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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, April 6, 1982

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

With grateful hearts, O Lord, we
praise You for all the gifts of this
season, for the dawning again of hope
and new life. We recognize that the
days of nations and people are full of
contrasts of light and darkness and
conflicts great and small. Help to
make strong our faith that we will
press on toward the brightness of a
better day that trusting in Your grace,
we will be the people You would have
us be and do those good things in love
and minister to our world in need. In
Your holy name, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO
ACCEPT RESIGNATIONS AND
APPOINT COMMISSIONS,
BOARDS AND COMMITTEES,
NOTWITHSTANDING ADJOURN-
MENT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, notwith-
standing any adjournment of the
House until Tuesday, April 20, 1982,
the Speaker be authorized to accept
resignations, and to appoint commis-
sions, boards, and committees author-
ized by law or by the House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALL OF
PRIVATE CALENDAR ON TODAY

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
Private Calendar be dispensed with on
today, Tuesday, April 6, 1982.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 21, 1982

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednes-

day rule be dispensed with on Wednes-
day, April 21, 1982,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to proceed for 1 minute for
the purpose of inquiring of the distin-
guished majority leader about the pro-
gram after our return from the Easter
recess.

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

Mr. MICHEL. I am delighted to
yield to the majority leader.

Mr. WRIGHT. On April 20, Tues-
day, the House would meet at noon
and have the Private Calendar and
then five bills under suspension. We
would have perhaps more, but at least
these:

H. Res. 200, expressing the sense of
the House of Representatives with re-
spect to the unjust imprisonment of
Benedict Scott by the Government of
the Soviet Union;

H. Con. Res. 205, expressing the
sense of Congress with respect to vio-
lations of human rights by the Soviet
Union in the Ukraine;

H. Con Res. 218, expressing the
sense of Congress with respect to the
treatment of the Government of the
Soviet Union of Mart Niklus;

H.J. Res. 230, imploring the U.S.S.R.
to allow Dr. Semyon Gluzman and
family to emigrate to Israel; and

H. Res. 269, calling upon the
U.S.S.R. to permit the emigration of
Yuli Kosharovsky and his immediate
family to Israel.

We would expect that votes demand-
ed on those suspensions might be held
on Wednesday. There is a plan, if I un-
derstand correctly, that the Queen of
the Netherlands might be received in
the House at 3:30 p.m. on Wednesday.

Any further program would be an-
nounced later. As the gentleman
would know, of course, conference re-
ports may be brought up at any time.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the majority leader, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
HONORABLE THOMAS B.
EVANS, JR.

The SPEAKER laid before the

House the following communication

from the Honorable THoMAS B. EVANS,
Jr., a Member of the U.S. House of
Representatives:

MaRcH 31, 1982.
Hon. TroMaAs P. O'NEemLL, Jr.,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. Speaker: This is to inform you
that a deposition subpoena to testify and
produce documents was delivered to my
office on or about March 19, 1982 in Rose
Hall, Ltd., et al. v. Chase Manhattan Qver-
seas Banking Corp. and Holiday Inns, Inc.,
et al, Civ. Action No. 79-182 (D. Del.) a civil
action pending in the United States District
Court for the District of Delaware. The
same request has been sent to all the mem-
bers of the Delaware delegation, plus Con-
gressman Hyde, Congressman Vander Jagt,
and former Senator Schweiker.

Sincerely,
TroMAS B. Evans, Jr.,
Member of Congress.

CONTINUED IMPOUNDMENT OF
LIBRARY FUNDS

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

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, just 2
months ago, the GAO released its ini-
tial report to me indicating that the
administration was illegally impound-
ing $20 million in library funds,
moneys this Congress had appropri-
ated and the President had signed into
law. Under pressure of Mr. Stockman,
the GAO agreed to review the entire
findings in great detail, which they
did, and nearly 2 weeks ago released
another detailed report confirming the
illegal impoundment of funds.

In spite of assurances received per-
sonally from the White House that
these moneys would be released, no
moneys have been released, and the
indication is now that OMB is going to
contest the whole issue.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me it is time
that the House act and take action
that forces Mr. Stockman either to
come before this Congress and explain
his stand, or that we force this money
to be released. This illegal impound-
ment of funds is helping to destroy li-
braries throughout this country and
costing hundreds and hundreds of
jobs.

CALL FOR CEASE-FIRE IN EL
SALVADOR

(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [J 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I had the privilege of meeting
with an international group of Chris-
tians who are fasting and praying for
peace in El Salvador and Central
America. Among them is the president
of the Maryknoll Sisters of the United
States, the 1980 Nobel Peace Prize lau-
reate, Adolfo Perez Esquivel, the presi-
dent of the Nation Council of Church-
es, and a distinguished lay theologian.
The people in the fast come from nu-
merous countries, represent numerous
religious backgrounds, and stand to-
gether for just one thing: an end to vi-
olence and bloodshed, and a commit-
ment to justice and decency.

What these people have to say is
worth listening to, and what they say
is this: Stop the killing. They have
sent a message asking for a cease-fire
in El Salvador. There has been an elec-
tion, and it is time to work through
democratic processes. They believe,
and rightly, that if the bloodshed goes
on, the election in El Salvador will
have meant nothing. They believe, and
rightly, that the only legitimate power
is a power that serves to promote jus-
tice and peace, power that serves the
people. They believe, and rightly so,
that brutality and violence in the long-
run gain nothing. They believe, and
rightly so, that ultimately common-
sense has to prevail, and therefore the
time to stop the violence is now,
before it goes further.

The group sent messages today to
both sides in El Salvador, asking them
to initiate discussions to end the war-
fare. I am including in the REcorD a

translation of those messages,
originals of which are in Spanish:
NAPOLEON DUARTE,

President of the Republic of El Salvador,
President of the Nation.

The International group of Fast and
Prayer, gathered in Washington asks the
Salvadorean Government.

For a truce to the armed fighting as a
good will gesture in order to initiate negoti-
ations without conditions between the par-
ties, the only possibility for a just and
human solution for the Salvadorean people.

Greetings to you.

In the name of the International Group.

ApoLro PErREZ ESQUIVEL,
Nobel Peace Prize.

the

APRIL 5, 1982.

To the Democratic Revolutionary Front of
El Salvador:

The International group of Fast and
Prayer, gathered in Washington, asks as a
good will gesture for a truce to the armed
fighting and in the same sense we have
asked the President Napoleon Duarte, in
order to initiate negotiations without previ-
ous conditions between the parties, only
possibility for a just and human solution for
the Salvadorean People.

Signed for the International Group.

ApoLro ESQUIVEL,
Nobel Peace Prize.
WasHINGTON, D.C., April 5, 1982,
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CREATING A NATIONAL
INDUSTRIAL STRATEGY

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

Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Speaker, Amer-
ica is beset by an industrial decline
which threatens our economic future,
our national security, and the well-
being of millions of Americans. The
causes of this decline are varied and
the solution must be no less compre-
hensive. Today, I am introducing legis-
lation which will lead us toward that
comprehensive response. I am pleased
that my colleagues, LEe HamiLToN and
DavE BONIOR, are joining me as origi-
nal cosponsors of the National Indus-
trial Development Act.

What are the multiple sources of de-
cline to which this bill responds? Pro-
ductivity and product quality have di-
minished. Imports have invaded do-
mestic markets while American goods
have failed to compete abroad. Invest-
ment has lagged in many sectors as
has the commercial application of ad-
vances in technology. Soaring energy
prices have rendered plants and equip-
ment prematurely obsolete. Business
strategies have often been shortsight-
ed. We have not supplied the number
of engineers and other skilled workers
which a more complex economy de-
mands. Nor have American managers
moved to restructure their work orga-
nizations in ways that will maximize
the contributions of increasingly so-
phisticated employees. Government,
too, has failed to sustain its support,
even in those areas such as transporta-
tion and other infrastructure, or re-
search, which lie traditionally within
its domain.

The untimely convergence of these
and other factors has produced star-
tling deterioration. The auto, steel,
and construction industries provide
the most immediate evidence of dis-
tress. But there are similar signs of
trouble—ranging from the merely omi-
nous to the outright alarming—in the
machine tool, textile, glass, rubber,
chemical, consumer electronics, and
even semiconductor sectors.

According to the latest figures from
the Federal Reserve Board, total in-
dustrial production is the same today
as it was in 19877. For durable con-
sumer goods, output is significantly
lower than in 1977 even for business
equipment it is roughly the same as 3
years ago.

Surveying “Industry Outlooks for
1982, Business Week recently ob-
served, “In its basic manufacturing
sector, especially, the U.S. has wrench-
ing readjustments to make.” The arti-
cle noted that in the last 3 years alone,
sales of Japanese cars have jumped
from 12 to 22 percent of the U.S.
market. Moreover, imports account for
“a quarter of the domestic machine
tool market,” and “a fifth of all steel
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consumed annually in America.” By
the end of 1981, American steel mills
were operating at 60 percent of capac-
ity.

“Even in energy and natural re-
source industries, there are difficul-
ties,” the Business Week survey con-
tinued. “Oil and nonferrous metals
have been seriously affected by the
near collapse of the U.S. auto indus-
try. And coal and forest products need
big infusions of money to compensate
for decades of underinvestment and
bad development decisions.”

The Department of Commerce’s
recent U.S. Industrial Outlook notes
that in the decade from 1968 to 1978,
private nonfarm productivity grew an-
nually by only 1.4 percent, which has
actually declined since, annual growth
in output was only 2.9 percent, and
import penetration jumped from 4 to
7.5 percent in manufacturing goods.

In constant dollars, shipments were
lower in 1978 than in 1972 for a
number of major industries, including
cotton, wool, and circular knit mills;
mobile homes; sawmills and planing
mills; men’s and boy’s apparel; con-
crete products; fabricated structural
metal; tires and inner tubes; brick and
structural clay tile; footwear; and tex-
tile, woodworking, rolling mill, and
special industry machinery.

According to a recent issue of the
Monthly Labor Review, between 1969
and 1979, employment fell by 25 per-
cent in the radio and television manu-
facturing sector. Employment also de-
clined in household appliances, metal
stampings, fabric and thread mills, flat
glass, and railroads, among other sec-
tors. Such declines stand out in sharp
contrast to the extraordinary increase
in the labor force which occurred in
this period.

Even those sectors which were
looked upon as key sources of future
growth seem less robust today. In ex-
plaining its negative forecast for
chemical companies, Business Week
notes that “U.S. demand for petro-
chemicals will probably never again
reach the levels of the 1970's.” Simi-
larly, last week’s London Economist
repeated warnings about the fate of
semiconductors. “American microchip
companies are beginning to recover
pride in their leadership of innovation,
after a long bout of shocks from the
Japanese. This revival of confidence
may be premature.”

These dispiriting statistics and fore-
casts should not obscure the fact that
American companies still hold solid
leads in many markets, and that
American productivity levels are still
the highest in the industrialized
world. Yet, there has been alarming
slippage in our competitive position.

The seriousness of the situation sug-
gests that America must not drift fur-
ther into the 1980’s without a national
industrial strategy. The extraordinary
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range of factors involved suggests that
an industrial strategy will only suc-
ceed if it is built upon consensus and
cooperation among all of the parties
affected: Business, labor, government,
and the consuming public. And the
catalog of troubled businesses also
suggests that an industrial strategy
must address three concerns: Those
businesses experiencing structural de-
cline, these sectors which anticipate
competitive difficulties in the years
ahead, and those high-technology
businesses with strong growth poten-
tial. This last group, if properly nur-
tured, can offset the dislocation in
more mature industries.

Despite the industrial reality con-
fronting us, there are those who still
resist an explicit response. Some con-
tend that revitalization of our indus-
trial base is unnecessary. America,
they argue, is undergoing a mnormal
transition to a service economy. Such
arguments are dangerously shortsight-
ed. They ignore the fact that manu-
facturing of marketable goods is still
the engine that drives our economy.
They fail to recognize that basic indus-
tries are precisely what the “service
sectors”—advertising, financial, mar-
keting, consulting, legal, accounting—
often serve. In short, such arguments
mistake a postindustrial society for a
nonindustrial one. Felix Rohatyn de-
livers perhaps the best rebuttal to
these arguments when he asks, “Is it
rational to let all of our basic indus-
tries go down, one after another, in
favor of some mythical service society
concept in which everyone will be serv-
ing everyone else, but no one will be
making anything?"

Others who reject the need for an
industrial strategy suggest that indus-
trial revitalization will occur as part of
a more general program of economic
recovery. Thus, proposals for an indus-
trial policy have become entangled in
disputes over the likely success or fail-
ure of President Reagan’s economic
program. This is unfortunate. Surely,
industrial development is influenced
by business cycles and the macroeco-
nomic environment, but it is also a dis-
tinet concern. The argument for a na-
tional industrial policy does not rest
on economists’ gloomy forecasts about
the administration’s plan.

The fact is that, even if we accept
Mr. Reagan’s optimistic projections,
there is no guarantee that increased
investment, prompted by last year’'s
tax cut, will necessarily occur in dis-
tressed industries. Even if we accept
that Government regulation is respon-
sible for undermining key industries,
there is no assurance that deregula-
tion alone will revive those moribund
sectors today. Even if millions of new
jobs are created in a less restricted
economy, it is far from certain that
this same marketplace will provide the
trained manpower with the appropri-
ate skills to fill them. In short, regard-
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less of the macroeconomic policy
which the Congress and the President
may pursue, America must give special
attention to the problems of key in-
dustrial sectors.

The intensifying debate over
Reaganomics must be born in mind,
however, in fashioning an industrial
policy. Industrial development is
fraught with major controversies. No
policy can hope to surmount them if it
is beset by the kinds of factional dis-
putes which already confront the
President’s program. What is needed,
then, is some mechanism for forging a
consensus among potential adversar-
ies—a consensus strong enough to
bridge the points of controversy.

What are those sources of controver-
sy? To begin with, there is serious dis-
agreement about basic information.
Today’s debates over industrial devel-
opment rarely move beyond the first
stage in which each special interest
groups uses selective data to reinforce
its own analysis of the problem and to
refute all others. Bad management,
unfair foreign “dumping,” regulatory
burdens, a declining work ethic—each
culprit has, in turn, been convinced by
whichever side marshaled the right
statistics.

Even in those instances where agree-
ment is reached on a set of facts or an
interpretation of circumstances, con-
troversy does not subside. Rather,
each party to the problem soon real-
izes that every solution requires sub-
stantial sacrifice from someone. As
with any ‘“‘zero-sum” situation, a battle
is waged over who will make that sac-
rifice. The problem-solving process is
soon subverted by power politics.

¥, on those occasions when a
solution is decided upon and imple-
mented, controversy may still persist.
Those who are not parties to the final
agreement or who feel they are
making disproportionate sacrifices
may well resist or counterattack.

The adversarial mode of problem
solving which underlies these contro-
versies has served America reasonably
well for most of this century. It en-
couraged each side to commit 101 per-
cent of its energies to “winning” and
that motivation was often what pro-
pelled our economy forward. Some-
times we were led down blind alleys
when the “wrong” side won, but such
mistakes seemed a small price to pay
in an era of continuous growth. While
the problems were never as black and
white as adversaries might paint them,
neither were they so complex as to
defy dialectics.

Now, those conditions have changed.
The adversarial mode of problem solv-
ing is a luxury which America can no
longer afford in an era of marginal
growth and precarious stability, More-
over, the problems have become much
more complicated and the numerous
parties to each of those problems have
acquired sufficient power, if not to win
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the disputes, at least to stall their res-
olution.

A new mechanism for problem solv-
ing must embody these principles:
First, all principal parties to a problem
must participate in its resolution;
second, that resolution must be
grounded in data and information
which is eredible; third, the resolution
must be based on a consensus; and
fourth, there must be accountability
among those who have agreed to the
solution. No institution in America
today fulfills these requirements.

Certainly, Congress does not answer
this need. While it may represent
labor, business, environmental, and
other groups, it cannot really negoti-
ate an agreement among those inter-
ests. Similarly, Congress does not
really produce consensus. It is often
said that Congress practices the art of
compromise, but such compromises
may as often be unworkable hybrids of
opposing positions as solutions born of
true consensus.

Finally, Congressmen, by them-
selves, are ill equipped to make com-
plex economic judgments about indi-
vidual sectors.

The Chrysler loan guarantee, ap-
proved by Congress in 1979, foreshad-
ows the kind of industrial policy ques-
tions which will confront America
with increasing frequency in the years
ahead. Without passing judgment on
Congress ultimate decision in the
Chrysler case, it is clear that the proc-
ess by which that decision was reached
is unsuitable. With no advance warn-
ing, and with little expertise is assess-
ing the economics of the automotive
sector, the House and Senate Banking
Committees were forced to make a
rapid decision with enormous ramifica-
tions. No consensus was reached on
the origins of the sector’s crisis, and
sober analysis of Chrysler's or the
entire sector’s prospects for the future
was often clouded by political rhetoric
from both sides.

Executive agencies have some advan-
tages over Congress as problem solv-
ers. It is easier for a department to
play the neutral facilitator, bringing
together outside groups. The Tripar-
tite Steel Committee, for example, has
forged a consensus among business,
labor, and government officials on
such issues as trigger price mecha-
nisms and environmental controls. For
a brief period, the Commerce Depart-
ment’s shoe industry program succeed-
ed, through similar collaboration, in
reviving a very troubled sector.

But a single agency is too narrow to
look at the full industrial picture. And,
these experiments in cooperative
policy formulation are subject to the
political changes which govern all
agencies. The shoe program faltered
with the departure of an Under Secre-
tary; the Tripartite Steel Committee
was dissolved by the current adminis-
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tration. Most significantly, agencies—
unlike Congress—have no electoral
constituency. Thus, the public may
well feel that its interests will not be
protected, that the crucial boundary
between collaboration and collusion
will be transgressed.

America needs a new institutional
mechanism for industrial problem
solving. Today, I am proposing forma-
tion of a quadripartite National Indus-
trial Development Board. Such a
Board would bring together, in equal
numbers, chief executives of major
businesses, presidents of major unions,
national political leaders—Cabinet
Secretaries and Members of Congress,
and major representatives of the
public interest—particularly those
groups who are challenging the eco-
nomic status quo in America, such as
environmentalists, consumerists, mi-
norities, educators, and innovative en-
trepreneurs.

Board members will be appointed by
the President—but only from nomi-
nees forwarded to him by the Speaker
of the House, the majority leader of
the Senate, and the minority leaders
of both Chambers. Members' terms
will be for 6 years. The Board will
meet at least once every 2 months and
members, or their one designated al-
ternate, must attend these meetings.
The stipulation that Board members
must be major leaders in their respec-
tive sectors—business, labor, govern-
ment, and public, and the critical
nature of their responsibilities, insure
that this will not become another
“blue ribbon panel” whose recommen-
dations are routinely shelved and for-
gotten. The Board will be given a full
staff, expected to be around 200 in
number, and $8 million in annual
funding to fulfill its duties. The Board
will be strictly advisory. But its lack of
decisionmaking authority will aug-
ment the likelihood of consensus. The
Board will be less subject to the corro-
sive effects of special-interest lobby-
ing.

The Board’s purpose will be to devel-
op a consensual response to key prob-
lems of industrial revitalization. Its
specific responsibilities will include
these three: First, recommending in-
dustrial development priorities for the
United States; second, recommending
solutions to particular problems of in-
dustrial policy which are referred to
the Board by congressional commit-
tees or executive agencies; and third,
providing credible, consensus-backed
information on the domestic and
global economic situation.

On a more general level, we can
expect the Board to exert a stabilizing
economic influence. Ronald Muller,
whose insightful book, “Revitalizing
America,” sets forth a compelling case
for an Industrial Development Board,
speculates on this broader effect. As
the Board begins to achieve consensus
on various aspects of an industrial
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strategy, Muller points out, “the confi-
dence necessary to lure savings out of
their present havens and overcome
shortfalls in capital formation” should
emerge. “Now, for example, big money
is in hiding partly because of uncer-
tainty over questions of energy and
regulation (and inflation) but also be-
cause investors do not know from one
day to the next (what policies to
expect from Washington).”

How will the Board fulfill its three
specific responsibilities? In pursuing
its first task, the Board will report on
the international competitiveness of
individual sectors, their importance to
the Nation’s economy, whatever re-
structuring of those industries—as
well as adjustment policies for affect-
ed workers and regions—seem advisa-
ble, and initiatives in both the public
and private sectors which can achieve
these goals. In conducting these as-
sessments, the Board will address the
three categories of businesses to which
I alluded earlier: Sectors which are ex-
periencing structural decline, sectors
which can anticipate difficulties in
coming years, and those high-technol-
ogy industries which have strong po-
tential growth in the years ahead.

The Board is expressly directed to
proceed on the premise that ‘“most
sectors of the economy are necessary
and can survive if they adapt sensibly
to new markets, technologies, organi-
zational designs and relationships be-
tween labor and management.” In
other words, the Board will avoid des-
ignation of “winners” and “losers” in
American industry.

On the other hand, the Board is ex-
pected to highlight necessary transi-
tions. Decline in some industries is in-
evitable and requires structural adjust-
ment. The United States will always
need automobile production, but both
Detroit and Washington must recog-
nize that Americans from now on are
unlikely to replace their cars every 4
years. A healthy steel industry is es-
sential not only to our national securi-
ty but to hundreds of domestic manu-
facturers, Yet, we must confront the
global reality of overcapacity in steel.
By formulating consensus adjustment
policies, the Board can ease these dif-
ficult transitions.

A brief annual report to the Presi-
dent and Congress is required in this
legislation. The relevant House and
Senate committees will consult with
the Board on its findings and forward
to each Chamber their evaluation of
the report. In this, as in all other re-
ports which the Board may issue, the
Board is expected to achieve the maxi-
mum degree of consensus among the
four sectors it represents. I believe
such reports can have a highly benefi-
cial effect in creating a workable in-
dustrial strategy for the United States.

The second function of the Board
will be to recommend solutions to par-
ticular policy questions which are re-
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ferred to it by a congressional commit-
tee or executive agency. I have already
mentioned the Chrysler loan guaran-
tee as an example of this kind of issue.
Congress deliberations in that in-
stance would have benefited from the
dispassionate analysis and consensual
recommendations of an Industrial De-
velopment Board.

Now, a similar issue has arisen which
provides a perfect example of the po-
tential value of the Board. Within the
last few weeks, intense lobbying has
encouraged a substantial portion of
the House to cosponsor ‘“local con-
tent” legislation for the automobile in-
dustry. This legislation has enormous
ramifications, particularly in the area
of trade; quite probably, its effects are
broader than those of the Chrysler
loan guarantee.

I share my colleagues’ concern about
the rapid erosion of America’s auto
sector, and I sympathize with the
plight of the thousands of workers
who have lost their jobs as a result of
that decline. But, I fear we are again
rushing toward a simple solution with-
out adequate analysis of the full in-
dustrial picture.

For a moment, let us contemplate
how a more effective response to
America's auto woes might emerge if
an Industrial Development Board were
in place. Instead of locking ourselves
permanently into a protectionist
“local content” measure, Washington
could impose a temporary import
quota while domestic auto manufac-
turers adjust to the new structures of
the market. Yet, we cannot blithely
assume U.S. firms will readjust simply
because a quota is imposed. As Robert
Reich and Ira Magaziner remind us, in
their excellent new book “Minding
America’s Business,” in the 6 years fol-
lowing implementation of steel import
quotas in 1968, capital expenditures of
domestic steel producers actually de-
clined.

