
death toll for the month of June. 30 people
died by handgun bullets in Dade and 21 had
their lives ended by handguns in Broward.
While you look at the names and ages of
the 51 victims, we'll highlight verbally some
of the circumstances in these deaths.

VIDEOTAPE
Dade handgun death toll in June—30

Jose Andujar
Pablo Aviles
William Banks
Catherine Bleich
Oswyn Boyd
Keith Brown
Juan Jose Bultron
Celedonia Cordero....
Richard Cunningham .........ccccennsmassesas
Barbara Farrell
Ronnie Ferguson
Janet Gayzel
Carlos Hess
Jose Ioo
Alfredo Lorenzo
Grisel Lorenzo
Charles Mills
German Mitat
Ernesto Perez
Donald Phillip
Jorge Pujol .
Freddy Ramirez
Sara Rey
Pedro Rodriguez
Letitia Shannon
Theotis Sharpe
Miguel Suara
Percival Wright
Clara Zaballa
Humberto Zuniga

Broward Handgun Death Toll in June—21

Alvin Austin 30
Patricia Daniels 36
Robert Daniels 46
Raymond Dunlop T0
Sharon Evers a 35
Ira Goodman 31
William Hall 53
John Hofen 64
Thomas Hosty 44
Monte Klein 33
Paul Neal 67
Byron O'Dena 40
Monica Porth 20
Angel Sarduy 35
Steve Seidel 21
Charles Sherrard 54
Justin Smollin 16
Michael Sparber 37
Shellie Summers 48
John Vissing 65
Leonard Walls... 29

Total Dade and Broward handgun deaths
Jan. 1 through June 30: 334. Dade, 222;
Broward, 112,

AUDIO

14-year-old Cathy Bleich of Miami took
her father’s handgun from his automobile
and killed herself. She and her brother were
alleged to be victims of child abuse. She had
a high 1.Q. and played in her school band.

18-year-old Ronnie Ferguson of North
Dade was killed by a neighbor after Fergu-
son complained of clippings from a hedge
falling into his yard.
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26-year-old Juan Bultron of Miami was
driving along Northwest T9th Street when a
passenger in another car pulled a handgun
and killed Bultron instantly.

35-year-old Pedro Gonzalez died at the
wheel of his truck in Hialeah . . . shot by
someone who had pulled up in front of him.

This brings the number of handgun
deaths in Dade and Broward for the first
half of 1982 to 334. Three-hundred-and-
thirty-four . . . that's more than the hand-
gun deaths in the entire year of 1979 in the
following countries combined . . . Great
Britain . . . Switzerland . . . Canada . . .
Israel . . . Sweden . . . and West Germany . ..
more in the first half of this year in Dade
and Broward then those six countries com-
bined in all of 1979.

Dade and Broward County Commissions . .
. are you listening or even caring?e

BALANCED BUDGET FLIMFLAM
HON. DAVID R. OBEY

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

e Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, recently,
we have witnessed the spectacle of an
administration which has asked the
Congress to pass the largest deficit in
history engaging in a diversionary op-
eration to take people's attention
away from the ludicrous nature of
these deficits by posing as the cham-
pions of a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget.

The budget should be balanced in
years of full employment in order to
pay back Treasury borrowing that
occurs at other times. But the consti-
tutional amendment sham being entic-
ingly dangled in front of the American
public today is a prescription for
making recessions deeper and longer
and more painful and it is a prescrip-
tion for minority rule—the very anti-
thesis of the constitutional principle
of majority rule built into our system
by our Founding Fathers.

I am inserting in the REcorD at this
time two newspaper editorials from
my home State—one from a tradition-
ally Republican newspaper, and the
other from a usually Democratic news-
paper. I am also inserting three excel-
lent articles by Tom Wicker, David
Broder, and James Kilpatrick, which
put into perspective the sham game
being played by this administration
and many people in this Congress as
well.

I also invite Members who are inter-
ested in a balanced budget to quit
posing about actions they will take 6
years from now to balance the budget
and start addressing the need to get
today’'s budget deficits under control
now.

The articles follow:

Law To BALANCE BUDGET BORDERS ON
RiIpicuLous

Two years ago, President Reagan said his
economic programs would balance the feder-
al budget by 1984, maybe 1983.

Now, in the wake of approval of a 1983
fiscal budget calling for a deficit of more
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than $100 billion and smaller but still im-
mense overages down the line, Reagan has
called for a constitutional amendment to re-
quire a balanced budget.

With all due respect to the basic belief
that budget deficits are bad for the econo-
my and that their elimination would have
an effect on both interest rates and infla-
tion, the idea that this can be achieved
through a constitutional amendment bor-
ders on the preposterous.

Indeed, even the proposal under debate in
the senate allows a loophole through which
the deficit ban could be temporarily lifted
by a three-fifths vote of Congress or in war-
time.

If Reagan really believes the budget can
be balanced by act of law, why doesn't he
just forgo the next request to increase the
national debt limit? Indeed, if he merely
vetoes every objectionable spending bill, it
will take a two-thirds, rather than a three-
2&1115, majority vote of Congress to defy his

But it seems obvious that Reagan is trying
to divert attention from his budget deficit
by wrapping the idea in the constitution
and ceremoniously embracing it. It will be
an argument to use against Democratic crit-
ics who recall his promise in the November
elections.

All this is not to say that the deficits are
Reagan's fault. As he has noted, there have
been deficits in 21 of the last 22 years, some
of which were pretty good economically.
And a case can be made stricter adherence
to and broader acceptance of his supply side
theory would have brought us closer to a
balanced budget at this time.

But the current situation seems to
demand a continuing effort by the adminis-
tration and Congress to determine where
economies in the subsequent budget years
can be made,

Wasting time on the constitutional
amendment can only divert the president
and the lawmakers from this responsible
course of action.

[From the Milwaukee Journal, Aug. T, 1982]
DECEPTIVE “APPLE PIE” AMENDMENT

“It's quite hard to explain why you are
not for motherhood, or low interest rates or
a balanced budget.”—Sen. John Chafee (R-
R.I)

Chafee’'s wry comment probably explains
why many.senators voted for the “budget
balancing” constitutional amendment in
spite of the serious damage that it could do
to the orderly processes of government.