What is needed, then, is a negotiated
solution to the auto crisis. That is
where the National Industrial Devel-
opment Board can play its role. The
Board calls before it executives from
the automobile manufacturers. The
candid challenge is posed: “If the Fed-
eral Government imposes temporary
import quotas, what can you give in
return? What comparable commit-
ments will you make to insure read-
justment of the auto sector?” Next,
the relevant unions are summoned by
the Board and the same questions are
put. Solutions begin to emerge; fac-
tions grope toward consensus. To be
sure, some will probably plead for reg-
ulatory relief as the lone solution. But,
the Board's consumer, environmental,
and government representatives would
scarcely acquiesce in such a one-sided
response. In short, the Board can ne-
gotiate a harmonious package of read-
justment policies—to be undertaken
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concurrently by labor, management,
and government—and present that
package to the Congress.

The third major function of the
Board would be to serve as a reliable
source of information on the domestic
and international economy. A crucial
part of this duty is what might be
called the early warning function—
providing advance notice of shifts in
international markets and threats to
the competitiveness of domestic indus-
tries.

Economic policymaking over the last
several years has been dominated by
sudden and unexpected blows to
American industry. We seem to act
only when a crisis is upon us. Some
people imagine that this permits
America to avoid having an industrial
policy. It is a pleasant fiction. In fact,
practicing “crisis response’” only con-
demns our industrial policy to being
ad hoc and reactive when it should be
anticipatory and consistent.

I am often told that the business
community will oppose an Industrial
Development Board as an “interven-
tionist” proposal. But the fact is that
the last 20 years of “crisis response”—
whether the crisis has been environ-
mental pollution or a bankrupt Lock-
heed—has itself yielded Government
intervention. Frankly, I think the
business community is beginning to re-
alize this—and to realize, as well, that
the accumulation of unanticipated
crises begins to undermine business
confidence and economic stability. Ac-
cordingly, I believe that the ‘“early
warning function” of an Industrial De-
velopment Board should be welcomed,
even in the business community.

Extending the time horizon of indus-
trial policy is especially crucial, given
all the biases toward a ‘short-term
view” in the business and Government
sectors. Henry Kaufman, the noted
wizard of Wall Street, once noted that
in the financial world, “the short-term
view is tomorrow, the mid-range view
is next week, and the long-term view is
the end of the quarter.” It is undeni-
able that corporate managers—who
are answerable to stockholders for the
current value of their holdings and
whose own bonus is often pegged to
annual profits—is discouraged from
taking the long-range view. Similarly,
Congress can rarely look beyond its bi-
annual elections. Union officials often
work within the framework of a 2- or
3-year labor contract. We need an in-
dustrial board which can afford to
take the longer view of industrial
policy.

The formation of another Federal
entity may well be viewed with skepti-
cism and even hostility in today's envi-
ronment of public sector retrench-
ment. But there is a difference be-
tween streamlining government and
straitjacketing it. In our commendable
pursuit of Federal austerity, we must
not lock the public policy process into
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outmoded structures. A National In-
dustrial Development Board should
not be viewed as a new appendage to
the Washington bureaucracy. It repre-
sents, instead an adaption to a chang-
ing society—one in which cooperative
development must supplant the adver-
sarial conventions which today threat-
en the survival of American industry.

One of the reasons that American
industry is threatened is precisely that
other Western countries have adapted
to the new era of cooperation and con-
sensus much faster than we have. As
Messrs. Reich and Magaziner point
out:

Mechanisms were developed in these
countries for consensus-forming among the
major economic constituencies—managers,
owners of industrial enterprises, trade
unions, banks, and government. The French
planning systems, the Japanese MITI advi-
sory councils, and the regular German
roundtables, all provide forums in which
various industrial constituencies could meet.

This collaborative spirit is emerging
in the United States. Today, there are
hundreds of labor-management com-
mittees in individual workplaces
throughout the country. In addition,
there are more than 25 municipal com-
mittees in which local labor, business,
and, usually, Government representa-
tives have joined together to address a
community’s economic problems. Fi-
nally, in a few cases, tripartite commit-
tees have been formed at the national
level to examine the problems facing
certain business sectors. I have already
mentioned the Tripartite Steel Com-
mittee which the Reagan administra-
tion regrettably has abolished.

Similar national committees have
operated in the retail food and con-
struction industries. Yet, these have
been largely ad hoe, with no statutory
basis and therefore subject to changes
in leadership and personal commit-
ment. The time has come to take a
further step—to formally incorporate
a mechanism for cooperative problem
solving in our industrial policymaking

process.

We do not need an ironclad national
plan; we do not want a detailed timeta-
ble. We are not searching for a step-
by-step economic prescription. But, if
we look to the successful economic de-
velopment activities of communities
and States in America, we will observe
that they have succeeded by “looking
ahead,” by laying the groundwork, by
building a consensus around a growth
strategy. My home city of Jamestown,
N.Y., has returned from the brink of
economic calamity by pulling business
and labor and management together
in support of a concerted economic de-
velopment program, a strategy for the
future. Today, we often see articles
about surprising “business growth"” in
unexpected places like North Carolina.
But that State’s highly touted Re-
search Triangle did not just appear
overnight. It is the product of concert-
ed effort; I can remember that plans
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were being laid for such development
when I was a college undergraduate in
North Carolina many years ago. It is
time that the Federal Government
took its cue from these successes, time
that we rid ourselves of the “crisis re-
sponse” mentality, time that we
brought leaders of the major sectors
in our society together to develop a
consensual strategy that will guaran-
tee America’s industrial vitality in the
years ahead.

U.S. POLICY AND THE SECURITY
OF ISRAEL

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

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, in
recent testimony before the House
Foreign Operations Subcommittee on
which I serve, Under Secretary of
State James Buckley described the
Reagan administration’s objectives in
the Middle East as twofold; namely,
“the search for a just and lasting
peace and the urgent requirement
that friends in the region be secure
against external threats.”

Mr. Buckley then went on to suggest
that—

These objectives are mutually reinforcing.
No peace is possible unless the nations of
the region are secure from outside coercion,
and security will not be achieved if we fail
to address the underlying sources of conflict
and instability.

In short, the Reagan administration
would have us believe that a just and
lasting peace is the justification for its
policy of selling some of the most ad-
vanced weaponry in the U.S. inventory
to various Arab nations. As we know,
the administration has already won
approval for its plan to sell AWACS to
Saudi Arabia, and there is reason to
believe that it may also be planning to
sell mobile Hawk antiaircraft missiles
and F-16's to Jordan.

While we are told that such sales
will make various Arab nations feel
more secure and thus more willing to
participate in the peace process, the
Reagan administration has no satisfac-
tory response when questioned as to
how the sale of such sophisticated
weaponry will encourage Israel to feel
more secure or to take additional risks
for peace.

The fact is that Israel and Egypt are
the only states in the region that have
taken risks for peace to date. It is also
a fact that Israel is deeply concerned
about the possibilities for renewed ag-
gression from the east. Given its past
experience with her neighbors and
their continuing refusal to take any
steps to make peace with Israel, that
concern is clearly justified.

In short, the Reagan administra-
tion’s policy should be a cause for con-
cern. Instead of being mutually rein-
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forcing, its twin objectives appear mu-
tually contradictory.

Having said this, the policy would
perhaps be more understandable if the
administration was moving to reassure
Israel of continuing U.S. support. Un-
fortunately, three of its recent budget
decisions raise serious questions as to
whether that is the case.

The first decision relates to the re-
fusal of the administration to imple-
ment a directive from the conference
managers on the fiscal year 1982 for-
eign aid appropriation bill. As you may
recall, the conferees on that legisla-
tion, of which I was one, directed the
State Department to disburse the $806
million in economic assistance that we
provided for Israel within 30 days of
the bill's signing. We directed the
State Department to take this action
in order to help Israel avoid having to
seek costly interim commercial financ-
ing.

Unfortunately, the Reagan adminis-
tration has ignored this directive.
‘When I first learned of this, I drafted
a letter to Secretary Haig urging him
to disburse the funds as directed. Yet,
despite the fact that all but one of my
colleagues on the Foreign Operations
Subcommittee signed that letter, the
Reagan administration has refused to
do so.

A second cause for concern is the ad-
ministration's decision to seek a reduc-
tion in grant military assistance for
Israel in fiscal year 1982. As you know,
we passed a 2-year foreign aid authori-
zation bill last year. That bill included
a provision for $550 million in grant
military assistance for Israel in fiscal
year 1983. However, the Reagan ad-
ministration has only requested $500
million in such grant assistance, which
of course will not meet the existing au-
thorization.

While this is the first time that any
administration has called for a redue-
tion in aid to Israel, the Reagan ad-
ministration has offered no explana-
tion for its decision. Are we to serious-
1y believe that such a step would be re-
assuring to Israel, or encourage Israel
to take additional risks for peace? I
think not.

Finally, as my colleagues will recall,
the foreign aid authorization bill that
we passed last year provided that all
of our economic assistance to Israel
would be in the form of a grant. How-
ever, the Reagan administration is
now proposing that only two-thirds of
that assistance be in the form of a
grant. The remaining third would be
in the form of a loan, which Israel
would be required to repay.

Israel’s debt service payments to the
United States already exceed the ESF
funds that she receives from the
United States. In recognition of that
fact and in an effort to avoid further
strains on the economy of Israel, Con-
gress decided to provide economic as-
sistance to Israel in the future on a
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grant basis. However, the Reagan ad-
ministration would have us reverse
that decision.

As I said, Mr. Speaker, these budget-
ary decisions by the administration
are disturbing, especially when viewed
in the context of arms sales proposals
now under consideration within the
administration and recent statements
by Secretary Weinberger suggesting
that the United States should redirect
its support away from Israel. Clearly,
Israel cannot afford to engage in an
economic war of attrition with its
Arab neighbors. Now should it be ex-
pected to stand by while the Reagan
administration punishes it while re-
warding neighbors who have done
nothing to advance the cause of peace?

For that reason I believe that we
must reject the administration’s call to
reduce grant military aid to Israel. We
must reject its call to provide some of
our economic assistance on a nongrant
basis. We must write our intentions
into the law so that they cannot be
disregarded by the administration.
And we must review any future pro-
posed arms sales to Israel’'s Arab
neighbors with the greatest caution.

EXECUTIVE ORDER ON
SECRECY

(Mr. BROWN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks and include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, last Friday the President
signed the Executive order on national
security information, replacing the
one signed by President Carter in
1978. This latest Executive order car-
ries several major flaws, all of which
have been amply described and decried
in the press and in hearings before the
Congress in recent weeks.

I regret to say that the administra-
tion, in the person of Presidential
Counselor Mr. Meese, must be con-
demned for misleading the American
public and the Congress as to its inten-
tions regarding this Executive order.
When drafts of the order were made
known, there was a loud outery of dis-
approval, drawing fire from a broad
spectrum of parties, including the
press, constitutional scholars, civil lib-
ertarians, historians, archivists, the
communications and information in-
dustry, university presidents, and sci-
egce and technology professional soci-
eties.

Mr. Meese twice publicly denied ex-
cesses in classification, stating that—

[T1he current controversy over & draft Ex-
ecutive Order that could greatly expand
government secrecy actually was the fault
of an overzealous bureaucracy trying to
have its own way * * * the official policy is
to decrease the number of classified docu-
ments to those that are actually vital to the
national security. * * * But the bureaucracy
* * * tried to expand classification.
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He then assured us, “You will find
that is being corrected in the current
drafts.”

Now we find that Mr. Meese’'s assur-
ances were empty: By the White
House's own admission, there is not
one single clause in the order that re-
duces classification or increases declas-
sification. This kind of ambivalent
speech was also seen during last year’s
debate on the Executive order on in-
telligence. Mr. Meese assured us at the
time that there was ‘“‘absolutely noth-
ing * * * which would expand the abil-
ity of the CIA to engage in domestic
spying.” This turned out to be false as
well.

Now Mr. Meese is an honorable man,
and we should not presume that he
has been altering the truth. We can
only assume that he was speaking in
ignorance, which in itself is not reas-
suring.

The Executive orders raise a much
more serious question; namely, “Who
is going to participate in the debate
and the decisionmaking?”’ The stakes
in this issue are very high; we are talk-
ing about major impacts on our scien-
tific, technological, and industrial
base, to say nothing about freedom of
the press, openness in government,
and abridgements of constitutional
protections. Matters of this gravity
call for public participation at the
highest levels.

Yet his administration’s whole ap-
proach has been not only to further
restrict the flow of scientific and other
information, but to hold at close quar-
ters the policy decisions as to what
will be restricted, and by whom. Admi-
ral Inman, Deputy Director of the
CIA, stated last January that the jus-
tifications for secrecy might be even
more sensitive than the material being
kept secret, leaving the public no re-
course. The Executive order just
signed was rewritten partially to pre-
vent judicial review, and the adminis-
tration has actively excluded congres-
sional review in the redrafting. If the
administration’s position is only know
when regulations are issued, there is
no possibility of a significant public
input. Where, then, are the checks
and balances?

Administration officials have repeat-
edly prefaced their statements on this
subject by commentary to the effect
that “a balance must be struck be-
tween the competing interests of na-
tional security and our democratic
freedoms.” Yet, the evidence is ample
that it is only lipservice that is being
paid to that notion. The most glaring
example is the removal of the “balanc-
ing test” in the new Executive order. A
proper balance is precluded as well by
the narrow spectrum of opinions
sought during the redrafting.

The Executive order is but the latest
round in the administration’s concert-
ed effort to clamp down on what it
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sees as a ‘‘dangerous loss of sensitive
information to the Soviets.” Officials
are particularly concerned with scien-
tific and technical know-how, to which
the Eastern bloc countries—like all
other nations—have easy access in our
free and open society. These are well-
meaning concerns; none of us want to
see classified national defense infor-
mation reaching those who can turn it
to military advantage against us.

The administration, however, has
used this justification to propose
broad and sweeping amendments to
existing laws and regulations, ranging
from the Freedom of Information Act,
to export controls, and access of the
press to Government officials.

Opponents point out that many of
the proposed measures will not only be
simply ineffective, or impossible to
manage (such as asking all scientists
to submit their work for prepublica-
tion clearance), but they could only be
implemented at great cost to our most
cherished democratic values: Freedom
of the press, openness and account-
ability in government, academic free-
dom, and the unimpeded flow of scien-
tific information that has been the
basis for our technological and eco-
nomic leadership. There are economic
costs as well, such as the loss of multi-
million-dollar contracts to foreign
competitors, when U.S. firms are pre-
vented from exporting U.S.-made
goods.

I am pleased that, despite the ad-
ministration’s evident desire to keep
the debate to a small circle, there is
growing public interest in these issues,
as can be seen from coverage in the
general press, and public radio and tel-
evision. It is incumbent on the Con-
gress to respond to this public concern
and not allow such important policy
decisions to be made by a bureaucracy
out of the public view.

I commend to my colleagues a short
an succinet statement on this subject,
by one Edward Teller, not known for
harboring leftist tendencies or being a
Soviet sympathizer.

[From Chemical and Engineering News,

Apr. 5, 1982]
EpwARD TELLER TALKS ABOUT SECRECY IN
ScIENCE

Edward Teller, the father of the H-bomb
who is now senior research fellow at Hoover
Institute, Stanford University, is well known
for his views on secrecy in science. Here are
some of the things he told C&EN:

“Secrecy is not security. The price paid
for secrecy in terms of slowing down devel-
opment and in terms of alienating us from
our allies may not be worth paying—particu-
larly as we are so very poor in keeping se-
crets.

“It is my general belief that” basic re-
search should not be classified.

“U.S. interaction with foreign graduate
students should be encouraged. I certainly
would not want to shield Soviet graduate
students from indiscreet questions from
their fellow American graduate students.
Such questions might be more effective if
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they came from fellow students rather than
the U.S. government.

“Restriction on the flow of information
should be flexible, fashioned after the
model of industrial secrecy. Industries, in
general, do not keep ideas secret. They do
keep secret the details of processes, blue-
prints, occasionally products. Know-how is
easier to keep secret than an idea.

“We are no longer the leaders in military
technology. The Soviets are ahead of us in
many respects. We also are no longer in the
lead in civilian products. In many cases, the
Japanese, French, Germans, and Swedes are
ahead of us. Now what sense does it make to
keep our technology secret in those in-
stances in which others know more than we
do and don't keep their technology secret?
To effectively keep technology from the So-
viets, therefore, requires collective action,
not just the U.S. acting alone.

“I am for open scientific meetings [open
to scientists from all countries]: I am com-
pletely against secrecy. But, if a scientific
society, in its justified indignation over
what is going on in Poland, does not want to
meet with Soviet scientists, I certainly
would go along with that. However, I think
that decision should be made by individuals
or groups of individuals like societies. I
would hate to see that under the control of
the government. From the point of view of
defense, scientific meetings are not impor-
tant; here, industrial secrecy is more impor-
tant. From the point of view of expressing a
protest, however, that protest will be more
powerful if it comes from chemists acting as
chemists.”
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THE 70TH ANNIVERSARY OF
PRESENTATION OF CHERRY
TREES TO THE UNITED
STATES BY MAYOR OF TOKYO

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, exact-
ly 70 years ago, in 1912, the cherry
trees surrounding the Tidal Basin in
our Nation's Capital, which have
evoked the admiration and delight of
succeeding generations of Americans,
were presented to the United States
by the then-mayor of Tokyo, the late
Mr. Yukio Ozaki.

Last week, this historic anniversary
occasion was marked by a visit to
Washington of a group of distin-
guished Japanese citizens. The leader
of the delegation is Mrs. Yukika Soma,
daughter of the late Mayor Ozaki—
whose gesture of friendship and good-
will is recalled each year at this time
in connection with the annual Cherry
Blossom Festival.

I am personally delighted to have
this opportunity to pay tribute to Mrs.
Soma and other members of her dele-
gation who come from Oshika, a vil-
lage located in the prefecture of
Nagano; from Chiba township in the
Chiba prefecture—both north of
Tokyo; and from Tokyo itself. These
individuals have traveled a consider-
able distance and at great personal ex-
pense to help us commemorate this
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anniversary occasion, and we owe
them all a debt of gratitude and re-
spect.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when United
States-Japan relations are at a critical
stage—perhaps the most critical since
the end of World War II—it is well to
recall this extraordinary initiative on
the part of Mayor Ozaki. The visit of
Mrs. Soma and her compatriots serves
as a reminder of the enduring bonds of
friendship which exist between the
peoples of the United States and
Japan and of the important influence
of Japan on our own society and cul-
ture.

I also wish to extend my apprecia-
tion to Mrs. Elizabeth Gordan, found-
er of the American National Cherry
Blossom Festival Association, for
bringing this historic visit to the at-
tention of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTAL UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION
ACT OF 1982

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

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, I am introducing legislation to pro-
vide 13 additional weeks of unemploy-
ment benefits to those jobless workers
who have exhausted all available un-
employment compensation assistance.

Last week’s announcement by the
Department of Labor that the nation-
al unemployment rate is 9 percent is
one more signal that the recession is
getting worse and economic recovery is
a long way off. Despite administration
claims to the contrary, there is no mis-
taking the seriousness of the problem
we are facing or the hardship unem-
ployed workers and their families are
experiencing.

Nearly 10 million persons are unem-
ployed. Unemployment has been above
8 percent for the past 6 months. In
many States, such as my home State
of Tennessee, the jobless rate is in
double digits. In January, the most
recent month for which data is avail-
able, 260,000 persons received final
regular unemployment insurance pay-
ments. The volume of final payments
under the existing Federal-State ex-
tended benefits program is projected
to increase sharply in the next few
weeks.

Our current unemployment insur-
ance program, which provides a maxi-
mum of 39 weeks of unemployment
benefits to jobless workers, is simply
inadequate in the face of this reces-
sion. The recession is deeper and has
lasted longer than anyone ever antici-
pated. While the administration con-
tinues to promise that better days are
“just around the corner,” such prom-
ises cannot pay food bills or mort-
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gages. The workers who continue to
suffer are in desperate need of the
relief this legislation will provide.

The program I am proposing is limit-
ed in scope and is designed to address
a clearcut economic emergency. It is
not a substitute for a healthy econo-
my, increased job training, new invest-
ment, and increased opportunities. But
temporary relief provided by the pro-
gram is justified in light of the hard-
ship the recession has inflicted on job-
less workers and their communities.
Behind the unemployment statistics
are men and women out of work
through no fault of their own who
want to be productive. Most have
worked all of their lives. The jobless
are not asking for a handout. This leg-
islation will help them meet their
basic needs during this difficult
period.

The legislation I am proposing
would provide qualified persons addi-
tional weeks of benefits equal to one-
half of the number of weeks of State
benefits he or she was entitled to re-
ceive. No one, however, could receive
more than 13 additional weeks of ben-
efits or a total of 52 weeks of bene-
fits—26 weeks under the regular State
program, 13 weeks under the Federal-
State extended benefits program, and
13 weeks under my legislation. The
benefits provided by the legislation
would be payable under the same
“trigger” used for the existing Feder-
al-State extended benefit program.

When the economy does begin to re-
cover, local industries are going to
need their trained work force back on
the job. If workers have been forced to
give up their homes, split up their
families, and seek work in another
part of the country because of the
length of the recession, the recovery is
going to be slow in getting started.
The temporary help my legislation
will provide will assist jobless workers
and industry in riding out the Reagan
recession.

FALKLAND ISLANDS CRISIS—THE
BITTER FRUIT OF THE ADMIN-
ISTRATION’'S EFFORT TO USE
ARGENTINA

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, it is
ironic, to say the least, that the first
fruit of the Reagan administration’s
ill-conceived efforts to cozy up to the
ruthless Argentine dictatorship may
well have been to lead the Fascist
junta now running that tragic country
into believing that they could get
away with an attack on the Falkland
Islands’ dependency of America’s
oldest and most faithful ally, Great
Britain. The tragedy was further com-
pounded when President Reagan, in
an amazing display of ambivalence be-
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tween right and wrong, refused to take
a public position against Argentina's
outrageous act of aggression, saying
that he did not like to take sides “be-
tween friends.”

Between friends, indeed. Since when
was the Argentine junta a friend of
the United States? The President’s at-
titude will lead many to believe earlier
reports to the effect that the adminis-
tration was secretly attempting to get
the junta to set up a clandestine para-
military operation against Nicaragua.
Certainly it is appropriate for the ad-
ministration to use diplomatic and
other means short of force to pressure
the Nicaraguan regime into moderat-
ing its internal policies and refraining
from giving military support to the
Salvadoran guerrillas. However, that
policy would ring truer if equal con-
cern were shown to pressure the far
bloodier totalitarian regime of Argen-
tina to moderate its policy and to
make an accounting for the thousands
of its citizens who have “disappeared”
without a trace.

Perhaps it is not too late for the ad-
ministration to redeem its previous
errors in dealing with Argentina. It
can do this by bringing maximum
pressure to bear on Argentina to with-
draw its military forces and to work
out a diplomatic solution which will
restore a semblance of respect for
international law by Argentina and
will also serve the interests of the pop-
ulation of Falkland Islands, who are
largely English-speaking and who
must view with grim foreboding the
prospect of permanently being sub-
jects of the Argentine police state.

THE FUTA AMENDMENTS ACT
OF 1982

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

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, since its
creation in 1939, the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act (FUTA) has rarely
been revised. FUTA, which provides a
dedicated tax to fund unemployment
insurance (UI) and employment serv-
ice (ES) programs throughout the
country, is a complex system of ear-
marked revenues, grants, allocations,
and hold-harmless reimbursements. It
was created to fill a void which no
longer exists. And with each passing
year, numerous problems have arisen
that threaten the solvency of the
FUTA system. And as States become
more self-rellant and modern in ES
and UI programs, the Federal Govern-
ment has become even less so.

For this reason, I and over 65 of my
colleagues are today introducing the
FUTA Amendments Act of 1982, My
friend, Virginia Senator JoHN W.
WARNER, will be introducing identical
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legislation in the other body with simi-
lar support.

Mr. Speaker, these amendments
must be enacted to avert disaster.
FUTA cannot fund itself any longer.
Witness the alarming frequency with
which the Congress must now infuse
general revenues into FUTA to keep it
solvent. These amendments will return
FUTA to solvency without any in-
crease in taxes. I urge my colleagues
to join me in this time of serious, if
not historic unemployment, and re-
store FUTA to solvency, for the good
of the Federal budget, the States, and
most importantly, for the good of un-
employed Americans.

ATTACHMENT

[Charts 1 and 2 referred to not printed in
RECORD.]

Chart One diagrams the manner in which
Federal Unemployment Taxes are distribut-
ed once collected from employers. Employ-
ers now pay two taxes:. One Federal, one
State. The Federal tax, or FUTA, amounts
to 0.7 percent of the first $6,000.00 wages on
covered employees. Of that 0.7 percent, 0.25
percent provides revenue to fund the Feder-
al components of FUTA: Extended Benefits;
Supplemental Benefits; and the Federal Un-
employment Account, which makes ad-
vances to States unable to meet benefit pay-
ment obligations.

The remaining 0.45 percent is distributed
to the States for administering their Unem-
ployment Insurance (UI) and Employment
Service (ES) programs, as prescribed by
Federal law. Distribution of these adminis-
trative funds is highly complex, involving a
“formula” under the Employment Training
Administration (ETA) which may involve as
many as 90 separate variables. This distribu-
tion is made in accordance with Section 5(b)
of the Wagner-Peyser Act, which gives the
Secretary of Labor virtually limitless discre-
tion to distribute these funds.

In some years, a formula is used. In

others, historic allocations determine future
allocations. There is relatively little, if any,
uniformity in the distribution methodology.
And as a result of the factors taken into ac-
count by the Labor Department, nearly half
of the United States receive less than their
employers contribute in FUTA taxes. Fur-
ther, in times of severe unemployment,
these “loser States” are even further put
upon to minister to the needs of their citi-
Zens.
This situation has left many States in the
position of telling their unemployed that
they simply cannot find them jobs because
the State’s FUTA taxes are being allocated
to other, needier States. The irony here is
brutal. An unemployed worker in a State
with good historic unemployment must go
jobless because another worker, perhaps
even of the same trade and age, may be as-
sisted because he resides in a State with
poor historic employment.

Yet, if situations were reversed, it would
only mean that current “loser States” would
become “winners”, and vice versa. A more
realistic, flexible policy is necessary.

Chart Two Iillustrates proposed funding
for administration under the FUTA Amend-
ments Act of 1982. It is important to note
that neither State taxes nor the Federal
FUTA components—Extended Benefits and
the Federal Unemployment Account (Sup-
plemental Benefits expired in 1978) have
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been changed. Only the administrative
funding operations have been re-structured.

This is the heart of the Bliley Proposal.
Change funding of administration to allow
States to retain FUTA taxes they collect for
the Federal government, while maintaining
the strong, unswerving commitment to a
healthy, revitalized interstate employment

program.

Chart Three shows (in 1981 figures) how
much States received in allocations for ad-
ministration from the Department of Labor
(Column One) and how much interest
States received from Federal investment of
FUTA revenues, Columns Four through Six
show how, under the Bliley Proposal, States
may opt to retain a portion of the 0.45 per-
cent of FUTA for administration, or 0.40
percent, and in many cases increase annual
revenues. When combined with the poten-
tial earnings from State’s new ability to
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invest this money at a higher rate (Virginia
is now realizing approximately 18 percent
yields on State investments), only ten (10)
States show an administrative funding
shortfall, down from twenty-four (24) under
the current system.

The remaining 0.05 percent not retained
by States opting to collect and retain FUTA
is deposited into what is essentially an
“‘escrow account”—an account for assisting
those States whose retained FUTA is still
insufficient to meet administrative obliga-
tions. As can be seen from Column Seven
(7), in adding up national impact, the coun-
try as a whole will realize a net gain of over
$600 million.

Yet the ten (10) shortfall States have an
aggregate shortfall of roughly $55 million.
Any State experiencing an administrative
shortfall automatically triggers access to
the “escrow account”, which has an aggre-
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gate balance of nearly $200 million, or over
three times the necessary amount to com-
pensate States experiencing administrative
shortfall.

This proposal has already received very
favorable consideration by the Interstate
Conference of Employment Security Admin-
istrators (ICESA). This proposal was unani-
mously supported by the 20-member Fi-
nance Committee of ICESA, at their annual
meeting in Nashville, Tennessee the week of
March 15, 1982. This committee represents
a broad cross-section of States around the
country, both “winners” and “losers”. In-
volved in the drafting process were Employ-
ment Commissioners from both categories
of States, and the final FUTA Amendments
Act of 1982 has received their unanimous
endorsement.

CHART 3.—IMPACT STATEMENT USING 1981 DATA—CURRENT SYSTEM VERSUS PROPOSED
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IN MEMORIAM: ROBERT J.
COELHO

(Mrs. HECKLER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, I
speak with sadness today. The city of
Attleboro in my congressional district
has lost a fine educator and a beloved
friend. Robert J. Coelho, Attleboro su-
perintendent of schools, passed away
unexpectedly on April 2—a profound
loss to the entire community.

In extending my sympathy to
Robert Coelho’s family and friends, I
would like to insert an editorial on
him that appeared in the April 5 issue
of the Attleboro Sun-Chronicle. The
editorial is aptly titled “A Man With
Vision.”

A MaN WITH VISION

In the untimely death of Superintendent
of Schools Robert J. Coelho, the people of
Attleboro have lost a man with a vision.

His career in Attleboro, and the vision,
began as a teacher in 1955 at Lincoln School
in South Attleboro from which he rose to
the top education post in the city, where he
continually displayed his dedication to gual-
ity education in Attleboro. He was talented
enough to go elsewhere, to higher paying
jobs, but he never abandoned his vision for
Attleboro,

He designed the city's modern school
system, and oversaw its operation during its
most tumultuous years, Overcrowding,

double sessions, extraordinary personnel
problems and, in recent years, tremendous
budget pressures were some of the problems
he faced.

But he persevered.

His professionalism and sincerity were ad-
mired by all, no matter which side they took
on the tremendously emotionally issues af-
fecting our schools in the past decade.

He oversaw the addition of two elementa-
ry schools to the system and an addition to
the high school which more than doubled
its size.

He was selected several times to work on
state programs, the most recent, the estab-
lishment of educational goals for the entire
commonwealth. Education and community
service were his life.

Bob Coelho was a humanitarian, always
ready to lend assistance in programs wheth-
er as a leader or follower. Somehow, the
work always resulted in success.

If Attleboro has a fine education system,
as both state and local officials acknowl-
edge, it was under Bob Coelho's guidance
that made it what it is. His vision and com-
mitment to quality education for all our
children no matter what their problems,
should be an inspiration to his successor, for
city officials and for the people of Attle-
boro.

Bob Coelho was an achiever; we'll miss
him dearly.
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INDIVIDUAL TAX CUTS MUST BE
PRESERVED

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, we are
now about 1 week away from the time
when most Americans trudge to the
post office to mail their tax returns to
that model of “efficiency and fair-
ness”"—the Internal Revenue Service.
While I believe Americans are still
paying far too much to finance our
majestic Federal Government—this
puzzle palace on the Potomac—we
have taken steps to see that Ameri-
cans are paying less in taxes this year.

Of course, the bulk of the tax reduc-
tion will only take effect during the
next 2 years. Now, however, we are
hearing many Members of this body
call for a halt to these tax cuts. These
individuals would no doubt like to see
a return to the times when the Feder-
al Government taxed and taxed and
grew and grew. I might also point out
that these same individuals are bene-
fiting from one of the most outrageous
tax dodges ever created—one which
allows each Congressman to claim a
$75 deduction for each day Congress is
in session. This self-serving windfall
tax break for Congress will cost tax-
payers millions of dollars this year and
yet we hear no call for repeal of this
tax cut.

Mr. Speaker, our choice is clear. We
must preserve the individual tax cuts
while repealing our own overly gener-
ous and undeserved tax break. We owe
this to ourselves, but more important,
to the American people.

IT'S TIME TO ACT ON EXPORT
TRADING COMPANIES LEGIS-
LATION

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, at a time
when there is strong concern for the
rising unemployment rate, there is leg-
islation awaiting action before com-
mittees of this body that could create
over 300,000 new jobs nationwide by
1985. In addition, this legislation could
increase the GNP by approximately
$30 billion, and could reduce the Fed-
eral deficit by more than $11 billion—
all at little or no cost to the taxpayer.

The proposed Export Trading Com-
panies Act passed the Senate in April
1981 by a vote of 93 to 0. House ver-
sions of the legislation have well over
100 cosponsors. It enjoys broad bipar-
tisan support. It has the strong back-
ing of President Reagan, and was sup-
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ported by the previous administration
as well. The National Governors Asso-
ciation has twice adopted resolutions
urging its passage. It enjoys strong
support across the board in the busi-
ness community.

Why—you may ask—with such
strong support has this legislation not
yvet been approved? The fact is that
the Democratic majority of the Judici-
ary Monopolies and Commercial Law
Subcommittee has so far failed to hold
a markup of the bill, despite promises
to do so.

In contrast to this inaction, our trad-
ing partners in Japan, West Germany,
France, and Hong Kong are using this
most successful tool of export trade to
their advantage, and our considerable
disadvantage.

The large Japanese export trading
companies, provide a variety of serv-
ices such as marketing, shipping, cus-
toms brokerage, insurance, and auxil-
iary trade services. With the support
of their government, they are flourish-
ing, as is Japan's export trade. In fact,
most of the large trading companies in
Japan have a more extensive U.S. net-
work of offices than the average mid-
sized American firm.

The legislation awaiting action in
committee seeks to make U.S. goods
and services more competitive in the
world market by encouraging the for-
mation of American export trading
companies. And who would benefit
most from this legislation? The small
and midsized firms of this country
which currently do not export, due to
a lack of experience and/or capital,
and which need the most assistance
during this time of economic stress.
The Commerce Department has esti-
mated that every $1 billion increase in
exports will create 31,000 jobs.

Mr. Speaker, what are we waiting
for? With unemployment unaccept-
ably high, with a trade deficit of over
$100 billion in the past 5 years, with
record numbers of small businesses in
serious trouble, here is a proposal that
demands action. I urge my colleagues
to join me in calling upon the House
Judiciary Committee chairman to let
him know that we oppose any further
delay in approving this badly needed
legislation.

EFFECT OF ADMINISTRATION’'S
1983 BUDGET PROPOSAL FOR
IMPACT AID

(Mr. DAUB asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing a sense of the House reso-
lution which addresses the serious ef-
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fects which this administration’s 1983
budget proposal for impact aid would
have on hundreds of local school dis-
tricts. Specifically, I am focusing on
the effect such a proposal would have
on districts impacted by a military in-
stallation.

My resolution reaffirms the long-
recognized Federal responsibility to
provide an in-lieu-of-tax payment to
those school districts with a tax-
exempt military installation nearby or
within the district. Further reductions
in funding for military dependents
would either curtail basic services,
place a disproportionate tax burden on
local homeowners, or instigate the de-
velopment of drastic alternatives with
regard to the financial relationship be-
tween school districts and military in-
stallations.

The trend taking place—that of a re-
duced Federal compensation for local
school districts which are providing
quality education for our Nation’s
military dependents—concerns me,
and the time has come to act in behalf
of the children of our Nation's mili-
tary men and women.

For that reason, my resolution calls
for the immediate transfer of responsi-
bility for compensating these local
school districts to the Department of
Defense. I urge my colleagues to join
with me in this effort.

TO THE REVIVAL OF WOLF
TRAP

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, we were all
saddened this past Sunday night as we
learned of the devastating fire at Wolf
Trap Farm Park in Vienna which is
part of the 10th Congressional District
of Virginia. This is a loss not only for
the Nation’s Capital area, but for the
millions of people from all over the
country and around the world who
have enjoyed an evening at Wolf Trap.
But out of this tragedy there is al-
ready a growing community spirit
among citizens, businesses, and gov-
ernment that Wolf Trap will live
again—and be stronger than ever.

I am tremendously encouraged by
the outpouring of support which has
surfaced to rebuild this truly national
cultural treasure which is operated by
our National Park Service: President
Reagan phoned to express his concern
to Mrs. Catherine Filene Shouse, the
marvelous inspiration and benefactor
behind Wolf Trap; artists who have
delighted audiences at the park such
as Beverly Sills, Bob Hope, Burt Reyn-
olds, singer-composer Paul Williams,
have also called Mrs. Shouse to tell
her they stand ready to do what is
necessary to see that Wolf Trap is re-
built; Secretary Watt of the Depart-
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ment of the Interior has pledged his
support.

I have also communicated with our
colleague, Chairman Sip YATES of the
Interior Subcommittee on Appropria-
tions, who is supportive of the effort
to rebuild the center.

I was at the Interior Department in
1971 when Wolf Trap was rebuilt after
another disastrous fire. I have
watched the Park grow and become
one of the Nation's greatest cultural
resources. Its appeal to the young and
old, rich and poor, lovers of opera and
bluegrass alike, has made it a monu-
ment to the American diversity which
has made our country so great.

The fundraising effort to rebuild
Wolf Trap began in spirit the very
night of the fire and now is the time
to make definite plans. It will take a
partnership of efforts by the Govern-
ment, private sector, and citizens; but
the Federal Government must take
the lead as it has in the past. I call on
my colleagues, many of whom have al-
ready expressed their support, to be
the good neighbors you are in the
Washington area to demonstrate to
Washington and the world that Wolf
Trap will have a bright future.

I would also like to bring to the at-
tention of my colleagues an editorial
in today's Washington Post which
points out the effort already under
way to revive Wolf Trap.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 6, 1982]

To0 THE REVIVAL OF WOLF TRAP

How excruciating it must have been for
Catherine Filene Shouse to watch in the
night from the rolling grounds of her be-
loved Wolf Trap Farm Park as those huge,
wind-whipped flames savaged the Filene
Center—destroying at age 11 what had
become one of the country’s most popular
cultural assets. Certainly for all the millions
from the capital area and from around the
world who have savored the pastoral magic
of Wolf Trap on a summer’'s night, spring’s
tragedy was depressing enough. But please
turn now, if you mourn the loss, to the obvi-
ous and immediate response: to rebuild.

Everyone can help—just as everyone, rich
and poor, could and did enjoy Wolf Trap—
and already, many have said they will; there
have been heartwarming offers of every-
thing, from supplies to volunteer construc-
tion work to donations of all sizes. Such con-
tributions are a fitting and essential tribute
to the generosity and the show-must-go-on
spirit of Mrs. S8house, donor of the 117 acres
on which the center stood as well as of the
money that built the structure.

Neither the foundation nor the federal
government, which has operated the facili-
ty. can be expected alone to underwrite the
revival of Wolf Trap. But with public sup-
port, this season’s entertainment can pro-
ceed in at least some makeshift way at the
park—while out of the charred ruins of
Sunday night can rise a new Filene Center
for the years beyond.

The campalign is in motion on an encour-
aging note: President Reagan called Mrs.
Shouse to express his personal concern and
to note that his administration would sup-
port a reconstruction effort. Nancy Reagan,
too, has offered to help. Northern Virginia
Rep. Frank Wolf, who was with the Interior
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Department 11 years ago when fire severely
damaged the center even before it could
open, reported similar pledges of coopera-
tion from Interior and from Capitol Hill,
where swift efforts should be made to come
up with necessary federal funds for the re-
covery. And in the office of Rep. Sidney
Yates, who heads the House subcommittee
that would act, there is critical support for a
federal effort in concert with private assist-
ance.

Private enterprise—local and national,
large and small—can pitch in; so can the
many entertainers whose financial well-
being surely has been strengthened by their
engagements at Wolf Trap over the seasons.
The foundation stands ready to address the
challenge of rebuilding—and welcomes your
encouragement and calls, as the switch-
board may allow, to 938-3810. The postmas-
ter general has agreed to set aside a special
box for contributions, which can be mailed
to Wolf Trap, Washington, D.C. 20260. If
ever there were a time or an opportunity to
thank Mrs. Shouse for the great source of
inspiration and entertainment that she and
her family made possible, this is it.

CONGRESS SHOULD ADDRESS
HOUSING INDUSTRY'S PROB-
LEMS

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

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, I hope that no one in this body
needs to be reminded of the condition
of the housing industry, an industry
that permeates our entire economy
and affects potential home buyers, re-
altors, home builders, savings institu-
tions, and small business people all
over this great land of ours. Yet, Con-
gress has failed to address this serious
national problem.

I had planned, together with my col-
league from Illinois (Mr. CORCORAN),
on introducing an amendment to the
urgent supplemental appropriations
bill to give Members a real choice: A
real choice of continuing subsidies to
major oil companies and huge, im-
mensely profitable, multinational cor-
porations, or assistance to home
buyers and home builders and small
businessmen all across America.

I might say that our initiative to
help home buyers is supported by a
growing number of our colleagues on
both sides of the aisle. Home builders
and home buyers and the tens of thou-
sands of American craftsmen who
depend on the housing industry for
jobs need assistance now.

This Congress should not be taking a
recess without addressing this very se-
rious national concern.

0O 1230

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3144

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to have my
name removed as a cosponsor of the




6630

bill (H.R. 3144) to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands to D-Q Uni-
versity in the State of California.

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

There was no objection.

JAPANESE SUBWAY CARS FOR
NEW YORK CITY

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

Mr, McCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I, along
with thousands of unemployed auto
workers in Ohio, was shocked to learn
that the New York Metropolitan
Transportation Authority last week
announced the signing of a $274.5 mil-
lion contract to purchase 325 subway
cars to be manufactured by Kawasaki
Heavy Industries, Ltd., a Japanese
firm. Because no Federal assistance is
involved, the Buy America provisions
of U.S. law do not apply. The Export-
Import Bank of Japan, a government
agency, will loan $126 million to help
finance the purchase,

According to an MTA spokesman,
the effective interest rate on the loan
is 12.25 percent. I am highly disap-
pointed at the action by MTA and its
chairman, Richard Ravitch, and his
announcement that they plan to buy
an additional 1,000 cars in the next 5
years and is negotiating with addition-
al manufacturers. I believe it is time
for the labor leaders and all of us in
this country to get committed to pro-
viding jobs for Americans that pay
taxes in this country.

ANNUAL CHERRY BLOSSOM
FESTIVAL

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

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, at a time
when each day’s newspaper seems to
bring more bad news, it is a delight to
once again have the annual Cherry
Blossom Festival to bring some light
and cheer into our lives.

There was an unusually pleasant
aspect to this year’s celebration. Par-
ticipating in the ceremonies was
Yukika Sohma, the daughter of the
mayor of Tokyo who first sent us
these lovely trees 70 years ago as a
token of friendship between our coun-
try and Japan.

Much has changed in those 70 years.
But the value of beauty, grace, and
friendship remains unquestioned. The
trees we have come to love so much
are beautiful in their own right. They
also reflect the friendship between our
two countries. May we always appreci-
ate these trees, the people who
brought them here, and the principles
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of international friendship and coop-
eration that they represent.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following com-
munication from the Clerk of the
House of Representatives:

WasHiNGgTON, D.C.,
April 2, 1982,
Hon. THOMAS P, O'NEILL, JT.,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DEear MR. Speager: This is to inform you
that I have recently received a subpoena
issued on or about March 3, 1982 from the
United States District Court for the Eastern
District of New York requiring production
of certain records within my custody relat-
ing to official functions of this office.

Sincerely,
EpMUND L. HENSHAW, JR.,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following com-
munication for the Clerk of the House
of Representatives:

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
April 2, 1982,
Hon. THOMAS P, O'NEILL, JrT.,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DEeAR MR. SPEARER: I am writing to inform
you that pursuant to the provisions in
House Rule L (50), 5, that I have deter-
mined to comply with a subpoena earlier
served upon me, notification of which was
laid on the table on March 22, 1982, for rec-
ords relating to the official functions of my
office.

Sincerely,
Epmunp L. HENSHAW, JT.,
Clerk, House of Representalives.

GOOD NEWS FROM EL
SALVADOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEYsER). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Arizona
(ﬁ. Rupp) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, 15 months
ago we inaugurated a new President—
a new President who brought a vigor-
ous new approach to the solutions of
the problems confronting this Nation
and the world.

By their votes, the people of this
Nation indicated they wanted a
change in direction and this President
offered a change.

He promised to try and reduce Fed-
eral spending. He promised to try to
cut the destructive high inflation rate.
He promised to reduce the unwarrant-
ed and unnecessary Federal interfer-
ence in our dalily lives.

With the help, in some cases relue-
tant help, of the 535 Members of Con-
gress, this President has made a new
beginning.

April 6, 1982

He was not able to reduce Federal
spending, but he did cut by more than
half the request for increased Federal
spending. He was not able to eliminate
all the unnecessary redtape, but he
was able to reduce the number of
pages of regulations printed in the
Federal Register from 73,000 to 51,000.

He was not able to end inflation, but
he did cut the rate, which had been in
double digit figures for most of the
previous administration, down to an
annualized rate in the month of
March of less than 4 percent.

For the past 5 or 6 months we have
been provided with a consistent diet of
bad news.

The morning newspaper headlines
and the evening television news em-
phasize what they perceive to be
wrong with the President's program
and ignore what many common folk
perceive to be right with the Presi-
dent’s program.

Nowhere has this consistent criti-
cism of the Reagan administration
been more pernicious than it has been
in the reports of Central and Latin
America, and particularly the reports
from El Salvador.

Mr. Speaker, now I call your atten-
tion to some good news and to under-
score the importance of this good
news. Permit me to review in some
detail what has been going on in EI
Salvador.

Mr. Speaker in land area this nation
is about the size, of your own State of
Massachusetts. It is bordered by Gua-
temala on the north, Honduras on the
east, and Nicaragua on the southeast,
with about 135 miles of frontage on
the Pacific Ocean. About 5 million
people live in El Salvador.

El Salvador became independent of
Spain in 1821 and of the Central
American Federation in 1841. About 10
percent of the population is Indian,
about 89 percent is of mixed Spanish
and Indian blood, and about 1 percent
Caucasian.

Since achieving independence, the
Salvadorans have, in company with all
of their neighbors, struggled with a
succession of authoritarian rulers.
And, again, like most of its neighbors,
there is both great wealth and great
poverty. The political rulers—clasping
hands with the military or sometimes
vice versa—have attempted to main-
tain the status quo by preserving the
privileges of the wealthy and prevent-
ing any upward mobility on the part
of the poor.

But the thirst for freedom was not
to be denied and in January, 1931, in
what most observers believe was a free
election, Arturo Araujo was elected
President.

Araujo had campaigned on a plat-
form of better education, better trans-
portation, and jobs for ordinary Salva-
dorans, and industrialization for the
nation as a whole.
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The new President had been educat-
ed at Oxford. He had seen the way in
which class fluidity and mass prosperi-
ty had appeared in England after the
Industrial Revolution. He wanted to
bring the benefits of an industrialized
economy to his people.

The privileged class, accustomed to
using military power to protect their
material possessions, staged a coup,
led by the Vice President, Gen. Maxi-
miliano Hernandez Martinez.

The followers of Hernandez sincere-
ly believed the only way they could
retain their riches was by keeping the
majority of the people poor. This
quite naturally led to a belief on the
part of the poor that the only way
they could gain a better economic con-
dition was to take the wealth from the
rich.

Neither side understood at all what
Arturo Araujo had attempted to ac-
complish, and quite naturally as they
have in every other disturbed corner
of the world, the Communists became
active in El Salvador. Their present
leader is a man named Shafik Handal
of Palestinian ancestry.

In 1972, Jose Napoleon Duarte was
elected President, defeating the candi-
date of the PCN (Partido De Concila-
cion Nacional)—the political arm of El
Salvador's military.