Commendably, Chafee chose not to join
the stampede. We regret that Wisconsin's
Sens. William Proxmire and Robert Kasten
didn't show comparable courage.

On the surface, a vote for the amendment
was like a vote for apple pie and the Fourth
of July; while a vote against it—even for the
soundest of reasons—might look too much
like a vote for big spending.

Actually, the amendment has no bearing
whatever on the mind-numbing deficits that
loom over the next few years. If the House
quickly follows the Senate’s lead and adopts
the measure, it still will have to go through
a long ratification and implementation proe-
ess before being put into effect.

Even for the long run, the measure’s
impact on deficits is somewhat debatable.
The amendment apparently would make it
harder for Congress to adopt an unbalanced
budget and harder to raise the federal debt
ceiling. Three-fifths of the membership of
both houses would have to approve, except
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in wartime. But the measure would not pre-
vent economic recessions, which are one of
the main causes of deficits. On the contrary,
by limiting the government’s policy options,
the amendment might make recessions
more likely.

Some advocates of the amendment argue
that it is a necessary goad to the lawmakers.
“We don’t have the appetite to limit our-
selves,” says Sen. John East (R-N.C.). That
problem can be remedied at the ballot box.
Tying the hands of future Congresses isn't
the answer.

Although today's record deficits are cause
for genuine concern and appropriate action,
deficits are not always bad. Economic de-
pressions or other emergencies can make it
temporarily necessary to spend money more
than taxpayers can afford to.

The constitutional amendment presents
two other serious problems. First, it would
clutter the Constitution with what is at best
a legislative rule. That's like drawing whisk-
ers on the Mona Lisa. The Constitution is
an elegantly simple document that should
not be altered except for compelling rea-
sons. Second, the amendment would install
minority rule, allowing 41 of the 100 sena-
tors or 175 of the 435 representatives to dic-
tate the terms of the federal budget. That is
intolerable in a country committed to demo-
cratic government.

[From the New York Times]
‘THE B1GGEST HoAX
(By Tom Wicker)

David Brinkley recently posed this ques-
tion to his television audience: Has there
ever been a bigger hoax in Washington than
the so-called “balanced budget amendment"
supported by the Reagan Administration?

After President Reagan’s latest news con-
ference, the answer clearly is “yes,”” The
biggest hoax in memory is Mr. Reagan’s
effort to cover up his own unmatched per-
formance as a deficit spender by plugging
that illusory amendment. At best, it could
have no effect on the budget for several
years—and that not necessarily good—while
the Reagan deficits are here, now, huge,
growing and unnecessary.

The President said that these deficits "I
don’t think can be laid at an individual's
door"—although he never hesitated to lay
earlier deficits at Jimmy Carter's door. As
for those projected during his Administra-
tion, there's one easily identifiable individ-
ual who proposed and pushed through Con-
gress a three-year $750 billion tax cut, who
scheduled T percent annual increases in real
military spending, and who supported a
Federal Reserve monetary policy to slow in-
flation that also induced recession and now
inhibits recovery.

These are the primary causes of the defi-
cits now impending, and that individual is
Ronald Reagan. If he's not responsible for
those deficits, who is? The Democrats? Even
if they still controlled Congress, they could
have made all the spending cuts Mr. Reagan
originally asked and still not have reduced
the projected deficits significantly.

Just this week, the Congressional Budget
Office—so far a more reliable prognosticator
than the Reagan White House—estimated
that the deficits in each of the next three
years would range from $140 billion to $160
billion, even after approval of the proposed
$99 billion tax increase for the same years.
Without a shred of evidence other than
voodoo throbbings, the White House pro-

nounced this “too pessimistic."”
Not according to chairman Paul Volcker
of the Federal Reserve Board, who said the
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C.B.O. projections “came as no surprise to
us."” He said there was "“a lot more to be
done”—both spending cuts and tax in-
creases—to bring down the deficits and
permit interest rates to decline and the
economy to expand.

But what is Mr. Reagan doing? He is pro-
posing to renege on (he calls it “flexibility™)
the budget agreement he had reached with
Senate Republican leaders, in which they
settled upon military spending of $214 bil-
lion for 1983, $243 billion for 1984 and $279
billion for 1985—hardly small change, The
President now says he will propose higher
military spending for 1984 and 1985, be-
cause—as a Defense Department official put
it—"“Cap [Weinberger] wants everything he
can get his hands on.”

At his news conference, Mr. Reagan insist-
ed he would nevertheless keep his 1984 and
1985 budget requests within the overall
total agreed upon with the Senate. That
means the military increases would have to
be taken out of non-military spending, no
doubt laying added burdens on the poor.

Even so, the President’s decision to give
Cap everything he wants damages the eco-
nomic outlook for at least three reasons:

Depending on what non-military programs
are cut, the shift to military spending would
reduce consumer purchasing power, thus
further hindering recovery.

Military spending contributes little to eco-
nomic growth and is inflationary in that it
makes a high demand on skilled manpower
and scarce materials, driving up their costs.

By reneging on a major part of the budget
agreement, Mr. Reagan is bound to have
created doubts that he and/or Congress will
stick to the rest of it.

Ironically, Mr. Reagan himself pointed to
the importance of creating “the psychologi-
cal effect that would indicate that the Gov-
ernment is really determined to ... have
some real fiscal integrity. . . .” But his ac-
tions on his own budgets are likely to speak
louder than his words on a balanced budget
amendment.

Besides, chairman Pete Domenici of the
Budget Committee said that increases in
proposed military spending would be ‘“‘un-
reasonable and unjustified.” Yet Mr.
Reagan continues to portray himself as the
champion of reduced spending and balanced
budgets, and his discredited economic *pro-
gram” as the only proper way of “working
our way back to prosperity.”

Congress, of course, need not appropriate
the additional military funds for 1984 and
1985, and it probably won't—particularly if
the November election results can be read
as a rebuke to the Reagan Administration.

That doesn't alter the fact—or its “psy-
chological effect”—that while advocating a
constitutional requirement for balanced
budgets in the future, Mr. Reagan is willing
to undercut the agreement with Congress
by which he supposedly is trying to reach
one Now.