This party had been ruling El Salva-
dor for about 40 years and they were
not about to let a mere election
change the course of events. Duarte
was beaten and forced to flee the
country.

In 1979, a group of young Army offi-
cers ended the 45-year rule of the PCN
group, deposed the present, Carlos
Humberto Romero, and Duarte—back
from exile—was made President.

The Government under Duarte’s di-
rection began to move toward land
reform, toward better economic and
educational opportunities, and toward
a full democracy.

But, of course, their progress was
not fast enough to please the Marx-
ists. They wanted to rebuild Salvador-
an society on Soviet and Cuban
models.

This, then, is the background of the
struggle in El Salvador. John Kurtwill,
a contributing editor of the National
Catholic Register and editor of Policy
Digest accuses the American press of
romanticizing the guerrilla forces and
refusing to grant any credibility to the
reforms attempted by President
Duarte.

It is estimated there are only about
5,000 leftist guerrillas operating in El
Salvador. Guerrillas who are receiving
their arms from Russia through Cuba
and Nicaragua.

On the extreme right, there are
about 5,000 followers of the old
regime. This far right group would
wipe out the land, educational, and
economic programs of the Duarte
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regime and return to the rigid military
control of the past.

The far left wants to expropriate all
the land, nationalize all businesses,
and create a Soviet state. To accom-
plish this end, they have waged relent-
less guerrilla warfare on the innocent
people of El Salvador.

One writer reviewing the Salvadoran
situation said,

The goal of terrorism all along has been
to make the people cry out, “basta, ya—
enough, bring us peace no matter what you
have to do.”

Would the establishment of a Soviet
model government in El Salvador
bring peace and dignity and opportuni-
ty to the Salvadoran people? What
they are demanding is “expropriation
without right to indemnification of all
properties, in the hands of the oligar-
chy; subsequent redistribution as col-
lective, communal, or state properties;
management of the national economy
on the basis of a system of national
planning.” Mr. Speaker, does this
modus operandi of the Soviet Commu-
nists sound familiar?

We should keep in mind that such
demands voiced by guerrillas in other
lands have never brought peace, jus-
tice, or opportunity. And, if this is
questioned, we should solicit an
answer from the Poles, from the Af-
ghans, from the Cubans, and most re-
cently from the Nicaraguans.

Now, let us relate the good news.
The guerrillas called for and attempt-
ed to produce a nationwide strike. This
was to demonstrate to the leaders of
El Salvador that the guerrillas en-
joyed the popular support of the
people.

But the people refused to strike—
even though the guerrillas committed
hideous acts such as murdering a busi-
nessman, by mutilation, who coun-
seled his employees against striking.

The guerrillas are attempting to de-
stroy what little economic strength re-
mains in El Salvador. They wantonly
destroy buses, they blow up power-
plants, they dynamite roads.

Is this to show their concern for the
plight of the average Salvadoran? No!
It is not; it is to intimidate the people.

But the good news is the people re-
fused to be intimidated. They did go to
the polls. They did vote. They said,
“We want a chance to determine our
own destiny in a peaceful manner.”

The elections in El Salvador com-
pletely vindicated the policy of this
administration. We do not say the gov-
ernment in El Salvador is perfect or
not without fault. But we do say, and
they helped to prove, that the people
of El Salvador prefer ballots to bullets.

Now let me direct your attention to
those cassandras who have been pre-
tending to see in El Salvador a second
Vietnam—ridiculous. Consider the lo-
gistical differences. Vietnam was half
the world away. Transport can reach
El Salvador by air in a few hours.
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In Vietnam the regulars of the
North were a powerful, disciplined
military force, easily supplied by the
Soviets through China.

The guerrillas in El Salvador are
small in number, poorly trained, and
their supply routes could be easily
interdicted.

I bring this up not to suggest that
the United States should send troops
to El Salvador, but to emphasize how
ridiculous the claim that if we support
the legitimate government in El Salva-
dor—the only legitimate government—
it will lend to a prolonged 10-year mili-
tary involvement.

Recently a resolution was offered. It
was suggested that the House of Rep-
resentatives urge the established gov-
ernment in El Salvador to invite the
guerrillas to join the government and
to commerce negotiations for a politi-
cal settlement.

This is essentially the same proposi-
tion being urged by Mexico and
France.

I voted against that proposal. For
the legitimate government of El Salva-
dor—particularly now that it has been
chosen in an open, free election—to
invite the leaders of the left to partici-
pate would be to legitimize the terror-
ists activity.

Let those guerrillas who truly long
for a betterment of conditions in El
Salvador—as individuals—put down
their arms and their bombs and go to
work to improve the economy and to
make democracy a reality.

I promised good news and there is
good news in the American economy.
The reduction of the inflation rate isa
remarkable accomplishment. The
President’s new and different attitude
toward the role of the Federal Govern-
ment in our everyday lives is a remark-
able change.

We spent billions to create the Great
Society and are we better off for all
that public money spent? The crime
rate in every category is up.

We spent billions of public money in
the “war on poverty.” There is still
great misery and poverty in this coun-
try.

The Reagan administration under-
stands that you cannot give somebody
something without ultimately destroy-
ing the recipient of your gift. The
Reagan administration is determined
to get the Government out of the way
and to encourage the individuals to be
responsible for their own destiny, with
an assist for all those who are genuine-
ly incapable of caring for themselves.

As I go about the 4th District in Ari-
zona, I find the people expressing new
confidence and new hope. Sure things
are difficult right now, they say, but it
is going to be better.

When I visit the young people I find
them sober and serious and deter-
mined to make progress on their own.
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Just this spring an amazing thing
has occurred. Organized labor has vol-
untarily accepted a reduction in wages
and fringe benefits in order to keep
their industries in a better competitive
position.

The President’s proposal to improve
our defense capability is under con-
stant attack in the media. But the
people I talk with—the workers, and
the taxpayers, and the homeowners,
and the businessmen—have a clear un-
derstanding that in order to survive,
we must be strong.

Last week one of my supporters and
political advisers cautioned me about
being too bold and forthright in my
support of President Reagan. “Presi-
dent Reagan’s popularity is way down
you know,” he said. “The polls tell us
s0. A great many people do not ap-
prove of what he is doing. It would be
better if you talked more about ELboN
Rupp and less about Ronald Reagan.”

Well, my friends Ronald Reagan is
the only leader we have who has dem-
onstrated an understanding of the
problems which confront us and a de-
termination to do something about
them. He is taking his lumps in the
press, but on the scorecard that really
counts—that is the one kept in the
heart of every loyal American—I think
Ronald Reagan is earning high marks.

And, because I believe he is right
when he says we must reduce taxes—
we must reduce Federal spending—we
must reduce Federal regulation—I
shall continue to support him at every
opportunity because I, too, believe

those things are right for this Nation.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have the courage, and the understand-
ing, and the wisdom, and the common-
sense to recognize that to return to
the ways of the past would lead to ul-
timate disaster.
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TRIBUTE TO A YOUNG HERO

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

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, today, I would like to take just a
moment to salute a young man from
my district in St. Louis County. The
youngster is Scott McKenzie and he is
only 6 years old.

On March 20, Scott showed courage
beyond his young years when he, his
3-year-old sister, Carrie, and a 4-year-
old playmate Kyle Naes, were attacked
in the backyard of Scott’s home by a
vicious dog. As the animal lunged
toward the children, Scott courageous-
ly pushed his sister and their friend
onto a backyard jungle gym, out of the
way of the attacking animal. Unfortu-
nately, Scott did not have time to
follow them to safety. Unable to
outrun the dog, he was knocked to the
ground and bit- severely in the face,
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chest, back, and arms. His left ear was
severed in the attack.

Scott’s sister, Carrie, also acted cou-
rageously. She got off the jungle gym
and ran to her house to get her par-
ents. Her father, Chuck McKenzie, is a
policeman in suburban Vinita Park.
Mr. McKenzie shot the dog twice
before it bounded away over several
neighborhood fences. The animal was
killed moments later by another po-
liceman in a nearby park.

Scott was rushed to the hospital
where he received more than 1,000
stitches to close the wounds he re-
ceived from the dog’s bites. Surgeons
who operated on the boy apparently
worked some sort of miracle because
they were able to take the boy’s ear
that was retrieved from the dog’s
stomach and implant the ear under
the boy’s scalp for future reconstruc-
tion.

Scott's courage and concern for his
sister and his playmate saved both of
them from harm. Unfortunately, his
incredible bravery was not enough to
sustain him from injury as well. Scott
now faces extensive outpatient and in-
patient surgical care. Doctors say it
may take up to 5 years of reconstruc-
tive plastic surgery to repair the
young boy’s face and his left ear. The
latest word is that Scott seems to be
facing this surgery with the same
manner of courage and fortitude that
saved his sister and their friend. His
parents, Chuck and Debbie McKenzie,
also show the same type of courage
that they had instilled in their young
son.

Now the McKenzie family is facing
thousands of dollars of medical bills in
the next few years as Scott recovers
from these severe injuries. Officials of
the school where Scott attends first
grade have set up a fund to help pay
the medical costs that may not entire-
ly be covered by the family’s insur-
ance.

Mr. Speaker, I think the courage
and maturity shown by little 6-year-
old Scott McKenzie are worthy of a
moment’s recognition in the U.S. Con-
gress. While Scott’s suffering and pain
are indeed tragic, I am hopeful that he
can gain additional courage to face his
ordeal through the knowledge of the
inspiration his incredible act of brav-
ery has shown us all.

REAGANOMICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LUNGREN)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. LUNGREN, Mr., Speaker, over
the last few months we have heard
many statements made in the well
during 1 minutes and during special
orders relating to the state of the
economy. Increasingly from the other
side of the aisle those comments have
taken the form of criticism, and in

April 6, 1982

some cases, if I may say, bitter criti-
cism.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me we have
to look at what has been done by this
Congress under the leadership of the
President in the last year and surely
reflect on whether we want to call it a
failure, and whether we want to turn
it around.

In my view, Mr. Speaker, if Presi-
dent Reagan loses we all lose, because
if Reaganomics fails, the American
people fail. The reason I say that is
basically Reaganomics is based on a
faith in the ability of the individual
American to make decisions for him-
self and for herself, and if the premise
of Reaganomics is wrong, then, in fact,
the thought that the American people
have the capability of making many
individual decisions for themselves is
also wrong.

Over the years as President Reagan,
prior to the time he assumed the Pres-
idency, traveled throughout the
Nation, and made speeches in many of
the districts around the country, he
could probably be best characterized
as the everyman of American politics—
one who went around the country and
spoke to the heart and soul of Amer-
ica, one who uttered what I would
refer to as simple truths. They were
simple truths such as the fact that the
U.S. Constitution was essentially and
primarily a document by which we
were able to restrain the power of
Government, not the power of individ-
uals. That excessive taxation is dan-
gerous and that, in fact, excessive tax-
ation ultimately dampens the individ-
ual spirit, and thus it dampens and
stunts the growth of the economy
with all of the repercussions that has.
That excessive regulation serves no
one well except those who were in the
no-growth movement. As the president
of the NAACP said a number of years
ago, it is awfully easy in Washington,
D.C., to talk about the limits, the era
of limits, the era of the no-growth
movement if you happen to be a 35- or
30-year-old White House assistant
making about $40,000 or $50,000 a
year, but if you happen to be a
member of the minority, a teenager, a
black teenager, unemployed in the
ghetto, you cannot accept the idea of a
no-growth economy. Ultimately a no-
growth economy means that there is
no prospect for you to get into the
mainstream of American society and
certainly into the mainstream of the
economy in the United States. He also
talked about the simple truth that ex-
cessive Government spending, particu-
larly at the Federal level, has devas-
tating effects on the economy.

When the President spoke about
these things as he went around the
country, he found a responsive chord
in the American people. I guess what
we must ask here today, Mr. Speaker,
is, Was that response of the American




April 6, 1982

people a wrong response? Was it some-
how misguided? Was it somehow in
error or was it in fact correct?

What did those truths the President
spoke about for so many years lead
him to do when he came here to
Washington? They led him to embark
on an economic program that basically
could be boiled down to four points:

First, that we must restrain the
spending of the Federal Government.
We accomplished some of that last
year. We managed to rein in the exces-
sive growth of the Federal Govern-
ment, to bring the annual rate of in-
crease of Federal spending from 16
percent which had been the level at
which it had accelerated year after
year to somewhere around 10.4 per-
cent. Amazingly, when we were here
last year and we started to vote on the
budget, we thought we were bringing
it down even more than that. We
thought we were bringing it down in
the range of 7 percent. But in fact,
with a major element of the economy
being in the area of entitlements or
uncontrolled spending, despite all we
did last year total Federal spending
rose at an annual rate that was still
10.4 percent at the end of the year.
Nonetheless, we made progress.
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The second thing the President sug-
gested and which we voted on here in
the House was an idea of tax cuts, tax
cuts for the individual citizens of
America, along with some tax cuts for

the business sector. The President was
absolutely adamant that we must have
individual tax relief. He wanted a 30-
percent across-the-board 3-year
phased-in program. However, after he
had compromised here with the House
of Representatives, and the TU.S.
Senate, he got a 25-percent across-the-
board cut that was not phased in as
quickly as he wanted.

Somehow, we decided to put it off so
that the first part of this individual
tax cut only took place in October of
last year.

The second phase, of course, is to go
in on July 1 of this year, and the next
phase to go in July 1 of the next year.

Many of us feel that we would not
be in the recessionary doldrums that
we find ourselves today, if we had ac-
celerated the application of those indi-
vidual tax cuts as this President prom-
ised he wanted to do when he was run-
ning for the Presidency well over a
year and a half ago.

Had we done that, I doubt that you
could find any economist to suggest
that we would have the level of unem-
ployment that we have today. Nor
would we have the economy in the dol-
drums that we find ourselves in today.

The third factor of the President’s
program was regulatory reform. The
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. Rupbp)
has already referred to the numbers
that give us an idea of how much we
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have cut back in the regulatory mon-
ster that we have created over the
years here in Washington, D.C. We
have managed to cut back by over a
third on the numbers of pages of regu-
lations that we had promulgated last
year in the Federal Register.

So we made some progress, by cut-
ting the number of pages by a third,
but we still have over 50,000 pages of
new regulations that were promulgat-
ed last year. Although we managed to
cut in half the number of regulations,
we still have only made a beginning on
the regulatory reform package.

The fourth thing the President sug-
gested that we ought to have as a
major element of Reaganomics was a
stable monetary policy. It seems to me
that although there has been some
movement in that direction, the Fed-
eral Reserve Board still has not com-
pletely learned the science, or perhaps
better expressed, the art of having a
stable monetary policy. In fact, some
people are still uncertain as to how
they will achieve that. Nonetheless, I
think there is overall agreement that
stability in monetary policy is essen-
tial.

Although these programs have just
begun, we have had suggestions that
they have already proven to be a fail-
ure. The detractors talk about the un-
employment rate, and I would have to
say, Mr. Speaker, that, yes, the unem-
ployment rate is unacceptably high.
We recognize it, the President has said
s0, the President recognizes it. Had his
program been in place with the tax
cuts at the time he first proposed, we
may very well have avoided the situa-
tion we find ourselves in right now, in
terms of all unemployment.

Another factor is the fact that we
have had, according to some experts,
the highest sustained rate of unem-
ployment since World War II over the
past 6 years. The President has been
in the White House only for the last
year. This indicates that it is a long
term, rather than a short-term prob-
lem.

Mr. Speaker, when we look at some
of the other results it seems to me
they have received scant attention in
the press and scant attention here on
the floor. Yesterday when I entered
into the special order that the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH)
had, I related in detail some Bureau of
Labor statistics indicating that every
single sector of the individuals in
America, no matter where they find
themselves in the economy, is better
off with respect to purchasing power
because of the programs we put into
effect.

We talk about how the average
family of four with a 1980 income of
$24,332 had actually almost $851 more
in purchasing power in 1981 than they
would have if inflation had continued
at 1980 rates.
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Similarly, the poverty level family of
four with $8,414 in income in 1980
would save almost $300, $294 to be
exact, in purchasing power in 1981 as a
result of lower inflation.

Similarly, an elderly married couple
with an income of $16,113 in 1980
would have saved $5664 in purchasing
power in 1981 as a result of lower in-
flation, specifically, I believe, because
of the policies of this administration.

Now what does that mean? It means,
for instance, if you take the benefits
that may have been cut from the pov-
erty level family of four, the marginal
benefits they would have received had
we not enacted some of the cuts were
more than made up for in the increase
in purchasing power that they have.

The difficulty, however, is in having
people understand and appreciate that
even though the dollars behind the
dollar sign are not greater in their
paychecks, the purchasing power of
those same dollars is greater. The
value of the dollar is greater because
the inflation rate is not nearly as high.

That means they can buy more for
their family then they could the year
before, or they could this year, if the
inflation rate had continued at the
rate that prevailed the year before.

What does it mean for next year?

When we come up with the figures
at the end of this year what will this
mean?

Well, if the inflation rate continues
to maintain itself at the rates we are
seeing now, that average family of
four will get more than $500 back in
purchasing power in this current year
as compared with its 1980 income of
$24,332, based on inflation at the
Jimmy Carter rates of 1980. We have
the same thing with the poverty level
family of four that would have $538
more dollars this year than they
would have had if the inflation rate
continued at the prevailing Ilevel
during the Carter administration.

The elderly couple with the income
of $16,000 would have $1,031 more in
purchasing power this year than they
would have had if the inflation rate
continued at the levels that prevailed
when President Carter was in office
and when we had very, different poli-
cies than those pursued by this Presi-
dent.

What does this mean? It suggests to
me that those who criticize the pro-
grams that we have put into effect,
even though they have only been in
place a short time, and are not com-
pletely implemented carry the burden
of proving that alternative programs,
which of course, we would expect
them to identify, would do a better job
than those we now have in place.

They should suggest to us, if they
disagree with the President’s policies
of spending restraints, tax cuts, regu-
latory reform and a stable monetary
policy how things would be better if
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we went back to the spendthrift days
of just a few years ago. How would
things be better if we, as some have
suggested on the other side of the
aisle repealed the tax cuts that we
passed last year and have just imple-
mented in the last few months? How
would things be better for the econo-
my if instead of trying to reduce the
regulatory burden we put the tremen-
dous regulatory cap back on in all of
its glory? How can we abandon the
hope and the goal of a stable mone-
tary policy.

If they are suggesting that following
their policies will get us in a better po-
sition than we are today, they must
explain openly, here on the floor, why
those policies which were followed for
4 years in the previous administration,
did not work then but somehow would
work now,

It seems that we forget in a very
short period of time what those other
policies brought us. Let us take a quick
look at them.

When President Carter took office
in January 1977 the inflation rate
stood at 4.8 percent. My colleagues
will recall that President Carter called
that rate appallingly high when he
was running for the office of the Pres-
idency.

Remember that January unemploy-
ment rate that year was 7.5 percent,
the prime interest was 6% percent,
and that was just 1977, and 3-month
Treasury bills paid an interest of 4.6
percent.

What happened after 4 years of fol-
lowing the policy that some who have

criticized this President’s policies
would suggest that we bring about
again? Well, after 4 years of that
policy, inflation stood at an annual
rate of 12.4 percent. For the second
year, we had double-digit inflation
based on the CPI. In January 1981 un-
employment was at 7.4 percent, ap-
proximately where it had been when
the President took office. It had
barely budged. The cost of money had
shot through the ceiling. The prime
interest rate when President Carter
left office was 21.5 percent. We all
agree that the prime interest rate is
too high today at 16 or 16% percent,
but it was 21.5 percent then. Three-
month T bills at that time yielded 14.7
percent.

What does that mean? It means we
had gone from an inflation rate of 4.8
percent to an inflation rate of 12.4 per-
glent. almost triple in that period of

me.

What have we done in terms of the
prime interest rate? We had gone from
6.25 percent to 21% percent in more
than tripling the prime interest rate.
In the 3-month T bills—the amount of
interest that we have to charge with
respect to getting the Government its
money out in market—we have gone
from 4.6 percent to 14.7—again almost
triple.
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Now what happened after 1 year of
President Reagan's administration.
Well, the previous year's inflation
rate, 1981, was down to 8.9 percent,
the first time in 3 years it had been
below double digit.

The January unemployment rate
was 8.5 percent. It had risen some-
what.

The prime interest rate was down to
15.75 percent, and 3-month Treasury
bills had dropped to a yeild of 12.5 per-
cent. In every single indication, with
the major exception, and it is an ex-
ception, and one we have to deal with,
that of unemployment, the economic
indicators were in a positive fashion.

Now what is the problem with unem-
ployment?

The problem with unemployment is
there are long-term difficulties in this
economy which will not be taken care
of within a couple of months, and
many of those things have to deal
with those very elements that the
President has attempted to reverse
here in this seat of Government.

If we do not control the size of
spending of the Federal Government,
we tend when we have to go out and
borrow, to depress the private sector
borrowing market so that the housing
starts are down, so that industries,
heavy and light, are unable to go out
and get money so that they can
expand or even maintain themselves
and continue the jobs that are already
out there.

If we are going to increase jobs in
this country we are going to have to
have productivity rates on &n incline,
rather then a decline, and with all of
these other statistics—another one
that is extremely important is that
during the last 3 years of the Carter
administration, we had negative pro-
ductivity, growth for 3 years in a row.
That shows an underlying weakness in
the overall economy, caused mostly by
the overwhelming influence of the
Federal Government.

We have to deal with the excessive
taxes, because when the tax rate is too
high, it tends to crowd out initiative,
and to dampen the ability and ingenui-
ty of the average American to work,
save, invest, and help expand this
economy in a healthy manner.

And so we have to attack the essen-
tial difficulties that we find in the
economy if we are going to make long-
term employment gains in this coun-
try.

Now when we talk about inflation
rates, a lot of people say, ‘“How do you
translate that? What does that mean?
What are we talking about regarding
savings in the pockets of the American
people?

Well, when we talked about the in-
flation rate of last year, 8.9 percent on
an annual basis, what happended this
year? We brought the inflation rate
down to 3.5 percent at the beginning
of this year. It is now running some-
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where around 3% and 4% percent per
year. What does that mean? That
means that in the space of less than 2
years we basically have taken 10 per-
cent out of the inflation rate. This
means that the average American gets
a simple raise next year, or even at the
same pay that he was receiving last
year, he will have 10 percent more
purchasing power than he otherwise
would have had.

It is something that we have had to
deal with for a long time and we failed
to deal with here in the Congress.

The annualized inflation rate was
under 4 percent in January of this
year, it was less than 3 percent in Feb-
ruary of this year, the producer price
index fell at an annual rate of 1.2 per-
cent in February, which was the first
monthly decline in 6 years. Most ana-
lysts are beginning to say that we ap-
parently are beginning to really defeat
the inflation spiral which is based on
the expectations of continuing infla-
tion with everyone, particularly the
average American.

Average retail gas prices shot
upward from 88.2 cent in 1979 to $1.22
in 1980, a jump of 38.4 percent. Re-
member after price decontrol people
suggested the President was wrong for
having that price decontrol. Gas prices
did rise, but only 10.8 percent over the
previous year, to $1.35 per gallon.
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And now what happened? In Decem-
ber of this past year, the average retail
price was down to $1.34.8 per gallon,
and in January 1982 it was again
down. So the President’s policy on de-
control has worked in taking off those
governmental strictures that basically
caused us to rely more on foreign pro-
ducers and less on domestic producers,
and basically put ourselves in a self-
proclaimed and self-created blackmail
relationship with foreign producers,
primarily OPEC.

The housing component of the CPI
rose 15.2 percent in 1979, 13.7 percent
in 1980, and only 10.2 percent in 1981.

Financing, taxes, and insurance on
housing which rose almost 30 percent
in 1979—27.5 percent—increased by
23.3 percent in 1980, and in the first
year of this administration by 17.9 per-
cent. In other words, the rates that
had prevailed 2 years before have de-
clined by almost 10 percent.

Now, this means that in the long run
the American people are going to be
far better off than they would have
been had we followed the policies of
the previous administration.

Are there problems today? Certainly
there are problems today. Have we
solved all of them? No, we have not
solved all of them.

But should we take a “U” turn in
the road and go back to the failed poli-
cies of the past? I do not think so, Mr.
Speaker.
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And what are the American people
telling us? Recently there was a na-
tionwide poll in which it was largely
proclaimed that the lead question and
answer dealt with whether or not the
American people supported
Reaganomics. And we heard on radio
and saw on television and read in the
newspapers that about 56 percent of
the people no longer supported
Reaganomics.

However, when you looked at the
following when they broke down the
elements of Reganomics as I have
mentioned here today, they found
that the American people overwhelm-
ingly supported each and every compo-
nent of Reaganomics.

What does this suggest? Perhaps
that Reaganomics has become a dirty
word because everything that has
gone wrong at all with the economy is
blamed on it. I am just surprised that
the next eruption of Mount St. Helens
has not already been blamed on
Reaganomics. They seem to have done
a good job in making that a dirty
word.

But when you talk about the ele-
ments of Reaganomics, the American
people want them. They understand
that we have been overtaxed. They
understand we have been overregu-
lated. They understand we have spent
too much here. And they understand
that we have borrowed too much here
in the Federal Government.

What are they telling us? They are
telling us that they do not blame the
President of the United States for the
current economic difficulties. That is
what the latest polls have shown na-
tionwide. And just this Sunday in the
Washington Post, Haynes Johnson,
certainly not an open or closet con-
servative, a writer in the Washington
Post, had a large piece in which he
talked about accompanying Peter
Hart, a Washington pollster that I un-
derstand primarily conducts surveys
for the Democratic Party, dealing with
what they referred to as a focus ses-
sion in Asheville, N.C. This is where
you go and you get representative indi-
viduals from a community and sit
down and speak with them at some
depth about different issues.

And what was the prevailing atti-
tude? The prevailing attitude was, to
quote Mr. Johnson, “That Reagan is
winning the political struggle. In peo-
ple’s minds here, in Asheville, N.C.,
blame for the Nations’s economic
problems lies more with the Congress
than with the President.”

Now, what does that mean? That
means that the American people rec-
ognize that we hold the purse strings
here in Washington, D.C. We are the
ones, as an institutional collective
body, that have over the years passed
the programs, appropriated all of the
spending, allowed all of the deficit
spending, agreed to all the borrowing.
Now when the chickens come home to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

roost we cannot blame them on the
new farmer in town.

What are they also telling us? They
are telling us that even though they
recognize that they individually may
be a little less well off economically
this year than they were the year
before they are more optimistic about
the future.

Let me just refer to one individual,
Mr. J. D. Jackson, who has a real
estate company down in Asheville,
N.C. He said that he worries about
conditions because his business is suf-
fering, but he says, “I find myself a
little worse off, but attitude-wise I am
better off. I am more optimistic about
the future. I find myself”"—and this is
key—“I find myself having faith and
trust in the administration policies
versus what I felt 2 years ago.”

Another Member said that she felt
herself “better off mentally.”

There was also the sense, said Mr.
Johnson, voiced by several, that the
pain of the moment was unfortunate
but necessary and stemmed from past
practices and policies in Washington.

‘“America has been on a long binge,”
said Mr. Benjamin McKenzie, another
businessman. “Now we are suffering
part of the hangover.”

This means that the American
people still, in their hearts and minds,
believe in what President Reagan has
stood for so many years, what he has
spoken about for so many years, what
he has been consistent with for so
many years, what he prevailed upon
the Congress to pass last year, and
that they are saying make some
changes here and there.

It is said that they are not uncon-
cerned about the deficit. In fact, they
are very concerned about the deficit
and said if it were absolutely necessary
to postpone some tax cuts, they would
be willing to do that. They would be
willing to make that sacrifice.

But, you know, the American people
know that that is not what is neces-
sary. What is necessary is the Govern-
ment, their representatives here in
Washington, those of us in the House,
those of us in the Senate, to somehow
get the gumption and the guts to real-
ize that spending has gone completely
out of control here; that we cannot
give away everything without trying to
find where we are going to pay for it;
that it is easy to have the responsibil-
ity of handing out money if you don’t
worry about the responsibility of
taking it in.

We had a Member from the other
side of the aisle who did not return
this last year as a result of votes of the
people of his district, who has ap-
peared in the newspapers now because
he now went back and started a bar in
his own district. And he said some-
thing that I thought—maybe it ought
to be up there right next to “In God
We Trust"”—he said, “I have got to pay
my bills or I go out of business. And in
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all my years in Congress we never had
to worry about that. We don't worry
about things down there.”

We know the mayor of New York,
when he was here, voted for just about
every spending program that came
down the pike.

What did he say last year when he
started criticizing us for spending? He
said, “I was dumb when I was in Con-
gress. I didn't worry about these
things. And Congress doesn't worry
about those things.”

Unfortunately, sometimes it takes
Members to leave this House before
they realize that you cannot long deal
with the Federal budget any different
than you deal with the family budget.
We could no more deal with our
family situations in terms of contin-
ually paying out more than we take in,
going further and further into debt;
we could no more do that than, frank-
ly, escape prison as individual citizens
if we continued to bounce checks year
after year.

And in a sense, that is what we are
doing here, or have done here. We
have bounced checks on the trust of
the American people. We have de-
valued their currency year after year
after year, because we have decided
that it is easier to spend and spend,
elect and elect, tax and tax, borrow
and borrow. And we just cannot do
that any more.

The President has come before us
and presented a comprehensive pro-
gram, the most far-reaching compre-
hensive program of an economic
nature that we had here in years. We
passed it in part. We certainly passed
it in principle. And now when we have
some of the difficulties in a settling
out period, some of us, some in this
House, want us to turn tail and run.
And I do not think that is what the
American people want.

We have got to get the message
across that what we enacted last year
was basically an alternative to the
failed policies of the past, and that if
one is to be fair about judging where
we are now, and the efficacy of the
programs that we passed in the last
year, one has to compare it to some-
thing else. And one has to compare it
to the alternatives that are presented.
And to the extent that those alterna-
tives sound a retreat and tell us to go
marching off in a different direction, I
think we ought to reject those alterna-
tives.

Because, Mr. Speaker, as I suggested
at the beginning of this special order,
if President Reagan fails, we fail. If
his policies do not stand the test of
time, the assumptions upon which
they are built will not stand the test of
time. And frankly, it means that those
of us who came here to Washington,
including the President, saying that
those who preceded us have faith in
big government, we have faith in the
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people, will have failed, too. And that
means the American people will have
failed.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. TAUKE) is rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.
@ Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Speaker, in the
continuing discussions of the budget,
there are three recurring themes
which I think merit our critical re-
examination. They are, first, that we
cannot make cuts in defense spending
without seriously damaging our na-
tional security posture; second, that
we cannot impose tax measures with-
out impairing the President's econom-
ic recovery program; and, third, that
we cannot reduce nondefense spending
without hurting the poor. One or more
of these propositions are usually pro-
pounded by those with vested interests
or holding highly partisan political
viewpoints. Unquestioned acceptance
of any of them impedes our progress
toward the bipartisan consensus we
must ultimately achieve. Given that
we are to reduce the projected deficits,
both in fiscal year 1983 and the out
years, and I believe we must, no such
proposition can be sacrosanct.

Our task, I submit, is to reduce the
enormous deficits which threaten to
starve the Nation’s credit market and
to do it with a commonsense, compas-

sionate, and equitable approach to
budgetary priorities. We must use

commonsense in identifying those
components of the budget whose unre-
strained growth is primarily responsi-
ble for the deficits and in acting to
curb their growth; in protecting and
strengthening programs in education,
research and development, job train-
ing, and other areas that are critical to
achieving and maintaining economic
vigor and growth; in maintaining and
in fine tuning a tax policy conducive
to economic recovery and growth; and
in providing reasonably and adequate-
ly for our defense. We must be com-
passionate in our treatment of our
needy and disadvantaged, insuring
that they do not suffer undue hard-
ship in any restructuring of the pro-
grams which constitute their ‘“safety
net.” Finally, we must be equitable in
distributing the burdens of our eco-
nomic difficulties; no individual group
or region should share them dispro-
portionately.

There is no mystery concerning the
identity of the budget components
fueling the deficit. They are, as table 1
shows, payments to individuals; that
is, the entitlement programs; defense;
and the interest on the national debt.
All have been growing at rates consid-
erably in excess of rates of increase in
prices, wages, and nominal GNP.
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Clearly these rates are not sustain-
able. Large budget components cannot
increase for long at rates exceeding
economic growth without creating in-
surmountable deficits. Yet we are
asked to increase defense spending at
the highest peacetime rate in our his-
tory, and we have programed into our
laws, through an inappropriate COLA
indexing scheme, indefinite and unre-
strained growth in entitlements. More-
over, the deficit monster we are creat-
ing feeds on itself. If we do not control
dificit spending, we are going to be
facing the ominous specter of budgets
whose most significant component is
the interest on debt represented in
earlier deficits.

Table 1 is revealing in one other re-
spect. The domestic discretionary pro-
grams—included in the other human
resources and all other categories—
constitute a relatively smaller portion
of the budget and have already been
cut significantly in fiscal year 1982.
We can, and should, continue to scru-
tinize these discretionary programs for
potential budgetary savings, but we
cannot in fairness and commonsense
look again to them exclusively while
omitting from our purview the much
larger defense and entitlement compo-
nents.

DEFENSE

We all recognize the responsibility
of the Federal Government to provide
for a strong national defense. But that
should not blind us to two facts about
the proposed defense budget: First, it
is more than we can afford; and
second, the money is not being wisely
spent, we do not need, nor can we
afford, a 17-percent increase in the
Pentagon budget. A 5-percent annual
real growth rate in defense spending
will permit us to meet our internation-
al commitments, improve compensa-
tion for the men and women who serve
our Nation, step up our readiness,
meet the Soviet challenge, and still
save $8 billion in the next fiscal year
and tens of billions more in the years
thereafter.

We have found that we cannot solve
our social problems by throwing
money at them. Similarly we should
not expect to achieve a sound defense
by merely buying more and more ex-
pensive, sophisticated military hard-
ware. What I am suggesting is that
there are components in a strong de-
fense posture other than gquantifiable
military strength as represented by
the number of men under arms and
the number of items of military hard-
ware available.

We Americans are not a militaristic
people. We are uncomfortable manag-
ing a powerful peacetime military es-
tablishment and with using it as an in-
strument of policy. When our sense of
national purpose is clear to us, we can
muster our resources for a phenome-
nal military effort, as evidenced in
World War II. But without this clear
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sense of purpose, we are ineffective, as
our Vietnam experience amply demon-
strates. We need to project an image
to ourselves, to our allies, and to the
uncommitted, of a nation which is a
model of economic success, military
strength, and opportunity and com-
passion for its citizens. To achieve this
we must establish and maintain a bal-
anced set of national priorities. In the
present context of peacetime and eco-
nomic recession, we should ask for a
more restrained growth in defense
spending conductive to economic re-
covery and for continued funding of
vital energy health, education, and
welfare programs.

There are a number of compelling
reasons, apart from the question of af-
fordability, for restraining growth in
defense spending. The decline in
major weapons systems procurement
in the 1970’s has diminished our de-
fense industrial base. Our economy
has experienced a shift toward high
technology and service-oriented indus-
tries and away from the basic hard-
ware and heavy machines that have
long been and still are the staples of
the industrial complex required for de-
fense production. Although there may
be sufficient prime contractors bidding
for major weapons systems contracts,
there is a shortage of potential sub-
contractors and a shortfall in their ca-
pacity to produce the necessary sub-
components. Many subcontractors
have gotten out of defense production
because of its uncertainties and low
profit potential. There is also a short-
age of the skilled engineers, techni-
cians, and machinists required for a
massive defense buildup. True, the
market forces unleashed by increased
military spending will ultimately cor-
rect these deficiencies. But it is unreal-
istic to expect that they will be over-
come immediately.

‘We can also expect a better perform-
ance from our military planners if we
provide for more limited, but more
predictable patterns of growth in de-
fense spending. We do not get the best
mix of strategy, forces, and equipment
when we alternately curtail spending
and then offer blank checks to our
military leaders. Such large swings in
funding promote a climate of waste
and inefficiency. Let us offer the more
modest but sustainable buildup con-
sistent with 5 percent real growth in
the defense budget. On the average,
this rate is only 2 percent short of
that asked for by the President over
the next 5 years. Yet it would save
$8.3 billion in fiscal year 1983 and
$98.1 billion over 5 years.

How are we to effect the fiscal year
1983 savings? Where should we offer
less than the President has asked? I
hope not in the area of operation and
maintenance. It would be shortsighted
to sacrifice readiness in the interest of
acquiring new weapons systems, many
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of which are of arguably questionable
cost effectiveness. Rather, we should
make some hard choices among these
new procurement programs and seek
further improvements in efficiency.
Reports by the House Appropriations
Committee and the Congressional Re-
publican Study Committee last year
found 46 ways the armed services mis-
handle funds, representing at least $15
billion in potential savings. Outgoing
Comptroller General Stoats cited a
number of measure which, if imple-
mented, could save DOD over $10 bil-
lion annually, Secretary Carlucci have
made a commendable beginning with
cost reducing management initiatives
but much more can be done.

The strength of our defense rests
not only on its Armed Forces but also
on the continued availability of ade-
quate energy, economic stability, and
the skills and will and vigor of our
people. In our zeal for strengthening
the Armed Forces and reducing discre-
tionary spending, let us be wary of
budget cuts which undermine this
base of support.

ENTITLEMENTS

The largest budget component (see
table 1) is entitlements ($348.3 billion
in outlays). Table 2 shows a detailed
analysis of entitlement program
spending. Most programs may be clas-
sified as either means-tested or as di-
rected toward the elderly and disabled.
The $50.5 billion, 17-percent increase
in entitlements from fiscal year 1981
to fiscal year 1983 is primarily in the
latter category. Social security ac-
counts for $35.5 billion of this in-
crease; medicare accounts for $10.9 bil-
lion; Federal retirement for $3.6 bil-
lion. Military retirement payments
(not included in table 2) have in-
creased by $2.8 billion.

Have these increases in social securi-
ty and retired pay represented only
the necessary increases to safeguard
the elderly against the ravages of in-
flation to the same degree as wage
earners are protected by increases in
wages? By all accounts the answer is
no. The Consumer Price Index, to
which social security and retirement
payments are indexed, has consistent-
ly exceeded a similar wage index over
the past decade. As a result older retir-
ees now receive significantly greater
benefits than new retirees at the same
level and length of service. Simple de-
mographics dictate that we cannot
allow this disparity to continue. The
growing ratio of retirees to wage earn-
ers portends increasing wage earner
burdens. We must ask higher income
retirees to share to some extent the
burdens of budget reductions. The
American Association of Retired Per-
sons (AARP), the American Legion,
and the Disabled American Veterans
have all indicated a willingness to
accept curbs on the rate of growth of
entitlements if applied equitably and
across the board.
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The potential savings from bringing
cost-of-living adjustments more nearly
in line with wage increases is enor-
mous. Various proposals have been
made to compute indexing by using
CPI—2 percent or using two-thirds CPI,
for example. CBO estimates that with
two-thirds CPI on social security, the
savings would be $5.4 billion in fiscal
year 1983 and $76.3 billion over 5
years. These proposals have been
rightfully criticized as destructive of
the buying power of those recipients
below or near the poverty level and to-
tally dependent on social security. We
should not and need not ask them to
share in the sacrifices.

According to a recent AARP-spon-
sored study made by Data Resources,
Inc., the number of persons 62 and
over below the poverty line ($4,000 for
an individual, $5,000 for a couple)
would increase from 4.1 million in 1980
to 4.6 million in 1985 under the two-
thirds CPI proposal. No more than 15
percent of persons 65 or older, howev-
er, are under the poverty line. More-
over, the poor receive lower average
benefits than the nonpoor. Therefore,
more than 60 percent of the social se-
curity beneficiaries currently receive
monthly benefits of less than $400, yet
those receiving more account for over
60 percent of the total social security
benefits. Exempting the poor from the
reductions in COLA’s would diminish
the cost savings only slightly.

Let us not also that COLA’s for the
maintenance of an income security
safety net are necessary but that a
COLA for the readajustment of an an-
nuity contract for guaranteed income
is less justifiable. Ordinarily, in the
private sector, payments on such an-
nuities bear a direct relationship to
the premiums and do not reflect unan-
ticipated inflation.

A reasonable and administratively
simple alternative is variable COLA in-
dexing according to the level of bene-
fits. We might, for example, provide
the full CPI-based COLA on the first
$400 of monthly benefits, thereby
safeguarding all who are at or near
the poverty line. The rate for COLA
adjustment could then be successively
decreased with increasing amounts of
benefits.

Other COLA formulations with a
more gradual decrease in COLA rate
with increasing benefit levels are pos-
sible and perhaps more equitable. It is
clear, however, that very significant
savings are possible without hurting
the poor and without denying the rea-
sonable income security expectations
of all other beneficiaries. In the inter-
est of equity we should consider possi-
ble similar COLA adjustments in the
retirement and other non-means-
tested entitlements.

DISCRETIONARY PROGRAMS

In our commitment to maintain the
so-called safety net of social programs,
we have failed to recognize what is
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happening to those programs which
pull people up out of the safety net
and into the mainstream of society. If
we continue down this path, we will be
creating a permanent welfare class—
group of people with no hope of escap-
ing dependence on government. That
is lousy social policy. We should at
least maintain the current levels of
funding for those programs which
were cut substantially last year—the
student aid programs, the job training
programs, the programs for children.
We should look upon spending for pro-
grams for energy, education, health,
and job training as investments in our
future.

Our energy position has improved
dramatically under deregulation. We
have had increased conservation, more
domestic oil exploration, and lessening
of our dependence on foreign oil, and a
weakening of the OPEC cartel. Never-
theless, our long term energy future
remains clouded by volatile Mideast
politics and the growing Soviet threat
in the Persian Gulf area. It is there-
fore premature to drastically reduce or
eliminate Federal support of alternate
energy and conservation research and
development and of conservation
grants to improve energy efficiency. A
Federal coordinating role in energy
preparedness and emergency planning
also remains necessary.

Education is the primary vehicle for
upward mobility in the economic
strata of our society. It is also the un-
derpinning of our technological capa-
bility and the quality of life we have
come to enjoy. It is wise to continue
funding of those programs which sup-
port widespread availability of educa-
tional opportunity.

Our Government has an obligation
to help the increasing number of indi-
viduals, who because of the recession
or as a consequence of the shift from a
product-oriented to a more service-ori-
ented economy, find themselves unem-
ployed. It is simply good economics to
help the unemployed gain the skills
which make them employable. Each 1
percent increase in unemployment
translates to a $25 billion increase in
the Federal deficit. Continued funding
of employment and training programs,
as well as some new training initia-
tives, are in order.

There are other discretionary pro-
grams which cannot survive the kind
of scrutiny this budget needs. In par-
ticular, many expensive public works
projects should be canceled or delayed.
These include the Clinch River breed-
er reactor, the Tennessee-Tombigbee
Dam, and other water resources
projects. Many of these are environ-
mentally unsound and have high cost-
benefit ratios.

A freeze on overall domestic discre-
tionary spending would allow contin-
ued funding of the vital programs in
energy, health, education, and job
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE
.the answer or that it will instantly

flation compensation can be found in solve all of our problems. But I strong-

reduced public works funding.
REVENUES

The curbs on defense spending and
entitlement growth that I am propos-
ing would produce significant savings
relative to the President’s budget. A
portion of these savings compensate
for the cuts I would restore in discre-
tionary programs. The net savings rel-
ative to the President’s budget is ap-
proximately $5 billion. A far greater
deficit reduction is called for. Our re-
maining alternative is to seek new rev-
enues.

I do not urge tax measures whose
primary effect is to impede savings
and investment. We should not consid-
er any increase in payroll taxes, nor
should be reverse the basic provisions
of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of
1981. Yet there are changes in that act
which should be made. The safe
harbor leasing provision which was in-
tended to provide investment incentive
to corporations with little or no tax li-
ability, through the mechanism of
“gelling” unused investment tax cred-
its, has allowed profitable corporations
to escape taxation by “buying” these
credits. This provision should be re-
pealed. Certain other tax incentives
have become obsolete and might be re-
pealed. They include giving a tax
credit rather than a dediction on roy-
alties paid by oil companies to foreign
governments, and the expensing of in-
tangible o0il and gas drilling costs.
Repeal of these provisions would pro-
vide $3.7 billion in additional revenue
in fiscal year 1983 and over $40 billion
over 5 years. Another $1.1 billion is
saved in fiscal year 1983 if we do not
enact the windfall profit tax reduction
proposed in the President’s budget.

There are many other tax measures
which should not significantly impair
economic recovery. By simply limiting
the deduction that can be taken for a

U
business lunch to half its costs, annual -

revenues would increase by $1.9 bil-
lion. I find in my district substantial
support for increasing taxes on liquor
and cigarettes. Doubling these excise
taxes would produce $5.1 billion in ad-
ditional fiscal year 1983 revenue.

These examples demonstrate that it is ..
a reasonable goal to seek additional -

revenue, beyond that provided by the
President’s proposed changes, in an
amount exceeding $20 billion.

The bottom line is this. We can
reduce the fiscal year 1983 deficit by
$25 billion without impairing national
security, the social program safety net,
or the foundation set a year ago for
economic recovery. It means the Fed-
eral Government would cut its demand
for borrowed money by about one-
quarter. That would leave more money
at cheaper rates for the home buyer,
the farmer, the person who wants to
buy a new car, the small business. It
would mean more jobs.

I do not sh-ééest that this proposal is

ly believe it represents a giant stride in
the right direction.

TABLE 1.—1983 BUDGET: FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY SELECTED
CATEGORIES *

[Outlays in billions of doilars]
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TABLE 2.—1983 BUDGET: HUMAN RESOURCES—SELECTED
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Percent
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A BILL TO COORDINATE THE
HOUSING PROGRAMS OF HHS
AND HUD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. McKIN-
NEY) is recognized for 5 minutes.

® Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing legislation to encour-
age the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) and the
Department of Health and Human
Services to work together—instead of
against each other—in the effort to
provide housing for needy Americans.
It may surprise many of my colleagues
to learn that these two agencies are at
odds, and I should emphasize that this
circumstance is by no means intention-
al. However, I view it as one of the
major problems facing our housing
policy. Let me explain.

Traditionally, we think of HUD as
the primary agency which provides
housing assistance. Indeed, HUD has a
wide variety of programs, most of
which require landlords to meet mini-
mum housing standards for rental
units.

At the same time, however, the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices spent at least $5 billion last year
on housing assistance, This assistance
took the form of direct payments to
AFDC recipients who, in turn, used
that money to purchase housing on
the open market. Unlike HUD, howev-
er, HHS mandates no minimum stand-
ards to be met by landlords who house
these recipients. As a result, landlords
can and do receive the full amount of
this assistance money regardless of
the condition of their buildings. In a
tight rental market, this system there-
by sustains a demand for substandard
housing and assures a steady cash flow
to landlords who rent substandard
units. It is estimated that 50 percent
of the housing units occupied by re-
cipients of the AFDC program are con-
siderably below accepted standards for
safe and decent housing.