[FrROM THE MILWAUKEE JOURNAL, AUG. 10,
19821

CowARDS IN CONGRESS
(By David S. Broder)

After summarizing the coplous arguments
for the ratification of the Constitution in
the last of the Federalist papers, Alexander
Hamilton gave vent, briefly, to the emotions
he felt as he contemplated the choice before
the infant republic:

“The establishment of a Constitution, in a
time of profound peace, by the voluntary
consent of a whole people, is a prodigy, to
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the completion of which I look forward with
trembling anxiety.”

Last week, the Senate of the United
States voted for an amendment to the Con-
stitution to require a balanced budget,
except in time of war or by vote of 60 per-
cent of both houses of Congress.

This is what a US Sen. John G. Tower of
Texas offered as a rationale for his vote:

“I think that the whole exercise on this
constitutional amendment is the ultimate
confession of failure on the part of the Con-
gress of the United States. We are unable to
discipline ourselves to do what we should do
and, therefore, we feel constrained to try to
institutionalize that discipline in the Consti-
tution.

“This is a matter that should not really be
in the fundamental law of this land . . . Be-
cause I think it should be submitted to . . .
a referendum and because I think there
should be a great national debate on this
issue, I intend to vote to report the amend-
ment. However ... I would be deeply de-
lighted to testify against its ratification.”

What a commentary on the condition of
public life and leadership in this republic.

When but recently liberated from colonial
status, men of influence were prepared to
risk “their lives, their fortunes and their
sacred honor” for the ratification of the
charter of this nation’s being.

Today, this rich and powerful nation is
governed by people who are prepared—
against their better judgment—to forward,
for inclusion in that charter, any kind of
simple-minded scheme they think com-
mands a popular majority.

The point is not to condemn Tower. His
own words do that. The rationalization he
offered was, in fact, adopted by the leaders
of the Senate. Majority Leader Howard H.
Baker, Jr., of Tennessee used it to solicit
votes. Minority Leader Robert C. Byrd of
West Virginia employed it in explanation of
his own tortured vote.

Not to worry, they said. It's just a harm-
less little old constitutional amendment,
which happens to shackle the national gov-
ernment and prevents it from conducting a
national economic policy, which transfers to
a minority of 40 percent the power to set
fiscal policy, meaning, among other things,
the capacity of this country to defend itself
and to secure the general welfare—the fun-
damental purposes of creating the national
government.

But, they said, the House may not pass it.
Legislatures may not ratify it.

Don’t you believe it. Cowardice is conta-
gious. Already, one hears House leaders
saying it might be smart to let the members
vote for the amendment, in a slightly differ-
ent form, to “protect themselves" for elec-
tion purposes, and then hope that it dies in
a House-Senate conference committee.

But the conferees will not withstand the
heat—nor will state legislators—unless
someone decides to stop the buck-passing
and vote on conviction. In the Federalist
papers, Hamilton explained that the proce-
dure for amending the Constitution was
made difficult so that “the judgments of
many must unite in the work (and) experi-
ence must guide their labor.”

Hamilton did not reckon with the kind of
leaders we have today, who are all too eager
to suspend judgment, ignore experience and
avoid responsibility.

It is a different kind of “trembling anxie-
ty"” one feels when the Constitution falls
into the hands of such people.
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[From the St. Paul Pioneer Press, Aug. 16,
1982]
WRoNG WaY To BALANCE FEDERAL BUDGET
(By James Kilpatrick)

WasHINGTON.—The proposed constitution-
al amendment to compel a balanced federal
budget offers a regrettable but familiar
combination often seen on Capitol Hill. The
resolution is a mishmash of good intentions
and bad law.

Since the days of John Randolph of Roa-
noke, who defined pay-as-you-go as “the
philosopher’s stone" of wise government,
almost everyone has proclaimed the virtues
of a balanced budget. This is the ideal.
There is nothing wrong with the ideal. The
problem lies only with members of Congress
who have despoiled it and with the people
who have voted these members into office.
Barring periods of true national emergency,
of course our government should spend no
more than it takes in.

There is much to be said, also, for the ar-
gument that the only way to restrain our ir-
responsible lawmakers, who have spent us
into a trillion-dollar debt, is to deny them
the money in the first place. The theory is
that they can't spend what they don't have.
It is supposed that the constitutional
amendment would provide precisely such a
restraint. At the very least, the amendment
would raise a symbol that honorable men
could repair to.

But for the past 10 years, we have heard
some of these same arguments about the ill-
fated ERA amendment. It would have pro-
vided that “equality of rights under the
law" shall not be abridged on account of
sex. The ERA never would have accom-
plished what its proponents believed it
would have accomplished; and the notion
that constitutional amendments are ‘sym-
bols” is a notion that ought to be aban-
doned.

The resolution adopted by the Senate on
Aug. 4 is flawed in a dozen ways. It under-
takes to write statutory law into the Consti-
tution, and this always is a bad business. In
Section 2 of the amendment, it is proposed
to limit the rate of increase in annual re-
ceipts, but the formula by which this would
be fixed is & formula composed of algebra
and moonbeams.

The Congress and the president, says this
amendment, shall ensure that actual out-
lays do not exceed a statement of proposed
outlays, but there is no way under moon or
sun that this provision could be enforced. It
is generally forgotten, but we already have a
law to this identical effect. Under Section 7
of Public Law 95-435, adopted in October
1978, it is specifically provided that, “Begin-
ning with Fiscal Year 1981, the total budget
outlays of the federal government shall not
exceed its receipts.” This already is a part of
the supreme law of the land, and no one has
paid a particle of attention to it.

Extended analysis would be a profitless
exercise, The political and parliamentary
situation in the House suggests that the
amendment is dead for this session. Like T.
S. Eliot’s famous patient, the Senate's
amendment now lies etherized upon a table.
It is sleeping in the House subcommittee on
monopolies and commercial law. This is
Chairman Peter Rodino’s personal operat-
ing room, and Dr. Rodino is a skilled opera-
tor.

It is conceivable, though barely conceiva-
ble, that the chairman could set aside his
own opposition to the amendment and in
the name of democracy let the resolution
move toward floor consideration. The alter-
native is for the resolution to be bombed out
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of its unlikely abode by a petition for dis-
charge. Such a petition requires 218 signa-
tures, and these will be hard to come by.

Suppose the 218 signatures were obtained.
Seven legislative days must then elapse. A
resolution thus press-ganged then may be
called up on the floor, but only on the
second or fourth Mondays of each month.
Aug. 16 is out; the House will be in recess on
Aug. 30; Sept. 13 is a possibility, but only if
the seven-day requirement has been met;
Sept. 27 is Yom Kippur, when nobody's
home; the Congress is expected to adjourn
well before Oct. 11, which happens also to
be Columbus Day.

If we want balanced budgets, the answer
lies not in the straw fetters of this amend-
ment, but in the election of responsible rep-
resentatives. The whole House and a third
of the Senate will be up for election in No-
vember, If the deficits get worse, let us
blame them—but let us blame ourselves
too.e

SECURITY AND STRATEGY IN
NORTHEAST ASIA

HON. DON BONKER

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, on July
28, Mr. Lee Jong Chang, the majority
leader of the Korean National Assem-
bly, spoke at a symposium on security
and strategy in northeast Asia. This
meeting was sponsored by the Center
for Strategic and International Stud-
ies at Georgetown University and the
Institute of Foreign Affairs and Na-
tional Security of the Republic of
Korea.

In discussing the efforts to enhance
security in Asia and the Pacific region,
Mr. Lee makes certain interesting ob-
servations which I would like to com-
mend to the attention of my distin-
guished colleagues.

The remarks of Mr. Lee follow:

Mr. Chairman, Members of the U.S. Con-
gress and the Korean National Assembly,
distinguished representatives of the U.S.
Government, Ladies and Gentlemen:

As Co-Chairman of the First Annual
Korea-U.S. Symposium on Security and
Strategy in Northeast Asia, it is indeed an
honor and a privilege to have this opportu-
nity to share with you our mutual concern
and interest in the theme of this important
conference. I feel that today's symposium
will provide a significant opportunity for
those assembled here to examine the entire
Northeast Asian situation of the 80's.

Following the Second World War, with in-
creasing tension between East and West, the
communists attempted to expand their
sphere of influence by military force and
intervention in the affairs of many Asian
nations, contrary to the type of activity in
which they engaged in western Europe.
There are numerous examples of this in-
cluding the establishment of the People's
Republic of China as a result of internal
conflict, the outbreak of the Korean War,
the communist overthrow of Vietnam in the
early 70's and the communization of the
Indochinese peninsula.

In Europe, the attainment of political and
social stability and economic prosperity, as
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well as the re-attainment of a military bal-
ance, combined to function as a preventive
element in avoiding war. This condition also
made it possible to conduct various forms of
negotiations between the two blocks.

In Asia, however, political instability, eco-
nomic underdevelopment, and social disor-
der eventually brought on war, and conse-
quently encouraged expansionism by the
communists in the region.

To put it another way, in Europe the com-
munists realized that the values to be pre-
served by maintaining the peace were far
too important to risk destroying them by re-
sorting to war, In Asia, however, it can be
said that wars occurred in most cases be-
cause of the vague expectation that war, al-
though it causes ruin, might create many
new values which would be more beneficial
to communism than those which existed
before.

From the latter part of the 1970's, howev-
er, the people of Asia gradually began to
recognize that this was a misconception. In
other words, it has been demonstrated that
a society that is newly constructed after
total destruction can not, under any circum-
stances, guarantee human dignity, political
equality or economic progress, but can only
result in endless oppression and the degra-
dation of human life.

Together with this deep awakening of the
peoples of Asia, the economic development
of Japan gave great incentive to the region.
Stimulated by Japanese economic progress,
the developing countries of Asia are now

g impressive progress in their own
economic development plans.

As we emerge into the '80's, with the ex-
pectation that an era of competition will
eventually replace that of war, Asian coun-
tries are seeking peaceful solutions to all
their problems. To attain these goals, how-
ever, several important conditions must be
clearly recognized and met.

The first thing to be considered is that
when one nation suffers the ravages of war,
all neighboring nations are adversely affect-
ed, resulting in a generalized disturbance of
the regional order. Consequently, each
nation should assume responsibility for the
protection of the entire region under a
system which delegates an equal share of re-
sponsibility to each country.

Second, each nation must exert its utmost
efforts to achieve prosperity through grow-
ing regional economic cooperation. They
must also develop their national economies
and improve their standards of living. By
successfully accomplishing this, they should
be able to prove to themselves that these ac-
tions will effectively deter war and lead to
fair competition.

Third, the necessity of the United States’
continued an active assistance to deter any
military aggression should be unequivocally
stressed. All available data show us that
Soviet military capabilities have been ex-
panded in the Far East during the "70's, and
this appears to be the most serious threat to
our region. The Soviet Pacific Fleet alone,
at a tonnage of 1.5 million, surpasses the
United States Tth Fleet. Its overall strength
is twice as great. Under these circumstances,
it is inevitable that the deterring of Soviet
military power should depend to a signifi-
cant extent, on United States’ support
through both nuclear weapons and conven-
tional forces.

I believe that only when we successfully
meet these requirements, will a new region-
al order in Asia and the Pacific be estab-
lished in harmony with the one being
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sought in the West, thus ultimately contrib-
uting to world peace.

Northeast Asia, in particular, is a key area
in measuring the security of Asia and the
Pacific region. Four great powers of the
world, the United States, Japan, the Peo-
ple’'s Republic of China and the Soviet
Union—together with South and North
Korea—maintain a perilous coexistence
through their delicate interactions and the
formation of triangular relations among
themselves. Because of the precarious geo-
political situation, this region has such a
built-in vulnerability that even small fric-
tions may immediately cause overall disrup-
tion of the balance of power and lead to the
total destruction of the existing regional
order. The Republic of Korea is located
within this strategically important area.

At this point, I would like to discuss U.S.
policies toward Northeast Asia. It seems to
me that the United States policies in this
region have not sufficiently reflected a re-
gional defense concept covering the entire
Asia-Pacific Area.