The legislation I have introduced
today is intended to end this dichoto-
my—a dichotomy in which HUD is
working to improve our housing stock
while HHS is subsidizing a substand-
ard stock. It would accomplish this
goal by authorizing the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to
encourage States and units of local
government to develop programs
which encompass both HUD and HHS
funds to assist lower income families.
Policy and program development
would be developed at the local level,
where the housing needs of the poor
are known and where the programs
needed to remedy housing problems
are best understood. While local pro-
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grams could differ, they must all pro-
vide for the improvement of housing
qguality for lower-income families.

Once plans are developed, States and
localities can apply to the HUD Secre-
tary for the funds needed to carry out
the proposal. The legislation provides
an authorization of $50 million for the
Secretary’s discretionary fund, which
should be used to fund at least 20 local
demonstration projects., Once these
projects have been completed, it is my
hope that Congress will get about the
business of straightening out this
housing debacle once and for all.

Mr. Speaker, our rental housing
crisis is simply too critical to let the
existing conflict between HUD and
HHS continue. It is the cornerstone of
our Nation’s housing policy to provide
decent, safe, and sanitary housing for
all Americans. And yet, we are funding
a $5 billion program which effectively
frustrates this goal. I submit that we
can correct this insanity through a
modest financial incentive for States
and localities. In return for this incen-
tive we will take a giant step toward
the realization of our stated housing
policies.®

ANDREW BIEMILLER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PHILLIP
BurTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.
e Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Speak-
er, with considerable grief and a sense
of loss I learned this past weekend of
the death of Andrew J. Biemiller, a
former Member of this body and chief
lobbyist for the AFIL-CIO for many
years. In addition to his warm and en-
riching friendship, I had the privilege
of working with Andy on important
civil rights and social welfare legisla-
tion.

Andy had a keen understanding of
the legislative and political processes
and used that knowledge to promote
legislation that not only assisted union
members, but millions of disadvan-
taged Americans as well.

His interest in legislation extended
well beyond the interests of labor
unions to include in later years sup-
port for environmental legislation—
much of which would never have
passed without labor support. In an
ir}mt?rvlew shortly before he retired, he
8 =

We are American citizens as well as mem-
bers of trade unions. We have a real interest
in clean air, water, and so forth. And we're
going to be in those fights.

I share the sorrow of his wife
Hannah and their two children. I am
certain they are joined in their grief
by the millions of union members who
benefited from his great work.

For the benefit of my colleagues I
would like to include a statement re-
leased by the AFL-CIO:
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STATEMENT

Andrew J. Biemiller, who served as the
labor movement’s chief lobbyist for more
than 20 years and played a leading role in
the passage of civil rights and social welfare
legislation, died of congestive heart failure
at Suburban Hospital on April 3. He was 75.

Biemiller retired in December 1978 as di-
rector of the AFL-CIO Department of Leg-
islation, a post he had since 1956. He served
in Congress for two terms in the 1940s rep-
resenting a district in Milwaukee, Wis. In
the 1930s he served in the Wisconsin legisla-
ture.

AFL-CIO President Lane Kirkland and
Secretary-Treasurer Thomas R. Donahue
said in a statement that:

Andrew J. Biemiller was the voice of

American labor on Capitol Hill for a genera-
tion, and trade unionists of today and to-
morrow will benefit from the pioneering leg-
islative work he did on behalf of all Ameri-
Ccans.
The esteem in which he is held by mem-
bers of both parties and both Houses of
Congress gives ample testimony to the in-
tegrity he maintained in his work. He
brought honor to the term “lobbying™ and
left labor’s legislative representatives the
legacy of his credo of effective, factual pres-
entation of labor’s case.

We admired him as a national legislative
tactician, we cherished him as a friend and
we shall always remember him for his un-
swerving dedication to trade union ideals.

Biemiller was born in Sandusky, Ohio, and
graduated from Cornell University. He
taught at both Syracuse University and the
University of Pennsylvania. He was an early
Socialist before joining up with the trade
union movement and the Wisconsin Pro-
gressive Party in Milwaukee in the 1930's
He worked as a union organizer for the
American Federation of Labor and served in
the legislature where he was a floor leader
for the Progressives. He was a member of
the American Federation of Teachers.

In his years in Congress from the Milwau-
kee swing district he became a leader of the
liberal-labor coalition and developed an ex-
pertise on parilamentary rules and pro-
cedures.

At the Democractic Party Convention in
1948 he joined with the late Hubert Hum-
phrey to bring about adoption of a strong
minority report supporting civil rights that
led to the Dixiecrat walkout and shaped the
forces that led to the Truman victory that

Year.

Biemiller is survived by his wife Hannah
in Bethesda, Md.; a son Dr. Andrew Ble-
miller, Jr., of Toronto; a daughter Nancy
Boerup of Wooster, Ohio, and four grand-
children.e

A SOLUTION TO OUR WATER
PROBLEMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. AuCoIN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

@ Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, today 1
have introduced legislation to help
this country avoid a serious crisis, a re-
a{gt'gce crisis like the oil embargo of

Remember 1973: Reduced petroleum
supplies forced Americans to line up
for gasoline and to reduce consump-
tion of petroleum products; we were
seriously inconvenienced because we
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had become accustomed to consuming
large amounts of a limited resource for
which we had few substitutes.

Before long we will face a crisis of
similar magnitude, a water shortage.

Every day farmers, automobile
makers, homemakers, industrialists,
and citizens consume 107 billion gal-
lons of water. Water keeps the econo-
my moving; it is a coolant, a lubricant,
and a component of many products; it
irrigates crops, moves freight, and gen-
erates electricity; we drink water;
without it we would perish.

By the year 2000 we will be using 306
billion gallons of water every day,; yet,
while our consumption triples our sup-
plies will not. We will not be able to
substitute for water. We can find new
sources and learn to use less pure
water, but we will always need water.
Parts of the country recently suffered
severe water shortages. It happened
last summer, in New York and Con-
necticut. And every year, people in the
Southwest compromise so that others
may share their water. We face limited
shortage now; when our demand tri-
ples and our supplies do not, we will be
confronted by critical water shortages.

The bill I have introduced will help
us lead the country around the coming
crisis. It calls for the reauthorization
of programs administered by the
Office of Water Research and Tech-
nology, programs that are developing
a complete understanding of our
present situation and of our options
for enhancing substitute supplies.

These important national programs
include the State water resources re-
search centers, financed under a Fed-
eral-State cost-sharing agreement and
federally maintained test facilities and
research contracts for the develop-
ment of saline water conversion tech-
nologies.

To those who say this broad ap-
proach to water research is unwarrant-
ed, I offer this: We are trying to solve
our energy problems through a multi-
faceted research program in fission,
fusion, coal liguification, and gasifica-
tion, secondary and tertiary extraction
techniques, and solar energy, to name
just a few. No lesser effort will solve
the water crisis we know we are about
to face.

We must address the coming crisis
now; confront it with thorough under-
standing of the entire water resources
system. We must know system hydrol-
ogy, pollution effects, treatment meth-
ods, efficient alternative processes,
and many other aspects of the system.
New technology must be investigated
and developed; scientists must be en-
couraged to pursue uninvestigated
areas. The provisions of the existing
law, reauthorized by this bill, provide
the encouragement while fostering
continued development of technology
with which American scientists have
led the world.
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Our advanced desalting technology
could contribute to the alleviation of
imminent water shortages. Desalted
water is water; it can be used as any
other water can be used. In the South-
west, vast reserves of brackish water
await purification and use by residents
and industrialists. Until our technolo-
gy has been developed that water will
sit underground, unused. My bill can
bring utilization of that abundant re-
source closer.

In short, this bill would provide
money to advance our technology, and
to advance a broad-based solution to
our water problems. It would help pre-
serve our heretofore broad approach
to the water problem. And most im-
portantly, it will help avert a national
crisis.@

NEW ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr., OBER-
STAR) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the Speaker.

Today I am joined by my colleague
from Pennsylvania, Mr. CLINGER, and
other Members of Congress from both
sides of the aisle, in introducing new
economic development legislation to
continue and improve upon the pro-
grams now conducted by the Economic
development Administration and to
implement the finish-up program the
Appalachian Governors have proposed

for the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission.

This is a bipartisan bill which we be-
lieve is compatible with the philoso-
phy of the Reagan administration.

The bill has two titles. Title I is the

National Development Investment
Act. Title II is the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act.

The National Development Invest-
ment Act of 1982 is not simply a re-
write of existing law but a totally new
concept, a fresh, new look at economic
development, addressing the needs of
the 1980’s and using the experience
and building upon the capabilities es-
tablished over the past 20 years by
local economic development units of
government.

The centerpiece of the new legisla-
tion is the development investment
strategy, under which an area would
chart its own course toward economic
self-sufficiency. The bill provides
grants for construction and recon-
struction of public facilities. It concen-
trates assistance on small business. It
encourages various levels of govern-
ment and the private sector to work
together. It limits investment to dis-
tressed areas only.

The bill wipes the slate clean in the
matter of area designation by aban-
doning that concept. Applicants from
areas now designated, and new appli-
cants, must under the new bill prove
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with each application that they meet
the distress criteria. Gone is the enti-
tlement for every feature of the cur-
rent program. The burden of proof
shifts from the Federal Government
to the local area, which knows wheth-
er or not it is in trouble economically.

A mayor does not neet Uncle Sam to
come in and tell him he has problems.
Assistance must go to an area meeting
the distress criteria without regard for
the level of government submitting
the application.

A small distressed area within a
larger nondistressed area will be
reached for the first time under this
legislation. For example, take a county
that is doing reasonably well economi-
cally, with the unemployment rate at
or slightly below the national average.
A city within that county, however,
may exceed the national unemploy-
ment rate or exceed the national dis-
tress measurement under the other
criteria of the bill. That one part of a
county could be eligible for assistance
under this legislation.

Under the existing Public Works and
Economic Development Act, an area
once designated remains designated
even if it is no longer distressed. And
assistance can go anywhere within the
designated area, even to a relatively
well-off community in a larger area of
distress.

0 1300

Designation, in effect, under the cur-
rent economic development legislation
became an entitlement program,
which the new legislation repeals.

Unemployment and per capita
income will be considered as factors to
measure distress, but distress will no
longer be enough. Proposals will be se-
lected for funding on the basis of their
potential for solving the area’s eco-
nomic problems, including the level of
participation by the private sector.

The major criticism of the current
Economic Development Act is that a
very large portion of the country is eli-
gible. That criticism, we believe, is laid
to rest in our new bill.

In the area of intergovernmental
and private sector relationships, the
bill recognizes the changes in State
and local governments that have oc-
curred over the past 20 years. These
governments have now developed the
capablility to direct their own destinies
to a much greater extent than when
EDA was first established in 1965, or
;vgkéeln its predecessor was enacted in

The Federal role, therefore, has
been restricted in this new approach
to faciliating coordination of invest-
ment between various levels of govern-
ment and the private sector, and to
provide a b50-percent funding match
rather than a 75-percent match, to
give local government and the private
sector a greater stake in the program'’s
success. To the extent feasible, the
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new bill encourages States, develop-
ment districts, and larger cities to
work with distressed areas within their
jurisdictiosn and to provide the re-
sources and expertise smaller areas
may not have, and to help them pre-
pare their applictions, and to provide
follow through services and support
after projects have been completed.

We recognize that the private sector
has a major role in economic develop-
ment, and that the goal of economic
development is a private sector job.
The new bill, therefore, requires a
showing that the private sector will
make a commitment to the overall suc-
cess of the public investment.

The major change in the economic
development process in this new bill is
the requirement for a comprehensive,
coordinated development investment
strategy, instead of an application for
a single, isolated project which may or
may not address the real problems of
the community, and certainly, as the
program has operated, for addressing
the problems of a State.

The new bill does away with the
“projects for projects’ sake” approach
of the past and requires areas, in coop-
eration with larger jurisdictions where
possible, county, State, multicounty
districts, to work out strategies which
look beyond an isolated project. The
strategy would require the area to
analyze its economic problems, to in-
ventory its full store of resources, both
public and private, and to integrate all
investment, whether to be funded by
this legislation or other Federal, State,
or local programs, into a comprehen-
sive, long range, achievable course
toward economic self-sufficiency.

The legislation focuses on the needs
of the 1980's: On private sector jobs;
on small business, which studies have
shown to be the major source of jobs;
and on repair and rehabilitation of the
Nation’s deteriorating infrastructure,
as well as on construction of new
public capital, buildings, facilities that
may be required.

The bill also provides grants for lo-
cally administered revolving loan
funds, primarily to help small business
with capital for startup and for expan-
sion of existing operations. It also pro-
vides emergency economic assistance
to communities whose major employer
is about to close its doors.

The bill will provide $425 million
each year over 3 years for grants for
public facilities, and $75 million a year
for planning and strategy develop-
ment.

Title II covers the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission. This title puts into
legislative language the finish-up pro-
gram proposed by the Appalachian
Governors for the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission. The chairman of
the ARC, Gov. John Brown of Ken-
tucky, testified at our hearings in
Huntington, W. Va. This is a modest
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and pragmatic plan of action to sus-
tain economic recovery and continue
the already well begun economic pro-
gram of the Appalachian region
toward national economic standards.
It provides a 3 to 5 year finish-up pro-
gram for the nonhighway programs of
ARC while declining authorizations;
$83 million annually for 1983 through
1985, and $75 million for 1986 through
1987. It reduces the maximum non-
highway grant from 80 to 50 percent.

Under the highway program, the bill
directs funding of the priority high-
way routes, accelerates construction of
the Appalachian Highway System, to
be completed by 1990. We authorize
$250 million a year for the highway
program.

The Subcommittee on Economic De-
velopment will hold hearings on this
and related bills April 27, 28, and 29.
We anticipate having a subcommittee
markup during the following week,
and to report a bill out in time to meet
the budget requirements by May 15.

I also want to emphazise that we
welcome and encourage constructive
suggestions from all interested parties,
and of course, especially from the
Reagan administration, whom we have
welcomed from the first to participate
in developing this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include the text of the Nation-
al Development Investigation Act at
this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the

gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

The text of the National Develop-
ment Investment Act is as follows:

H.R. 6100

A bill to amend the Public Works and Eco-

nomic Development Act of 1965 and the

Appalachian Regional Development Act

of 1965

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

TITLE I-NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

INVESTMENT

SectroN 101. The Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 is amended
to read as follows:
“This Act may be cited as the ‘National De-
velopment Investment Act’.

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES

“Sec. 101. (a) The Congress reaffirms the
proposition that this Nation's economic
strength is derived from the health of its re-
gions, States and local communities, both
rural and urban, and that national interest
dictates the maintenance and enhancement
of economic vitality at the subnational level.

“(b) Congress also recognizes that eco-
nomic conditions and political relationships
change and that legislation must address
these changes.

“(c) Congress further affirms that this
legislation is designed to make government
more efficient and responsive by supporting
the following principles: leave to private ini-
tiative all the functions that citizens can
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perform privately; use the level of govern-
ment closest to the community for all public
functions it can handle; utilize cooperative
intergovernmental agreements where appro-
priate to attain economical performance
and popular approval; reserve national
action for residual participation where State
and local governments are not fully ade-
quate and for the continuing responsibilities
that only the national government can un-
dertake.

“(d) The private sector remains the ulti-
mate generator of employment and econom-
ic growth, but the public sector must re-
verse decades of infrastructure neglect as a
necessary concomitant to private business
stability and expansion. State and local gov-
ernments now have a greater capacity than
in previous decades to direct their own desti-
ny, in part because of past Federal efforts;
this new capacity must be incorporated in
any new legislation at the national level.
America’s increased involvement in interna-
tional trade has brought both challenges to
some industries, and opportunities for
others; these challenges and opportunities
must be addressed. Capital shortages will
for the foreseeable future curtail the Na-
tion’s ability to meet public and private in-
vestment needs; it is therefore imperative to
marshal the resources of all levels of gov-
ernment and the private sector to create the
critical mass of capital and other assets
needed to generate growth. Finally, there is
a continued need to assist in adjustment of
change, which is the only permanent fea-
ture of our national, regional, and local
economies.

‘“(e) In recognition of these constants and
changes, Congress finds it an appropriate
role for the Federal Government to foster
the coordination of investments between
the public and private sectors and to pro-
mote long-term economic development part-
nerships at the State and local levels, in
both rural and urban areas.

“(f) The purposes of this Act are there-
fore—

“(1) to establish a framework within
which Federal, State, and local govern-
ments, and the private sectors, in urban and
rural areas, can combine their resources to
achieve economic development in all parts
of the Nation;

“(2) to help create a strong investment cli-
mate which promotes the expansion and re-
tention of job opportunities for local resi-
dents; and removes economic barriers in
local areas which impede the free market
forces;

“(3) to build, rehabilitate, and repair
public infrastructure where it is inadequate
to support and encourage private invest-
ment in the area;

“(4) to recognize and rely upon improved
State and local governments' capacity to
direct their own destinies;

“(5) to link public and private funds to
foster coordination of resources between
these sectors, in order to leverage the maxi-
mum investment in the long-term economic
vitality of all areas;

“(8) to facilitate local and regional eco-
nomic adjustment and economic develop-
ment diversification in a changing national
economy, by assisting State and local efforts
to foresee adverse economic changes; to pre-
vent their consequences where possible; to
respond as necessary; and to achieve eco-
nomie self-sufficiency;

*“(T) to assist in relieving capital shortages
and fill local credit gaps which impede pri-
vate business startups and expansion; and

“(8) to assist communities and industries
to respond to the opportunities and chal-
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lenges of a world increasingly knit together
by international trade.

“ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES

“Sec. 102. Upon application of a State,
economic development district, unit of local
government, Indian tribe, or private or
public nonprofit organization established
for economic development purposes which
meets the eligibility criteria hereinafter es-
tablished by this Act, the Secretary is au-
thorized to make a grant for a portion of
the cost, as provided in section 108 of this
Act, of projects submitted in a development
investment strategy. Development invest-
ment assistance may be for the following
purposes—

“(1) the construction, repair, rehabilita-
tion and improvement of public facilities, in-
cluding the acquisition of land and other
public works improvements to encourage
and support private development;

“(2) revolving loan funds to promote the

establishment and growth of small business-
es and to retain indigenous firms and entre-
preneurs which contribute to the creation,
retention, and expansion of private sector
jobs;
“(3) to conduct feasibility studies, site
preparation, and other technical assistance
to prepare for development and to enhance
the investment climate; and

“(4) development activities which address
and prevent economic dislocation and facili-
tate economic adjustment including assist-
ance to promote employee stock ownership
plans and which contribute to economic di-
versification and long-term economic vitali-
ty of the area.

““APPLICATIONS

“Sec. 103. (a) A State may apply for a
grant under this title for an eligible project
within any unit of local government within
the State, other than a unit of local govern-
ment with a population of 50,000 or more, if
such unit meets the requirements of section
105 and is not within the boundaries of an
economiec development district.

“(b) A unit of local government within a
State, other than a unit of local government
with a population of 50,000 or more, which
meets the requirements of section 105 and is
not within the boundaries of an economic
development district may apply for a grant
under this title for an eligible project within
such unit, but only if such unit consults the
State in the preparation of the grant appli-
cation.

“(c) An economic development district
may apply for a grant under this title for an
eligible project within any unit of local gov-
ernment within such district if such unit
meets the requirements of section 105.

“(d) A unit of local government within an
economic development district may apply
for a grant under this title for an eligible
project within such unit if such unit meets
the requirements of section 105, but only if
such unit consults the economic develop-
ment district in the preparation of the grant
application.

“(e) An Indian tribe may apply for a grant
under this title.

“(f) A unit of local government with a
population of 50,000 or more which meets
the requirements of section 105 and is locat-
ed outside an economic development district
may apply for a grant under this title for an
eligible project within such unit.

“(g) In the case of a unit of local govern-
ment which has a population of 50,000 or
more, is located outside of an economic de-
velopment district, and does not meet the
requirements of section 106, a private or
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public nonprofit development organization
representing an area which meets the re-
quirements of section 105 and is within such
unit may apply for a grant under this title
for an eligible project within such area, but
only if such organization consults such unit
in the preparation of the grant application.

“APPLICATION FOR GRANT

“Sec. 104, (a) An application for a grant
under this title shall include, but need not
be limited to—

“(1) a certification that the area for which
the grant is to be made meets the distress
requirements set forth in section 105;

“(2) a certification relative to the perform-
ance of any responsibilities which the Secre-
tary has agreed to accept under section 306
of this Act; and

“(3) a development investment strategy
prepared in accordance with section 1086.

“(b) In approving applications for grants
under this title, the Secretary shall consider
the purposes of this Act as set forth in sec-
tion 101 of this Act, including but not
Imited to the following:

*“(1) the severity of distress in the area for
which the grant is to be made;

*(2) the ratio of private sector invest-
ments committed in such area to the
amount of the grant applied for;

“(3) the extent to which the appropriate
State and local governments have undertak-
en or agree to undertake other related ac-
tions to encourage economic development
ycil the expansion of employment opportu-

ties;

“(4) the effectiveness of the development
investment strategy and the degree to
which the proposed project contributes to
its implementation (including the strategy's
relationship to economic problems identi-
fied in the strategy), expands employment
opportunities in the existing labor market,
provides incentives to retain indigenous pri-
vate businesses, expands or improves public
facilities, and encourages private invest-
ment; and

“(5) the extent to which the strategy and
activities are consistent with State and local
goals and priorities and contribute to long-
term economic growth and private sector
employment opportunities and establish an
overall strengthened economic and business
environment which will be self-sustaining.

“DISTRESS REQUIREMENTS

“Sec. 105. (a) In order to be eligible for a
grant under this title, the applicant must
certify that any activity or project to be
funded under such grant will be carried out
or located in an area which meets any one
of the following criteria:

“(1) the area has a per capita income of 80
percent or less of the national average;

“(2) the area has an employment growth
rate below the national average over the
most recent 5-year period for which statis-
ties are available;

“(3) the area has a population loss over
the most recent 5-year period for which sta-
tistics are available;

“(4) the area has an unemployment rate
above the national average for the most
recent 24-month period for which statistics
are available; or

“(5) the area has experienced or is about
to experience a sudden economic dislocation
resulting in job loss that is significant both
in terms of the number of jobs eliminated
and the effect upon the employment rate of
the area.

“(b) Documentation of distress shall be
supported by Federal data, when available,
and in other cases by data available through
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the State government. Such documentation
shall be accepted by the Secretary unless it
is determined to be inaccurate. The most
recent statistics available must be used.

“DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT STRATEGY

“Sgc. 106. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b) of this section, an applicant for a
grant under this title shall prepare a devel-
opment investment strategy for the area for
which the grant is sought which—

“(1) identifies the economic development
problems sought to be addressed by the

grant,

“(2) identifies past, present, and projected
future economic development investments
in such area and public and private partici-
pants and sources of funding for such in-
vestments;

“(3) identifies the extent to which the de-
velopment investment strategy takes into
account—

“(A) availability of developable land and
space in the area;

“(B) public works, public service, and de-
velopment facilities in the area;

“(C) availability of low-cost capital;

“(D) tax policy on investments in the area;

“(E) level of skill of the labor force; and

“(F) ability of State and units of local gov-
ernment to prOvide financial assistance in
the management and implementation of the
strategy;

“(4) sets forth a strategy for addressing
the economic problems identified in para-
graph (1) and discusses the manner in
which the strategy, will solve such prob-
lems;

“(5) provides a general discussion of the
projects necessary to implement the strate-
gy, and estimate and analysis of the costs
and anticipated benefits of implementing
the strategy, and an estimate of the timeta-
bles for completion of such projects; and

“(6) provides & summary of public and pri-
vate resources which are expected to be
avalilable for such projects.