They seem to rely to a large extend, on a
strategic area defense concept focusing pri-
marily on the security of Japan.

With regard to the Republic of Korea, it
has been unfortunately true that the de-
fense of Korea has been perceived at least
in concept, as subordinate to that of Japan
and this fact was clearly pointed out in the
Nixon-Sato Joint Communique of 1969.

This basic concept and approach of the
United States has made it possible for
Japan to project even less than one percent
of its GNP for its defense budget while the
Republic of Korea bears the heavy burden
of sacrificing six percent of its GNP for her
national defense.

In regard to these budget allotments, it is
important to view the military tension on
the Korean peninsula as a regional matter,
thereby demonstrating North Korean prov-
ocation as a potential threat to the region
as a whole.

Is it imaginable that North Korean mili-
tary power, which consumes more than 15
percent of the GNP and maintains a 700,000
man army is designed solely for the purpose
of its own defense? I have my doubts.

Is it imaginable that the so-called “export
of revolution” through which North Korea
trains guerrillas and supplies arms to them
would be stopped automatically once they
complete the communization of the entire
Korean peninsula? I would certainly answer

no.

Although the perception that Korea is a
dagger pointed at the heart of Japan pre-
vails, it would be more appropriate to say
that the Korean problem is a dagger point-
ed at the entire Asian and Pacific region.

In order to ease these prevailing tensions
in Northeast Asia and in order to bring du-
rable peace to our region, we Koreans are
making concerted efforts with particular
emphasis on the following three points.

To begin with, through successful imple-
mentation of a planned defense program,
our military capability will not be second to
that of the North Korean in the '80’s.

Second, we look forward to seeing main-
land China continue its moderate line and
the present Kim Il Sung regime in North
Korea to be replaced by a more rational one
which may also follow a moderate line.
Thus, hopefully, such a regime would sin-
cerely agree with us on a peaceful solution
to the problems on the Korean peninsula.

Third, we anticipate that the United
States will unequivoeally continue to remain
a Pacific power and play a vital role in the
region.
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When we have a confirmation that these
expectations have been fulfilled we can
then relax with the knowledge that the se-
curity of our region has been significantly
solidified.

Our region of Northeast Asia is usually
recognized as the “Far East” by Western
Europe, However, we might say that the
same region is the “Near West" in relation
to the United States.

If we look at our relationship from this
perspective, the U.S. might generate a more
well-defined global picture of world prob-
lems.

I would like to conclude my opening re-
marks by expressing my sincere hope that
this symposium will greatly contribute to
the exploring of our mutual needs, particu-
larly enhancing security in Asia and the Pa-
cifie region.

On behalf of my colleagues, I wish to ex-
press my special appreciation to the faculty
members of the Center for Strategic and
International Studies and the participants
from the Institute of Foreign Affairs and
National Security of the Republic of Korea
who worked very hard to make this sympo-
sium a successful one.

Thank you.@

SOVIETS REVOKE ACADEMIC
DEGREES HELD BY JEWS

HON. BILL GREEN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, today's
Wall Street Journal contains a useful
article on official harassment of Jews
in the Soviet Union. This article, “The
Soviets Are Revoking Degrees Held by
Jews,” was written by William Korey,
director of international policy re-
search for B'nai B'rith International.

Mr. Korey reports that a total of 65
Jewish scientists have lost or will soon
lose their degrees as a result of apply-
ing to emigrate. Losing a degree means
an academic's intellectual freedom is
totally restricted, and that he or she
cannot earn a living. I am particularly
sensitive to the restrictive and repres-
sive influence of the Soviet Govern-
ment on the lives of academics in the
U.S.8.R.: My adopted prisoner of con-
science, Dr. Semyon Gluzman, was im-
prisoned and exiled for refusing to
practice his profession, psychiatry,
under the terms dictated by the KBG
when he would not provide inaccurate
testimony to commit on psychiatric
grounds a Ukrainian nationalist dissi-
dent,

That this loss of academic freedom
is occuring is troubling; that it is fo-
cused on Jews in extremely disturbing.
I commend Mr. Korey's article to my
colleagues’ attention, and ask that it
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

THE SoviETs ARE REVOKING DEGREES HELD

BY JEWS
(By William Korey)

An extraordinary assault upon the auton-
omy and integrity of academia has been
launched in the U.S.S.R. It warrants the at-
tention and concern of the international
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scholarly community. A number of distin-
guished Jewish scientists who have sought
to emigrate are advised that their higher
academic degrees have been or will be re-
voked.

Not since the imposition by the Kremlin
of the scandalous ‘‘diploma tax' in August
1972 has the Soviet Jewish intellectual been
confronted by such a serious threat to his
fundamental academic rights as well as to
his livelihood. Higher academic degrees ev-
erywhere are granted in recognition of
scholarly achievement, In the international
community, a veritable sancity envelops the
awarding of advanced degrees. Only in Hit-
ler's Germany were academic degrees of
Jews revoked. That action foreshadowed
more intense persecution.

The unprecedented Soviet revocation
practice was initiated in a systematic way
about a year ago, though several cases oc-
curred somewhat earlier. In 1978, a Jew
holding the very advanced degree of doctor
of biological sciences was deprived of the
title. In 1980, revocations took place for two
Jews holding advanced degrees in economic
science and physical science. Since then, the
scope has broadened and intensified, em-
bracing a wide number of academic disci-
plines from geography to cancer research,
from history to mathematics. A total of 65
Jewish scientists, according to available in-
formation, have lost or are in process of
losing their advanced degrees.

The final stage in the revocation process
stuns the degree-holder. He is suddenly ad-
vised, in a letter. without any previous indi-
cation, that the Soviet Higher Attestation
Commission (VAK), on the basis of a “re-
quest” of some scientific council, “deprives
you of the academic degree of Candidate of
Agricultural Sciences” (as in one typical
case; the “Candidate” degree is approxi-
mately equivalent to a Ph.D degree here).

VAK is the special, all-union body that
confers academic degrees in the U.S.S.R. In-
dividual Soviet universities, unlike those in
the West, don't award them. Originally,
VAK operated under the authority of the
ministry of higher and specialized secondary
education. However in 1974, VAK was trans-
ferred to the jurisdiction of the Council of
Ministers. Its chairman explained that ap-
plicants for higher degrees would be re-
quired to “combine a profound professional
knowledge with a mastery of Marxist-Lenin-
ist theory and with the convictions of an
active builder of communist society.”

Apparently, under the current interpreta-
tion, Jews seeking to exercise the funda-
mental human right to leave a country do
not display the required "“convictions.”" Even
worse, several scientists were told that they
were deprived of their degrees for “unpatri-
otic behavior,” that is, applying to emigrate.

The personal ramifications of degree revo-
cation are profoundly burdensome and hu-
miliating. Soviet Jewish scientists say that it
can mean salary cuts, demotion, denial of
access to libraries and laboratories and even
job dismissal. Further, those deprived of de-
grees can be kept from seminars, scientific
meetings and professional publications. As
non-persons in academia, they can have
their research findings pirated or mutilated.

A public letter written by 13 prominent
Jewish scientists in February spelled out
the trauma: “We are being destroyed as
scholars and as breadwinners ... Our
knowledge is locked away to decay.” The
writers interpret their torment to be “a de-
terrent for all potential new applicants for
emigration to Israel.”
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They are no doubt correct. The Kremlin
has reduced emigration to a trickle. Only a
half-dozen Jews with advanced degrees were
allowed to emigrate last year. About 500
emigration applicants holding advanced de-
grees were refused permission. Of these 45
percent have been fired from their jobs.

The revocation of degrees constitutes a
new twist of the Soviet bureaucratic screw.
The technique is only beginning. One of
those affected, Yuri Medvedkov, a geogra-
pher associated with the Soviet Academy of
Sciences, warns: “This poisonous process is
not yet in full swing. We are trying to stop
it early.” But the burden of responsibility
for halting the subversion of intellectual in-
tegrity rests with the international academ-
ic community. It was the outery of Western
academics in every discipline that helped
end the notorious “diploma tax.”" A renewed
outery could produce a similar result.e

THE TAX REFORM
HON. JIM JEFFRIES

OF KANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 18, 1982

@ Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, soon
this body will be faced with the re-
sponsibility of dealing with a so-called
tax reform—one that would raise taxes
$98 billion over the next 3 years and
$228 billion over the next 5 years. If
this tax package is passed, you can be
sure that the recession, which we are
now starting to come out of, will be
prolonged.

This week, major banks lowered the
prime lending rate, a major economic
indicator, to 14 percent. The proposed
tax increase may jeopardize this down-
ward trend because it contains certain
provisions which affect corporate cash
flow at a time when many companies
are critically short of cash. Such
action will put more upward pressure
on short-term rates as companies are
forced to borrow more heavily.

Many people believe that the tax in-
crease will lead to more revenues for
the Government. True, the Govern-
ment will receive $98 billion over the
next 3 years, but the increase will also
ease pressure for Congress to cut
spending, the real solution to the huge
deficit. Moreover, the tax increase will
inhibit personal savings and business
growth which, in turn, will limit Gov-
ernment revenues and do nothing for
our record high deficit. History shows
that tax increases lead to a drop in
personal income, which leads to less
savings and long-term investment,
which, in turn, leads to less revenue
producing economic activity. On the
other hand, a reduction in taxes has
been shown to lead to growth in Gov-
ernment revenues.

Now, however, the administration
has abandoned its economic philoso-
phy. If you recall, this year the admin-
istration wanted $13 in spending cuts
for every $1 in tax increases. But thus
far, there have been only 16 cents in
spending cuts for every $1 in tax in-
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creases. Yet the administration is sup-
porting a $98 billion tax increase, in-
stead of trying to get Congress to
enact better than $25 billion of the
$40 billion budget cuts of the fiscal
yvear 1983 budget resolution.

Some $37 billion of this tax increase
is aimed at the business sector. With
Congress changing the tax code so
often, how is the business world sup-
posed to set plans for economic recov-
ery? This instability will lead to the
business community’s distrust of the
Government and to a slowdown of the
recovery from the present recession.

Last year's tax cuts amounted to
only one-fifth for business. But nearly
one-half of this year's tax increase is
directed at business. As a result, the
tax increase will take away over two-
fifths from the original business tax
cut. How can the administration
expect stability in the business world
with this kind of give-and-take atti-
tude?

One of the major provisions in this
tax package that would inhibit eco-
nomic recovery is the 10-percent with-
holding tax on interests and dividends.
This tax will lead to a loss of long-
term savings in the private sector.
This tax package will thus inhibit sav-
ings which is something that the ad-
ministration tried to stimulate last
year with a tax cut, knowing that it
would increase economic activity. Fur-
thermore, it will cost hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars for the financial insti-
tutions tuv administer this increase,
costs that will be passed onto the pri-
vate sector. This increase will inhibit
savings even more.

This tax reform must not pass. For
one thing, conservatives have not been
promised that there will be any action
to cut spending which would help to
balance such a large increase. Who's
to say that this increase won’t just
provide more money for the liberals to
spend? The least that the administra-
tion could do would be to promise
more spending cuts before it decides to
push a major tax increase through
Congress.

If this legislation passes, you can be
sure that there will be more people in
need of the Government’s money be-
cause the economic situation will not
improve and more funding for present
government programs will be needed
to help support the truly needy. With
more money going to welfare pro-
grams, the deficit will grow and the re-
cession will remain.@

DEFEAT THE TAX INCREASE
HON. LARRY McDONALD

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 18, 1982

® Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, in
the very near future, we will vote on
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H.R. 4961, the “Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility Aet of 1982." I would
like to take this occasion to urge my
colleagues to vote against the meas-
ure.