“(b) In any case in which a unit of local
government is the eligible applicant under
subsection (b) or (d) of section 103, the unit
of local government shall consult the State
or economic development district, respec-
tively, in the preparation of a development
investment strategy. In any case in which a
private public nonprofit development orga-
nization within a unit of local government is
the eligible applicant under subsection (g)
of section 103, the unit of local government
shall consult with the organization in the
preparation of a development investment
strategy.

““PRIVATE SECTOR INCENTIVES

“8ec. 107. (a) To stimulate small business
development and to promote internal eco-
nomic growth which contributes to an im-
proved local tax base and the creation of
permanent employment opportunities, the
Secretary is authorized to make grants to an
applicant to establish a revolving loan fund
to be used for making loans or guaranteeing
loans to small businesses for initial or work-
ing capital, or the purchase of facilities or
equipment. In addition, loans or guarantees
may be made to businesses where a relative-
ly small amount of capital is needed to com-
plete financing necessary to retain the busi-
ness In the area.

“(b) No grant for the establishment or re-
capitalization of a revolving loan fund shall
be made for more than $1,000,000.

“(e) No loan or guarantee shall be made
from a revolving loan fund which has re-
ceived a grant under this title unless the fi-
nancial assistance applied for is not other-

April 6, 1982

wise available from private lenders on terms
which in the opinion of the administrator of
the revolving loan fund will permit the ac-
complishment of the project.

“¢d) Any applicant for a grant for a re-
volving fund shall give assurances that
amounts of any loan which are repaid to the
revolving loan fund will be available only
for the purposes set forth in subsection (a).

‘“(e) No loan or guarantee may be made
from a revolving loan fund which has re-
ceived a grant under this title unless the ap-
plicant for such loan or guarantee provides
reasonable assurance of repayment of the
loan.

“(f) The Secretary may make additional
grants for a portion of the cost, as provided
in section 108(b) of this Act, of recapitaliza-
tion of a revolving loan fund, taking into
?on.slderation the past performance of such

und.

“(g) The grantee of any grant for a revolv-
ing loan fund shall administer the fund and
the United States shall exercise no control
over the administration of such fund.

“FEDERAL SHARE

“Sec. 108. (a) The amount of any grant for
a project for any eligible activity described
in paragraph (1) of section 102 shall be that
amount which when added to amounts
available from all other sources is sufficient
to complete such project, except that in no
event shall the amount of any grant under
this title exceed 50 per centum of such cost
of completing the project as determined at
the time of the grant application. No addi-
tional funds shall be granted or otherwise
made available under this Act for any such
project for which a grant has been made
under this Act.

“(b) The amount of any grant for the es-
tablishment of a revolving loan fund under
paragraph (2) of section 102 shall not
exceed an amount which is equal to the
amount of funds available from all other
sources for the establishment of such re-
volving loan fund. The amount of any addi-
tional grant for the recapitalization of a re-
volving loan fund previously established
with a grant under this Act shall not exceed
an amount which is equal to one-third of
the amount of funds available from all
other sources for such recapitalization.

“(¢) In the case of a grant to an Indian
tribe, the Secretary may reduce or waive the
non-Federal share.

“LIMITATION

“Sec. 109. Not more than 15 per centum of
the appropriations made pursuant to this
title may be expended in any one State.

“OBLIGATION OF FUNDS

“Sec. 110. (a) Not later than May 31 of
each fiscal year, the Secretary shall obligate
for grants under this title not less than 50
percent and not more than 60 percent of the
funds appropriated for such fiscal year pur-
suant to this title.

“(b) Not later than September 30 of each
fiscal year, the Secretary shall obligate for
grants under this title the remaining funds
appropriated for such fiscal year pursuant
to this title.

““AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sgc. 111. There is authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out this title, to be available
until expended, $425,000,000 per fiscal year
for each of the fiscal years ending Septem-
ber 30, 1983, September 30, 1984, and Sep-
tember 30, 1985.
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“TITLE II-INVESTMENT STRATEGY,
PLANNING, EVALUATION, AND DEM-
ONSTRATION

"“INVESTMENT STRATEGY AND PLANNING

“Sec. 201, (aX(1) The Secretary is author-
ized to make grants for economic develop-
ment planning, including the preparation of
development investment strategies under
section 106 of this Act and the payment of
administrative expenses, to States, economic
development districts, Indian tribes, coun-
ties which meet the distress requirements of
section 105 of this Act and which are locat-
ed outside of economic development dis-
tricts, and those other units of local govern-
ment having populations of 50,000 or more
which meet such distress requirements and
which are located outside of economic devel-
opment districts. Such planning shall be a
part of a comprehensive planning process
and shalll be a continuous process involving
public officials and private citizens in ana-
lyzing local economies, defining develop-
ment goals, determining project opportuni-
ties, and formulating and implementing a
development program.

“(2) Any State economic development
plan prepared with assistance under this
section shall be prepared by the State with
the active participation of units of local gov-
ernment and economic development dis-
tricts located in whole or in part within
such state and shall set priorities and goals
for economic development within such
State. Each State receiving assistance under
this subsection shall submit to the Secre-
tary an annual report on the planning proc-
assisted under this section.

“(3) Any economic development planning
by an economic development district or a
unit of local government for which a grant
is made under this section shall be consist-
ent with the State economic development
plan for the State in which such district or
unit is located.

“(b) Grants under this section shall be
used, to the maximum extent possible, to
provide logical coordination of investment
for community facilities, economic develop-
ment, manpower training, and transporta-
tion services.

“(c) Any applicant for assistance under
this section shall give assurances that it will
provide project planning, financial analysis,
marketing, management, feasibility studies,
and other technical and financial assistance
to communities and neighborhoods within
its boundaries.

“EVALUATION AND DEMONSTRATION

“Sec. 202. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to conduct a program of evaluation of Fed-
eral, State, and local development invest-
ment efforts in order to—

“(1) assist in determining the causes of
unemployment, underemployment, severe
economic adjustment problems, and chronic
distress in areas and regions of the United
States;

“(2) assist in formulating, implementing,
or improving programs at the National,
State, or local levels which are designed to
increase employment in private firms, assist
depressed industry sectors, or otherwise pro-
mote economic development or adjustment.

“(b) The Secretary is authorized to con-
duct any demonstration program to test the
feasibility of new ways to increase produc-
tivity and growth and the understanding of
regional and loeal economies, to foster inno-
vative technology and research in the field
of economic development, to match the
labor force with projected labor markets, to
improve United States competitiveness, or
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to encourage economic diversity and region-
al balance.

“(¢) Programs authorized under subsec-
tions (a) and (b) of this section may be car-
ried out by the Secretary acting through
the staff of the Department, in cooperation
with or by the provision of funding to other
departments or agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment, or by contract.

“FEDERAL SHARE

“Sec. 203. The amount of any grant under
section 201 shall not exceed 75 per centum
of the cost of economic development plan-
ning or for the preparation of a develop-
ment investment strategy. In determining
the amount of the non-Federal share of
costs under this section, the Secretary shall
give due consideration to all contributions
both in cash and in kind, fairly evaluated,
including but not limited to space, equip-
ment, and services. In the case of a grant to
an Indian tribe under section 201, the Secre-
tary may reduce or waive the non-Federal
share.

“OBLIGATION OF FUNDS

“Sec, 204. Not later than December 31 of
each fiscal year, the Secretary shall obligate
for grants under section 201 all of the funds
appropriated for such fiscal year pursuant
to this title (other than those funds avail-
able for purposes of section 202).

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Skc. 205. (a) There is authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out this title, to be avail-
able until expended, $75,000,000 per fiscal
year for each of the fiscal years ending Sep-
tember 30, 1983, September 30, 1984, Sep-
tember 30, 1985.

“(b) Of sums authorized to be appropri-
ated under subsection (&) of this section, not
to exceed $15,000,000 in each of the fiscal
years ending September 30, 1983, September
30, 1984, and September 30, 1985, shall be
available for the purposes of section 202.

“TITLE III-ADMINISTRATION
“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 301. For purposes of this Act—

“(1) the term ‘economic development dis-
trict’ means—

“(A) an economic development district
designated on or before January 1, 1982,
under section 403(a)(1) of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965; and

“(B) any district within a State which is
designated by the Secretary, which district
is of sufficient size or population and con-
tains sufficient resources to foster economic
development on a scale involving more than
one county,

“(2) the term ‘employee stock ownership
plan' has the meaning given such term by
section 4875(eX7) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954;

“(3) the term ‘Indian tribe' means the gov-
erning body of a tribe, an Indian authority
or tribal organization or entity, an Alaskan
Native Village, or any Indian group which is
recognized as an Indian tribe by the Secre-
tary of the Interior;

“(4) the term ‘unit of local government’
means any city, county, town, parish, vil-
lage, or other general purpose political sub-
division of a State;

“(5) the term ‘small business’ means a
business that is independently owned and
operated, is not dominant in its field of op-
erations, and meets such other criteria as
the Secretary, after consultation with the
Administrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration, may be regulation establish, in-
cluding but not limited to, numbers of em-
ployees and dollar volume of business by in-
dustrial classes;
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“(6) the term ‘Secretary’ means the Secre-
tary of Commerce; and

“(7) the term ‘State’ means the several
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, American Samoa, the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas.

“APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY

“Sec, 302. The Secretary shall administer
this Act with the assistance of an Assistant
Secretary of Commerce, created by section
601 of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965. Such Assistant Sec-
retary shall perform such functions as the
Secretary may prescribe.

“CONSULTATION WITH OTHER PERSONS AND

AGENCIES

“Sec. 303. (a) The Secretary iIs authorized
from time to time to call together and
confer with any persons, including repre-
sentatives of labor, management, agricul-
ture, and government, who can assist in
meeting the problems of area and regional
unemployment or underemployment.

“(b) The Secretary may make provisions
for such consultation with interested de-
partments and agencies as he may deem ap-
propriate in the performance of the func-
tions vested in him by this Act.

“ADMINISTRATION OF ASSISTANCE

“Sec. 304. No grant shall be approved
under this Act unless the Secretary is satis-
fied that the project for which Federal as-
sistance is granted will be properly and effi-
ciently administered, operated, and main-
tained.

“POWERS OF THE SECRETARY

“Sec. 305. In performing his duties under
this Act, the Secretary is authorized to—

“(1) adopt, alter, and use a seal, which
shall be judicially noticed;

“(2) hold such hearings, sit and act at
such times and places, and take such testi-
mony, as he may deem advisable;

“(3) request directly from any executive
department, bureau, agency, board, commis-
sion, office, independent establishment, or
instrumentality information, suggestions,
estimates, and statistics needed to carry out
the purposes of this Act; and each depart-
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission,
office, establishment or instrumentality is
authorized to furnish such information, sug-
gestions, estimates, and statistics directly to
the Secretary;

“(4) acquire, in any lawful manner, any
property (real, personal, or mixed, tangible
or intangible), whenever deemed n
or appropriate to the conduct of the activi-
ties authorized by this Act;

“(5) procure by contract the temporary or
intermittent services of experts and consult-
ants or organizations therefor as authorized
by section 3109(b) of title 5, United States
Code, compensate Individuals so employed
at rates not in excess of $100 per diem, in-
cluding travel time, and allow them, while
away from their homes or regular places of
business, travel expenses (including per
diem in lieu of subsistence) in accordance
with section 5703 of title 5, United States
Code, for persons in the Government service
employed intermittently, while so employed;

“(6) sue and be sued in any court of record
of a State having general jurisdiction or in
any United States district court, and juris-
diction is conferred upon such district court
to determine such controversies without
regard to the amount in controversy; but no
attachment, injunction, garnishment, or
other similar process, mesne, or final, shall
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be issued against the Secretary or his prop-
erty. Nothing herein shall be construed to
except the activities under this Act from the
application of sections 517, 547, and 2679 of
title 28, United States Code; and

“(T) establish such rules, regulations, and
procedures as he may deem appropriate in
carrying out the provisions of this Act.

“CERTIFICATION

“Sec. 306. (a) The Secretary may dis-
charge any of his responsibilities relative to
a project for which a grant may be made
under title I of this Act by accepting a certi-
fication by the applicant of the applicant's
performance of such responsibilities, The
Secretary shall promulgate such guidelines
and regulations as may be necessary to
carry out this section.

“(b) Acceptance by the Secretary of an ap-
plicant’s certification under this section
may be rescinded by the Secretary at any
time if, in his option, it is necessary to do so.

“SAVINGS PROVISIONS

“Sec. 307. (a) No suit, action or other pro-
ceedings lawfully commenced by or against
the Secretary or Assistant Secretary or any
other officer in his official capacity or in re-
lation to the discharge of his official duties
under the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965, shall abate by
reason of the taking effect of the provisions
of this Act, but the court may, on motion or
supplemental petition filed at any time
within twelve months after such taking
effect, showing a necessity for the survival
of such suit, action, or other proceeding to
obtain a settlement of the questions in-
volved, allow the same to be maintained by
or against the Secretary or Assistant Secre-
tary or such other officer of the Depart-
ment of Commerce as may be appropriate.

“(b) Except as may be otherwise expressly
provided in this Act, all powers and authori-
ties conferred by this Act shall be cumula-
tive and additional to and not in derogation
of any powers and authorities otherwise ex-
isting. All rules, regulations, orders, authori-
zations, delegations, or other actions duly
issued, made, or taken by or pursuant to ap-
plicable law, prior to the effective date of
this Act, by any agency, officer, or office
pertaining to any functions, powers, and
duties under the Public Works and Econom-
ic Development Act of 1965 shall continue
in full force and effect after the effective
date of this Act until modified or rescinded
by the Secretary or such other officer of the
Department of Commerce as, in accordance
with applicable law, may be appropriate.

“ANNUAL REPORT

“Sec. 308. The Secretary shall make a
comprehensive and detailed annual report
to the Congress of his operations under this
Act for each fiscal year beginning with the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983. Such
report shall be printed and shall be trans-
mitted to the Congress not later than Feb-
ruary 1 of the year following the fiscal year
with respect to which such report is made.

“PREVAILING RATE OF WAGE

“Sec. 309. All laborers and mechanics em-
ployed by contractors or subcontractors on
projects assisted by the Secretary under this
Act shall be pald wages at rates not less
than those prevailing on similar construc-
tion in the locality as determined by the
Secretary of Labor in accordance with the
Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C.
276a-276a-5). The Secretary shall not extend
any financial assistance under this Act for
such project without first obtaining ade-
quate assurance that these labor standards
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will be maintained upon the construction
work. The Secretary of Labor shall have,
with respect to the labor standards specified
in this provision, the authority and func-
tions set forth in Reorganization Plan Num-
bered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267,
5 U.S.C. 133z-15), and section 2 of the Act of
June 13, 1964, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276¢).

““RECORD OF APPLICATIONS

“Sec. 310. The Secretary shall maintain as
a permanent part of the records of the De-
partment of Commerce a list of applications
approved for a grant under this Act, which
shall be kept available for public inspection
during the regular business hours of the De-
partment of Commerce. The following in-
formation shall be posted in such list as
soon as each application is approved: (1) the
name of the applicant, (2) the amount and
duration of the grant for which application
is made, and (3) the purposes for which the
proceeds of the grant are to be used.

““RECORDS AND AUDIT

“Sec. 311. (a) Each recipient of a grant
under this Act shall keep such records as
the Secretary shall preseribe, including rec-
ords which fully disclose the amount and
the disposition by such recipient of the pro-
ceeds of such grant, the total cost of the
project or undertaking in connection with
which such grant is given or used, and the
amount and nature of that portion of the
cost of the project or undertaking supplied
by other sources, and such other records as
will facilitate an effective audit.

“(b) The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States, or any of
their duly authorized representatives, shall
have access for the purpose of audit and ex-
amination to any books, documents, papers,
and records of the recipient that are perti-
nent to assistance received under this Act.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec, 312, there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated for salaries and administrative
expenses to carry out the provisions of this
Act $30,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1983, $35,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1984, and
$40,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1985. Appropriations authorized
under this Act shall remain available until
expended unless otherwise provided by ap-
propriations Acts. Any contract entered into
pursuant to this Act shall be effective only
to such extent and in such amounts as may
ge provided in advance in an appropriation

TITLE II-APPALACHIAN REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the
“Appalachian Regional Development Act
Amendments of 1982",

Sec. 202. The sixth sentence of subsection
(a) of section 2 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 is amended by
striking out the period at the end thereof
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“and In severly distressed and underdevel-
oped counties lacking resources for basic
services."”.

Sec. 203. Subsection (b) of section 105 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 is amended by striking out the
period at the end thereof and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “, and not to
exceed $5,800,000 for the two-fiscal-year
period ending September 30, 1984 (of such
amount not to exceed $900,000 shall be
avallable for expenses of the Federal co-
chairman, his alternate and his staff), and
not to exceed $5,800,000 for the two-fiscal-
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year period ending September 30, 1986 (of
such amount not to exceed $900,000 shall be
available for expenses of the Federal co-
chairman, his alternate, and his staff), and
not to exceed $2,900,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1987 (of such amount
not to exceed $450,000 shall be available for
expenses of the Federal cochairman, his al-
ternate, and his staff).”.

Sec. 204. Paragraph (7) of section 106 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 is amended by striking out“1982“
and inserting in lieu thereof “1987".

SEc. 205. (a) Subsection (g) of section 201
of the Appalachian Regional Development
Act of 1965 is amended by striking out the
period at the end thereof and inserting in
lieu thereof a semicolon and the following:
“$215,000,000 for fiscal year 1983;
$234,000,000 for fiscal year 1984;
$250,000,000 for fiscal year 1985;
$270,000,000 for  fiscal year 1986,
$289,000,000 for fiscal year 1987,
$312,000,000 for fiscal year 1988,
$337,000,000 for fiscal year 1989; and
$364,000,000 for fiscal year 1990.".

(b) Subsection (h)(1) of section 201 of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 is amended by striking out “70 per
centum” and inserting in lieu thereof "“80
per centum”. The amendment made by the
preceding sentence shall apply to projects
approved after March 31, 1979.

Sec. 206. Subsection (c) of section 214 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 is amended by striking out “Decem-
ber 31, 1980" and inserting in lieu thereof
“October 1, 1987"” in the first sentence, and
by inserting “authorized by title 23, United
States Code” after “road construction” in
the second sentence.

Sec. 207. Part B of title II of the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Act of 1965
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

Sec. 215. the Commission is authorized to
make grants to States and public and non-
profit entities for projects, approved pursu-
ant to section 303 of this Act, which will—

“(1) assist in the creation or retention of
permanent private sector jobs, the upgrad-
ing of the region’s manpower, or the attrac-
tion of private investment;

“(2) provide special assistance to severely
distressed and underdeveloped counties
which lack financial resources for improving
basic services;

“(3) assist in achieving the goal of making
primary health care accessible in the region;

or

‘(4) otherwise serve the purposes of this
Act.”.

Sec. 208. Clause (2) of subsection (b) of
section 224 of the Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act of 1965 is amended to read as
follows: “(2) to enable plant subcontrtactors
to undertake work theretofore performed in
another area by other subcontractors or
contractors;’.

Sec. 209. Section 224 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, grants with funds authorized
under this Act shall not, after October 1,
1982, exceed 50 per centum of the costs of
any project approved under this Act (except
projects under section 201); but such grants
may increase the Federal contribution to
any project, notwithstanding limitations in
other Federal laws, to such percentage as
the Commission determines within the limi-
tations in this Act.”.
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Sec. 210. Section 401 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “In addition to the appropria-
tions authorized in section 105 for adminis-
trative expenses, and in section 201(g) for
the Appalachian development highway
system and local access roads, there is au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent, to be available until expended, to
carry out this Act, $166,000,000 for the two-
fiscal-year period ending September 30,
1984; $158,000,000 for the two-fiscal-year
period ending September 30, 1986; and
£75,000,000 for the fiscal year period ending
September 30, 1987.".

SEec. 211. Section 405 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out “1982" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1987".

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT ACT—
SUMMARY

WHAT ACTIVITIES ARE FUNDABLE?

Construction, repair, rehabilitation and
improvement of public facilities, including
land acquisition.

Revolving Loan Funds to help small busi-
ness, and to retain and assist expansion of
existing local firms,

Emergency economic adjustment.

Technical assistance.

Employee Stock Ownership Plans.

New.—Emphasis on reconstruction provid-
ing infrastructure to support development;
a grant which is converted into a locally ad-
ministered revolving loan fund; focus on
small business, and retention of local firms
rather than “smokestack chasing.”

WHO MAY APPLY?

Districts.

Counties and Cities of 50,000 or more, out-
side Districts, and meeting distress criteria.

Counties, cities under 50,000, and other
units of local government, plus community-
based organizations, if they meet distress
criteria.

Indian tribes.

New.—Various levels of government are
encouraged to work together where possi-
ble, combining the resources, both technical
and monetary, of the State, District or City
with the needs of the local unit of govern-
ment, Makes small distressed area in larger,
non-distressed, area eligible for the first
time.

HOW IS NEED DETERMINED?

Distress must be demonstrated with each
application:

Per capita income.

Unemployment rate.

Sudden or threatened severe economic dis-
location.

New.—Instead of one-time, permanent
designation, burden of proof shifts from
Federal Government to applicant; applicant
must requalify every time it applies for as-
sistance.

WHAT WILL THE APPLICATION LOOK LIKE?

An application will be very simple, It will
contain:

(1) Certification by the applicant that it
meets the distress criteria.

(2) Certification by the applicant that it
will comply with applicable laws and re-
quirements.

(3) A Development Investment Strategy.

New.—The simplicity of the application.
The Strategy itself should be concise and
can be drawn up by the applicants without
need of expensive, voluminous documenta-
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tion. The local community rather than the
Federal government certifies that it meets
distress criteria.

WHAT IS A DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT
STRATEGY?

The Strategy is the centerpiece of the new
bill. Instead of applying for a single, isolated
project, the applicant will be required to
draw up an entire Strategy:

Diagnosing the nature of its economic dis-
tress.

Inventorying all its resources, including
those from the private sector.

Addressing elements necessary to promote
local economic development.

Identifying past, present and future eco-
nomic development investments, including
those from other Federal programs.

Linking these investments into a coherent
framework within which future investments
will be fitted.

Providing a general discussion of the
project necessary to solve the economic
problems.

Establishing a timetable for these invest-
ments.

New.—The Strategy is new, getting away
from the project-by-project approach and
initiating a long-term, carefully planned and
implemented course toward economic self-
sufficiency; encouraging levels of govern-
ment to work together on the application,
and on follow-through after the grant is
made; and relying on the capacity of States,
Districts and Cities to direct their own desti-
nies without Federal interference.

FUNDING SELECTION CRITERIA

The Secretary is given further criteria
against which to measure the probable suc-
cess of the Strategy, including:

Severity of distress.

Amount of private sector involvement in
the Strategy (not necessarily in any individ-
ual project).

Effectiveness of the Strategy, and degree
to which the proposed project contributes
to its implementation.

Extent to which the Strategy is consistent
with State and local goals and priorities.

New.—"Distress” is not enough; this bill
requires potential as well, to make these
scarce resources leverage as many other dol-
lars as possible, and to coax out the maxi-
mum new and retain the maximum existing
private sector jobs.

WHAT ABOUT THE PRIVATE SECTOR?

Overall strategy development is depend-
ent on private sector involvement and com-
mitment. In addition, grants are available to
set up Revolving Loan Funds, administered
by the applicant with no further control by
the Federal government. Loans and loan
guarantees from the RLF may be made to
small business for initial working capital, or
to purchase facilities or equipment. Fur-
ther, RLF loans or guarantees may be made
to other businesses where a relatively small
amount is needed to complete a financing
package to keep any size business in an area.

The initial grant is limited to $1 million or
i::sd, although the RLF may be recapital-

Loan recipients must not be able to find
finanecing elsewhere in the private sector.

New.—Once the grant is made, the RLF is
in local hands. Loans are targeted to small
and indigenous businesses, which, testimony
has shown, are responsible for creation of
the vast majority of jobs.