While I have always been a staunch
advocate and supporter of a balanced
Federal budget, I believe that efforts
to balance the budget by raising taxes
are misguided as demonstrated by the
fact that even if H.R. 4961 is enacted
into law, the proposed Federal deficit
for fiscal year 1983 will be in excess of
$100 billion. Thus, if Congress at-
tempted to balance the Federal budget
at the current level of expenditures, it
would be necessary to enact massive
tax increases—increases that go far
beyond those proposed in H.R. 4961. I,
for one, do not believe that we have
amassed a national debt of over $1 tril-
lion or that Federal deficits continue
to escalate because taxes are too low.
To the contrary, Federal spending is
much too high and passage of H.R.
4961 will do very little to curb the in-
satiable appetite of the Federal Gov-
ernment's policies of “tax and tax,
spend and spend.”

If we are indeed serious about lower-
ing Federal deficits without resorting
to massive tax increases, then it must
be recognized that we must go beyond
the political rhetoric and make actual
reductions in Federal spending and
not be complacent with merely slow-
ing the rate by which expenditures in-
crease. As each of the myriad of feder-
ally-funded programs and projects has
its own constituency, you can be sure
that such action will not be popular
with all sectors and special interests.
Nevertheless, this is the action that we
must take and these are the difficult
decisions that we must make if we are
to restore fiscal sanity to the economic
policies of the Federal Government.

During the past several days, the
Chattanooga News-Free Press has car-
ried two excellent editorials concern-
ing H.R. 4961 and the economic poli-
cies of the Federal Government. Prior
to casting a vote on the largest peace-
time tax increase in history, I urge my
colleagues to carefully read these edi-
torials which follow:

[From the Chattanooga News-Free Press,
Aug. 15, 19821

DEFEAT THE TAX INCREASE

The huge tax increase that Congress is
considering passing has been portrayed by
some proponents as mainly closing loop-
holes and bringing fairness to the tax
system. But a close examination of the
handiwork of Senate Finance Chairman
Robert Dole, R-Kan., shows that the tax
package will affect almost everyone in our
society.

If you are a traveler, you will pay a por-
tion of the billions of new taxes on air travel
over three years. The tax on gasoline for
noncommerical aviation will jump from four
cents a gallon to 12 cents, and a five percent
toll will be collected on airfreight waybills.
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If you are going abroad, you will have to
pay a $3 departure tax.

If you plan to fish on your trip, you may
run into the new tax on fishing equipment
or the three percent levy on some boats and
equipment,

If you want to call the folks back home,
expect to pay twice the current one percent
excise tax on long-distance service. That ap-
plies to local calls as well. The rate would
rise to three percent for 1984 and (at least
according to the document) drop back to
two percent after 1985.

If you are a saver, you will face the with-
holding of 10 percent of the interest from
your savings account. This aspect is de-
scribed as being similar to wage withhold-
ing, with the aim being to insure collection.

If you are a8 smoker, you will pay 16 cents
on a package of cigarettes, which is double
the current eight-cent levy.

If you go to the doctor, you will find that
tax deductions for medical expenses and
casualty losses are drastically cut. Deduc-
tions will only be allowed for medical and
dental costs exceeding seven percent of ad-
justed gross income, up from the current
three percent.

The current deduction of half of health-
insurance premiums up to $150 would be cut
to $100.

If you suffer a theft or fire, you will find
that deductions for losses from theft, fire
and other misfortunes are limited to losses
in excess of 10 percent of adjusted gross
income.

If you are a businessman, you will also be
hit. A White House summary says, “Though
less than one percent of the revenues come
from ‘new’' business taxes, a large amount of
the base broadening measures directly
affect business, Overall about half of the in-
creased revenues are business taxes.”

Employers would be faced with an unem-
ployment levy of 3.5 percent of the first
$7.000 of each worker's wages. That is up
from 3.4 percent of the first $5,000.

Also in the bill are tighter depreciation re-
quirements, restrictions on the safe harbor
leasing law, limits on the investment tax
credit and other business tax controls.

The new tax package is often referred to
as "the largest peacetime tax increase in
history.” In truth in absolute dollar
amounts, it is our largest tax increase ever,
(Earlier wartime tax hikes were bigger per-
centage-wise, but not dollar-wise).

When considered over a five-year period
the tax take is actually $227 billion rather
than the $98.9 billion that is usually cited.

Even with the recent personal income tax
reductions and even without the Dole tax
increase, Treasury Department figures show
that people in every income category from
$15,000 to $40,000 a year will experience a
net increase in taxes over the period 1981-
1988.

The study says. “The ‘cuts’ are only cuts
when measured against the rapidly rising
tax burden under prior law.

“The ‘cuts’ are imperfect and often inad-
equate offsets to tax increases that were oc-
curing."”

We can begin to see the real problem
when we note that from 1960 to 1982, feder-
al revenues increased by a whopping 578
percent. But during that same 22-year
period, federal expenditures skyrocketed by
687 percent.

The dire situation has gotten to the point
that in 1982 the Federal Government will
take as tax revenue more than 20 percent of
all the goods and services produced in our
country in 1982. That does not include the
Dole increases.
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At the same time the government will
spend more than 23 percent of every single
thing produced in the U.S. this year.

It is true that the federal deficit is great
and interest rates are far too high.

It is true that taxpayer compliance needs
to be tightened, loopholes need to be
plugged and inequities removed in a number
of areas in our tax system. (Perhaps the
best way to carry that out would be the flat-
rate income tax system.)

But it is also a fact that if this unsavory
tax package is signed into law that there is
no guarantee that it would cure the deficit
or interest rate problems,

What it more likely would do is provide
the spend-happy Democratic majority in
the House of Representatives with a reve-
nue cushion and reduce the pressure for
budget cuts.

It would hit business with new levies and
disincentives when it is already reeling and
on the ropes. Businesses with closed doors
would not be able to contribute “any” reve-
nues to government.

It is informative to note that the same
package that contains $227 billion in added
taxes suggests only $22 billion in federal en-
titlement program cuts over the same five-
year period.

Congress has spent months devising

almost every conceivable means of raising
new taxes, while it should have been looking
at every possible avenue for cutting the
wasteful government spending that contin-
ues at a rapid pace.

[From the Chattanooga News-Free Press,
Aug. 17, 19821
A JUDGMENT CALL

Sometimes in a sporting event there has
to be a judgment call. A pitcher has to be
taken out or a new quarterback put in. Or
maybe there's a question about whether a
player was on sides or a ball went foul. It's a
matter of judgment, and different people
may have different honest judgments about
the situation.

President Ronald Reagan has made a
judgment call in his support of the bill
before Congress designed to bring in $98.3
billion in additional taxes. Some of his phil-
osophical friends find themselves having a
different judgment.

The president’s evident sincerity and hon-
esty in presenting his case to the nation last
night carried much weight for his side of
the argument. We believe, however, that
better judgment lies with those who oppose
his call for tax increases at this time.

Mr. Reagan agreed that he does not like
the idea of tax rises, and finds this plan less
than perfect. “Why then do I support it?"
he asked. “I support it because it's right for
America. I support it because it's fair. I sup-
port it because it will when combined with
our cuts in government spending, reduce in-
terest rates and put more Americans back to
work again.”

Those are good reasons. But people who
oppose the tax increase make their judg-
ment call on the grounds that not increas-
ing taxes will be better for America, that
not taking more from the people and giving
it to government will help the national
economy, s0 employment is more likely to
rise and interest rates that prohibit econom-
ic expansion may go down.

The whole problem is that over the last
half a century, government has grown much
too big and has made costly promises that
the people, members of Congress and presi-
dents have been unwilling to fund. Now
faced with staggering deficits, there are
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only two solutions, to cut more or to tax
more.

Mr. Reagan proposes cutting three dollars
in spending for each additional dollar to be
raised in taxes. We believe spending cuts
and tax cuts rather than tax increases offer
better prospects for real recovery. Give
money to government and it will spend it.
Starve government and there is a better
chance to hold spending down. Leave more
money in the hands of those who earn it
and it will be used more productively than if
government gets it. That's where judgment
calls differ.

Mr. Reagan effectively explained that the
whole $98.3 billion involved in the current
bill is not a tax increase. Part would be: For
instance, additional levies on cigarettes
($2.40 amonth for one-pack-a-day smokers),
telephone tax increases, air ticket tax rises
and the like would account for about 19 per-
cent of the tax increases. But, said the presi-
dent, 33 percent of the bill would come from
taxes now due but not being paid while 48
percent would come from closing loopholes.

The president is right in calling attention
to the large amount of tax being evaded by
people who do not pay, on tips, for instance.
And those with interest and dividend in-
comes should pay, as most do. But institu-
tion of forced tax withholding on interest
and dividend payments would impose new
and costly burdens on the payers, with the
result that the earners will have to foot the
bigger bill.

Mr. Reagan wants as nearly everyone
does, to reduce the deficits, easing federal
borrowing, easing the loan competition that
pushes interest rates up, encouraging eco-
nomic recovery. All of that is quite sound.
But if raising taxes $98.3 billion will keep in-
terest rates down, would raising taxes twice
that much reduce interest rates twice as
much? We believe the best solution is reduc-
ing government spending, not increasing
governmental taxing,

We are afraid that raising taxes will ease
the pressures on Congress to cut spending.
In the end we may see Democratic Speaker
of the House Tip O'Neill, a champion
symbol of what has caused our economic
trouble, continuing big spending, boasting
to the voters about what he is “giving”
them, while pointing an accusing finger at
President Reagan as a tax raiser.

In that case, we would have the worst of
all economic possibilities, Mr. Reagan’s
judgment is that the tax rise would help.
But the judgment of many sound conserv-
atives is that it would hurt. We believe they
are right. This is a difficult judgment call.9

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February
4, 19717, calls for establishment of a
system for a computerized schedule of
all meetings and hearings of Senate
committees, subcommittees, joint com-
mittees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate
Daily Digest—designated by the Rules
Committee—of the time, place, and
purpose of the meetings, when sched-
uled, and any cancellations or changes
in the meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
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Digest will prepare this information
for printing in the Extensions of Re-
marks section of the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp on Monday and Wednesday of
each week.

Any changes in committee schedul-
ing will be indicated by placement of
an asterisk to the left of the name of
the unit conducting such meetings.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
August 19, 1982, may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

AUGUST 25
10:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business
3110 Dirksen Building

SEPTEMBER 14
9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Energy and Mineral Resources Subcom-
mittee
To resume oversight hearings on Ameri-
ca's role in the world coal export
market.
3110 Dirksen Building
Labor and Human Resources
Labor Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on the imple-
mentation of the Federal Mine Safety
and Health Act of 1977.
4232 Dirksen Building
10:00 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings on the nomination of
Justin Dart of California, to be a
member of the Board of Directors of
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the Communications Satellite Corpo-
ration.
235 Russell Building

SEPTEMBER 16

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Energy and Mineral Resources Subcom-
mittee
To resume oversight hearings on Ameri-
ca's role in the world coal export
market.
3110 Dirksen Building

10:00 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Surface Transportation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the effects of coal
slurry pipelines on the overall national
transportation system.
235 Russell Building
2:00 p.m.
Judiciary
To resume hearings on Senate Joint
Resolution 199, proposing a constitu-
tional amendment providing for volun-
tary prayer in public schools and cer-
tain institutions.
2228 Dirksen Building

SEPTEMBER 17

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Energy and Mineral Resources Subcom-
mittee
To continue oversight hearings on
America’'s role in the world coal export
market.
3110 Dirksen Building

22125

SEPTEMEBER 21
10:00 a.m.

Labor and Human Resources
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Subcommit-

tee
To hold hearings on the effects of alco-
hol consumption during pregnancy.
4232 Dirksen Building
10:30 a.m.
Veterans Affairs
To hold hearings to receive American
Legion legislative recommendations
for fiscal year 1983.
318 Russell Building

SEPTEMBER 23

10:00 a.m.
Judiciary
Agency Administration Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
to extend Federal employees compen-
sation benefits to all Federal jurors, to
provide the taxing of attorney fees for
court appointed attorneys, and to
expand the method of serving jury
summons.
6226 Dirksen Building

SEPTEMBER 30
10:00 a.m.
Judiciary
Agency Administration Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on the in-
demnification of Government contrac-
tors.
2228 Dirksen Building

OCTOBER 6

10:00 a.m.
Judiciary
Agency Administration Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on the acces-
sibility of the judicial system.
2228 Dirksen Building
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