WHAT IS THE FEDERAL SHARE?

The Federal share will be 50 percent of
the total project cost.
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The Secretary may reduce or waive the
non-Federal share for Indian tribes.
New.—Applicant areas are required to
have a greater stake in process than previ-
ously.
WHAT OTHER ASSISTANCE IS AVAILABLE?

Planning: States, Districts and local gov-
ernments meeting distress criteria, may re-
ceive planning grants for their on-going
planning efforts. This includes grants to
assist in preparing a Development Invest-
ment Strategy.

Evaluation and Demonstration: The Sec-
retary may provide discretionary funding
for evaluation and demonstration programs.

Federal share: up to 75 percent.

HOW MUCH MONEY IS AVAILABLE, AND FOR HOW
LONG?

$425 million for each of 3 years for devel-
opment grants.

$75 million for each of 3 years for plan-
ning Strategy development, and Evaluation
and Demonstration.

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
AMENDMENTS OF 1982—SUMMARY

Provides for 5-year finish-up of Appalach-
fan non-highway programs with declining
authorizations.

Accelerates construction of Appalachian
Highway System to complete in 1990.

Establishes dollar limits on the cost of
completing the Appalachian Highway
System.

Implements proposal of Appalachian Gov-
ernors.

Reduces the maximum non-highway grant
from 80 percent to 50 percent.

Targets funds to more economically dis-
tressed counties, primarily to provide safe
drinking water and waste disposal.

Concentrates on finish-up of ARC health
programs in 3 years by extending basic serv-
ices to counties without facilities.

Encourages regionwide private investment
for job creation and retention.

Authorizes $83 million annually for 1983-
1985, $75 million for 1986-1987 for area re-
development program.

Authorizes $215 million in FY '83 for Ap-
palachian Highway Program, $2.2 billion
total ARC Highway Program 1983-1990.

Directs funding of priority routes, concen-
trates on linking N-S, E-W corrdors and fills
critical gaps in the Appalachian Develop-
ment Highway System.

Outlines modest, pragmatic plan of action
to sustain economic recovery and continue
economic program of region toward national
economic standards.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, at
this point I yield such time as he may
consume to my colleague from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. CLiNGER) and commend
him for his forthright participation in
the development of this legislation
and for the many constructive ideas
that he and other of our colleagues on
the subcommittee have offered in the
preparation of this legislation

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for yielding
to me, and I commend him for his
leadership in introducing this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I am most pleased to
join with the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and with col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle in in-
troducing this unique bipartisan initia-
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tive which addresses the economic
needs of our distressed communities.

I do not believe that there is anyone
among us here today who will question
the fact the economic growth in this
Nation has become stagnated. The
basic infrastructure systems that have
enabled our communities to achieve
econmic growth are crumbling.

1t is for precisely that reason we are
here today to introduce this legisla-
tion, which is aimed at rebuilding the
economic base of our Nation’s dis-
tressed areas.

Let me make one point very clear.
This is not another Government hand-
out program that simply shovels mil-
lions of dollars in Federal funds
toward isolated economic development
projects. The past has demonstrated
clearly that approach simply does not
work.

Rather, we are involving the Federal
Government in a new and limited ap-
proach which maintains a Govern-
ment role in the economic develop-
ment process and insures that both
private industry and local communi-
ties will play a key role in building the
components necessary to support in-
dustry and attain economic stability.

The Economic Development Admin-
istration has attempted to meet this
need in the past. And while it has been
successful in some instances, in many
others it was not. A new approach is
needed which builds on the experience
of the past to meet the complex needs
of today’s distressed communities. And
that approach must center on utilizing
the human infrastructure investment
that the Federal Government has
made at the local planning levels over
the years.

The National Development Invest-
ment Act being introduced today cre-
ates a new agency, through the De-
partment of Commerce which will get
America’s distressed communities
looking at solutions to their own prob-
lems based on the realistic resources
available to them.

To that end we have developed the

concept of the “Development Invest-
ment Strategy,” which is simply a long
term, carefully planned community
course toward economic self-sufficien-
cy.
This legislation requires that certain
key factors must be considered by a
community which intends to apply for
assistance under this act. They in-
clude:

Factors which experience shows must be
present or capable of being developed if any
investment in ED is going to be successful;

The availability of land and space in the
area,

Existence of public works, public service
and development facilities in the area;

Availability of low-cost capital;

A reasonable tax policy on investments in
the area,

Presence of a sufficient labor force with
the requisite level of skill; and

Ability of state and units of local govern-
ment to provide financial and technical as-
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sistance in the management and implemen-
tation of the proposed strategy.

A key factor in the success of this
proposal is the involvement of the pri-
vate sector. In this bill, the level of
private sector dollars committed to a
community’'s development is impor-
tant in the Secretary's selection of
those projects to receive funding. In
other words, the more private sector
dollars are leveraged by public invest-
ment the better the chance for selec-
tion. That represents a major depar-
ture from the approach to economic
development taken by EDA in the
past, but one which, I believe, will
prove vitally important in the future.

That approach is also in keeping
with the President’s economic recov-
ery plan which stresses private sector
involvement as a key to the economic
development process.

We have attempted to produce a bill
which does not measure economic dis-
tress or well-being along party lines.
This important measure makes a
united commitment to assisting our
distressed communities in an innova-
tive fashion based on coupling a com-
munity’s existing resources with a lim-
ited amount of Federal assistance to
produce a workable, cohesive, and
well-planned approach to economic
self-sufficiency.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his state-
ment. Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman most sincerely for his construc-
tive suggestions that have so contrib-
uted to the building of a sound piece
of legislation, which to be sure, will go
through some evolutionary review as
we continue through the hearing and
markup process, but which nonethe-
less is a sound and responsible step
toward economic development.

I also want to take this opportunity
to thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. CLAUSEN), the ranking minori-
ty member of the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation, for
his intense interest and constructive
suggestions; I wish to thank the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HAMMER-
scHMIDT), for his recommendations, all
of which have contributed to strength-
ening of this legislation.

® Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, today
many areas of our Nation are being
hard hit by high interest rates and
other economic maladies which were
created by the irresponsible fiscal
monetary policies of the past.

The National Development Invest-
ment Act of 1982 we are introducing
today clearly develops a comprehen-
sive strategy to help our distressed
communities move toward economic
self-sufficiency based on increased pri-
vate-sector involvement and a limit
Federal grant program.

The strategy is designed to achieve
the maximum participation of local
people and local government in the de-
cisionmaking process.
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It is important to note that the
statement of purpose of this biparti-
san act closely follows the theme de-
veloped by the National Association of
Counties (NACO), which directs us as
a nation to:

Leave to private initiative all of the funec-
tions that citizens can perform privately;
use the level of government closest to the
communities for all public functions it can
handle; utilize cooperative intergovernmen-
tal agreements where appropriate to attain
economical performance and popular ap-
proval; reserve national action for residual
participation where State and local govern-
ments are not fully adequate; and for the
continuing responsibilities that only the Na-
tional Government can undertake.

I feel especially proud to have been
a part of the First Home Rule Con-
gress of NACO as the delegate from
California when this theme was adopt-
ed.

In those areas where Federal in-
volvement is required, it is essential
that we make every Federal dollar do
the work of two and that we look to
approaches which are both workable
and affordable. I believe that the di-
rection of this legislation fully meets
those criteria.

1 have associated myself with both
the rural and urban enterprise zone
bills, and I believe that the legislation
which we introduce today dovetails
with that concept as endorsed by the
President in his state of the Union ad-
dress. -

Economic distress is neither Demo-
crat nor Republican, rural or urban.
the solutions to this problem cannot
be partisan either, and I think that
the presence here today of my col-
leagues from both sides of the aisle in-
dicates our interest in seeking out so-
lutions—not creating issues. It is my
sincere belief that in this spirit of
unity we can accomplish the difficult
task of setting our communities, large
and small, on the road to economic
self-sufficiency.

THEME: HOME RULE

“Leave to private initiative all the func-
tions that citizens can perform privately,
use the level of government closest to the
communities for all public functions it can
handle; utilize cooperative intergovernmen-
tal agreements where appropriate to attain
economical performance and popular ap-
proval; reserve national action for residual
participation where state and local govern-
ments are not fully adequate; and for the
continuing responsibilities that only the na-
tional government can undertake.”

Strong local government is the foundation

of our Republic.
Don H. CLAUSER,
Member of Congress, Californic.e

THE FALKLAND ISLANDS-MAL-
VINAS CRISIS: A QUESTION OF
PRINCIPLE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. ZABLOCKI)

is recognized for 10 minutes.
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® Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, the
sudden confrontation between the
United Kingdom and Argentina, which
is less than a week old, is a matter of
serious concern and intense disap-
pointment to the United States. How-
ever bizarre and unlikely the circum-
stances—it represents a crisis between
two countries with which the United
States not only maintains normal and
friendly relations, but also important
treaty commitments.

The United Kingdom, our staunch
and traditional ally during two world
wars in this century, is a bulwark of
NATO, to which this administration
and all previous postwar administra-
tions have assigned the highest priori-
ty. In the affairs of this hemisphere,
Argentina is expected to play a highly
significant role, which can become cru-
cial to the fulfillment of longstanding
U.S. foreign policy objectives.

Because of the gravity—and indeed,
delicacy—of the current, still-unre-
solved situation, this would not appear
to be an appropriate time for inflama-
tory rhetoric. It is, on the contrary, a
time for some circumspection and re-
straint.

There is, however, an overriding
principle at stake here, which tran-
scends all other considerations. It in-
volves the forcible, unprovoked inva-
sion of the territory of one nation by
the armed forces of another. It in-
volves a serious matter of precedent: If
the United States or the world com-
munity condones the forcible acquisi-
tion of territory—the boundaries of
which may, and I stress the word may,
be based on historical injustice—there
is no telling where this process may
lead.

If we wish to maintain some sem-
blance of international order, we
cannot afford to acquiesce in the bla-
tant invasion and occupation of one
state by another—on the basis of a his-
toric claim.

In one respect, at least, the Falkland
Islands—or Malvinas—crisis is virtual-
ly unique in terms of contemporary
history, that is, since the founding of
the United Nations: We are not con-
fronting here a local insurrection,
which is being assisted by outside
force. There are no “oppressed” Ar-
gentine minorities on these islands
calling for “liberation” and a change
of the status quo. Instead we are talk-
ing about naked aggression by the
armed forces of one country over the
unwilling inhabitants of another.
There is not conceivable issue of self-
determination at stake in this region.

Mr. Speaker, the United States does
not—and should not—involve itself in
the substance of this dispute. The
question of sovereignty of these is-
lands is beyond the purview of our
competence. We fervently hope that
this dispute may be resolved peaceful-
ly and our only role, if we have a role,
is to offer our good offices for media-
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tion, as President Reagan has just an-
nounced his willingness to do.

Our Government, and I believe a
majority of the Congress, supports the
text of the resolution adopted by the
U.N. Security Council on April 3—by a
vote of 10 to 1. It is a short and simple
resolution which calls for a “diplomatic
solution” to differences, but it also
embodies the principles of the U.N.
Charter, which we will ignore at our
peril.

The text of the resolution follows:
FALKLAND IsLANDS: TEXT OF RESOLUTION

ApoprTED BY TEN VOTES TO ONE IN THE U.N.

SecCURITY COUNCIL ON SATURDAY, APRIL 3

Recalling the statement made by the
President of the Security Council on 2 April
1982 calling on the Governments of Argenti-
na and the United Kingdom to refrain from
the use of threat or force in the region of
the Falkland Islands (Islas Malvinas),

Deeply disturbed at reports of an invasion
on 2 April 1982 by armed forces of Argenti-
na,

Determining that there exists a breach of
peace in the region of the Falkland Islands
(Islas Malvinas),

1. Demands an immediate cessation of
hostilities;

2. Demands an immediate withdrawal of
all Argentine forces from the Falkland Is-
lands (Islas Malvinas);

3. Calls on the Government of Argentina
and the United Kingdom to seek a diplomat-
ic solution to their differences and to re-
spect fully the purposes and principles of
the Charter of the United Nations.e
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IMPEACHMENT OF FEDERAL
RESERVE BOARD CALLED FOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GoNzALEZ) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, in
yvesterday’s proceedings I left off with
an incomplete discussion of the pre-
liminary outlining of the predicate or
basis for the consideration of impeach-
ment of the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board as well as the Board
itself. It will be recalled I introduced
two resolutions along that line in the
last session, and also two accompany-
ing reform bills, one having to do with
the continuation of what historically
was envisioned by the Congress that
approved the 1913 Federal Reserve
Board Act as a continuing responsibil-
ity on the part of the Congress, which
gave birth to the Federal Reserve
Board.

There are so many Members of the
Congress, s0 many citizens and so
many persons in business in leadership
positions that seem to be under the
impression that the Federal Reserve
Board is an autonomous, independent,
unaccountable agency, and nothing
could be further from the truth. The
fact is that the Federal Reserve Board
Is a creature of congressional action,
the 1913 Act. I have outlined that his-
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tory on previous occasions, so there is
no need to waste time.

The main reason for my getting up
is to complete yesterday’s initial phase
of the impeachment description, of a
process constitutionally granted and
which, whether we like it or not,
whether we wish to admit it or not, we
are charged with the responsibility of
upholding. It seems, as I explained
yesterday, that it has generally been
conceived, because there is also great
ignorance concerning impeachment,
its constitutional description and au-
thority as well as the precedence and
the history of those occasions in which
that particular section of the Consti-
tution known as article II, section 4,
has been invoked, so there are many,
many misconceptions in and out of the
Congress.

The main hurdle is trying to leap
over that wall of ignorance. I expect
that as a challenge. Also to explain
further, as I said yesterday, that this
is an obedience to the fact that my re-
quest for serious consideration of my
resolutions by the proper committee,
the Committee on the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives, has an-
swered in the person of its chairman,
the distinguished chairman from New
Jersey, that it could not in the foresee-
able future give serious consideration
but that in the interim instructions
would be forthcoming to the staff, I
presume the legal staff of that com-
mittee, to review my resolutions and to
analyze, and apparently give me the
benefit of that analysis, which I have
not received. So, therefore, I am pro-
ceeding on the basis that I have been
denied that consideration, and that I
will proceed as if the House of Repre-
sentatives itself is sitting as the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in order to
make the case which really should be
developed by the proper committee.
This is the reason the committee was
set up to begin with.

Impeachment is actually accusatory
in nature. It is not, as some people do
not comprehend, a conviction or a trial
process in itself insofar as the House
of Representatives is concerned. I ex-
plained that in view of the fact that
most of the thinking, most of the prec-
edence has to do with the impeach-
ment processes insofar as they involve
Presidents, that lost sight of is the
fact that other precedents have been
established involving other officials of
the Government. Unfortunately most
of those precedents have to do with
the officers in the third branch of the
Government or the judiciary. Judges
have been impeached, and they have
not been impeached on the basis of a
criteria that some Members of the
Congress, present Congress as well as
past Congresses have advanced, and
that is under the definition of the
Constitution, the commission of an act
of treason or bribery or high crimes
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and misdemeanors, really meaning
something that would be tantamount
to a charge criminal in nature involv-
ing the status degree of indictable of-
fense.

This, of course, is not so. If it were
so, the plain language of the Constitu-
tion would not recite high crimes and
misdemeanors. Certainly misdemean-
ors seldom are indictable offenses even
though, of course, you have gradation
defined in criminal law in the various
statute books of the 50 States. But the
precedents are that the act of im-
peachment, and what was intended in
the phraseology of article II, section 4,
was envisioned, and we have it pre-
served for us by the Founding Fathers
who wrote the Constitution assembled
in the Constitutional Convention, and
who disputed and debated at great
length this particular section, its
meaning, its significance, the scope
they conceptualized for it, and the
exact wording. I explained that yester-
day so there is no need to repeat
myself,

Today I merely wish to conclude
what I started yesterday by explaining
further that my procedure envisions
generally the base of that last clause,
and that is “high crimes and misde-
meanors.” I also intimated yesterday
that I would think that specificity—
this was a very, very favorite word
during the impeachment proceedings
on the matter of Richard Nixon some
6 or T years ago—so that specificity I
think is an ingredient and, therefore,
it is my intention to bring forth specif-
ic instances, specific acts, and specific
dates and specific accusations and
charges.

But more importantly, also, the fact
that the impeachment process does
not necessarily have to involve charges
of a criminal nature, but ones that
would be defined in law as civil in
nature as reflected in the last two
words of that sentence “and misde-
meanors.”

I am fully prepared and certainly
would never had envisioned the proce-
dure of impeachment had I not been
prepared. It is just with a great deal of
sadness that I realize that even this
would be necessary after so many
years of neglect by the Congress in the
exercise of its responsibilities toward
the people of this country. After all,
what is involved here is the most im-
portant issue confronting the Ameri-
can republic as to its well-being eco-
nomically; that is, its fiscal and mone-
tary policies that have been torn away
from the people themselves in the
sense that there is no accountability
to the people through its chosen
agents, whether it is the executive
branch, the President and the Vice
President, or the first branch of Gov-
ernment, the representative branch,
fhe Congress. There is no accountabil-
ty.
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I have brought this out in a series of
prior addresses to the full House. I
have done so many, many times, as far
back as 18 years ago. The fact that
little action has followed is certainly
no fault of mine, but due I think to
other things that have coincided of
equal seriousness and gravity that also
I think have been abdicated by the
representative branch of the Govern-
ment. Again that is something aside
and for some other discussion.

At this point I wish to round out the
discussion yesterday by saying that in
following the route of making out the
case for impeachment, which as I say
and repeat, ought to be done on the
committee level, but what I am con-
strained and compelled to do on the
House floor, that my principles to be
followed as a rationale will be passed
on all of the constitutional precedents,
all of the historical precedents, even in
the mother country that has been the
source and the fount of our institu-
tional life, England, and also the
precedents and the historical experi-
ences in other jurisdications of a lesser
nature tl'an national, that is the
States and the States courts, and the
juridical, Anglo-American juridical tra-
dition, and following the Anglo-Ameri-
can juridical concepts and methods of
procedure.

So generally I will say that I will
proceed under what in a Latin legal
phrase is described as ejusdem generis.
In order words, with respect to that
last phrase and the misdemeanors,
high crimes and misdemeanors, the
charges that will be envisioned in this
impeachment process, and I will say
by way of explanation that the two
resolutions I have presented have been
couched in the general but necessary
constitutional wording. But the speci-
ficity of it is what I am referring to
now, and I will follow the general prin-
ciple of construction known as ejus-
dem generis. That simply means in
plain language that we will not stretch
or reach out for some instances in
which we will be bordering on the
outer limits that the Constitution
itself has already placed, a bill of at-
tainder, for example, that is for acts
committed in the past that now would
be defined as wrongful.

We know well enough that certainly
that is constitutionally prohibited, so
that is our outer boundary.

The other boundary would be that
which was reflected in the discussion
in the Constitutional Convention
when men as preeminent and legally
prepared as James Madison and
Mason and others discussed the word-
age, and Mason was suggesting that
perhaps one word that could be used
was “malpractice” or ‘“maladministra-
tion.” This was objected to improper-
ly, as I said yesterday.

Finally, the words “high crimes and
misdemeanors,” certainly because
again the idea was to be fully protec-
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tive of all of the respect of the proper
authorities vested in those officials
known as civil officials, because this is
what the Constitution says is subject
to impeachment, all civil officials of
the United States, not just the Presi-
dent or the Vice President, but all civil
officials. And why not? I mean, how
else could the Constitution have been
written and not have provided for the
only defense from those who would
usurp improperly or misuse or dele-
gate to themselves the kind of power
that was inimicable to the processes
defined in our form of government, or
to those who would be so grossly dere-
lict, wantonly neglectful, as one of the
phrases used by Mason reminds us.
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So with all of that in mind, and
under the general provision of ejus-
dem generis, the specificities that I
will outline and develop as we go
along, I will make it in accordance
with that which that phrase reflects,
which means of the same kind or class
or category or the same gravity. In
other words, we are not going to stray
out to try to find misdemeanors that
would be in this connection, certainly
farfetched and improper just to make
a case.

CHICAGO TRIBUNE REPORTS
OLYMPIC COIN CONTROVERSY
FAIRLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Youne of Missouri). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZzIO) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, that
the issue of striking commemorative
coins for the 1984 summer Olympics
has caused a heated debate among the
Members of Congress is surely an un-
derstatement. We have heard count-
less arguments concerning both the
merits and shortcomings of the pieces
of legislation now under consideration.
In an effort to clear the air, I would
like to share with you a March 21,
1982, Chicago Tribune article which
presents an accurate and straightfor-
ware appraisal of the situation.

There have been so many different
accounts of the controversy that it is
becoming increasingly difficult to sep-
arate fact from fiction. To say the
very least, some of the media accounts
are certainly misleading. In my mind,
the Chicago Tribune article summa-
rizes my understanding of the various
positions rather well. Regardless of
the individual merits of any proposal,
it is of the utmost importance that we
all have a clear understanding of the
contours of the debate before we delib-
erate over the alternatives.

I think that it is fair to say that
there has been considerable misunder-
standing concerning my objections to
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the bills calling for numerous coins to
be sold through private marketers. For
example, the March 29, 1982, issue of
Sports Illustrated states the following:

It can be assumed that opposition to An-
nunzio would be great, and that the bill's
progress through the remainder of the legis-
lative process would be assured * * * per-
haps this is what worries Annunzio, and
why he so stubbornly persists in his lonely
stand.

Well, no, it is not. I have been a
Member of Congress since 1964 and I
have never fought for the sake of
fighting. The Chicago Tribune article
accurately reports that:

Annunzio objects to the program because
it will be run by the private marketing
group which consists of Occidental Petrole-
um Corporation; Lazard Freres, the interna-
tional firm; and the Pranklin Mint.

I vehemently object to the market-
ing of Olympic commemorative coins
by the private interests proposed in
these bills. It was the scandals associ-
ated with private marketing of coins
that led to the termination of com-
memorative coinage in 1954. In addi-
tion, I see no reason why a private
group should reap the profits from the
sale of our Government’s commemora-
tive coinage. The more times you slice
the pie, the smaller the piece becomes.

Apparently, my position concerning
the number of coins to be minted is
also misunderstood. According to a
March 27, 1982, Los Angeles Times ar-
ticle:

The Annunzio Subcommittee staff circu-
lated a draft of changes in the coin bill that
would have authorized only 17 coins, rather
than the 25 allowed under the Senate-
passed bill. When the Olympic interests and
the private marketers agreed to 17 coins,
“Annunzio suddenly demanded only 10.
* * * Every time you knock down one of his
straw men, he raises another one,” com-
plained F. Don Miller, executive director of
the U.S. Olympic Committee.

The fact of the matter is that I
never agreed to 17 coins, nor did I
switch my position to 10 to frustrate
the Olympic Committee. The Chicago
Tribune correctly states my position:

Annungzio also objects to the coin bill as it
was passed by the Senate because it pro-
vides for 25 different coins to be minted, a
number thought to be excessive by Annun-
zio and may coin collectors. * * * The Los
Angeles Committee and the marketing
group agreed recently to 17, but Annunzio
contends that is still too many.

The cost of owning a complete set of
coins under this provision would be
prohibitive, possibly as high as $8,000.
In addition, multiple issues are confus-
ing and discouraging to the buying
public. Many Americans have written
to me saying that they will not be able
to afford to participate in a program
involving more than a few coins.

In this light, the importance I have
placed on the views of the American
Numismatic Association is clearly war-
ranted. There have been a number of
allegations that this coin collectors’
group opposes the Olympies and is
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only interested in the minting of rare
collectors’ items. Sports Illustrated re-
ports that:

The American Numismatic Association, a
collectors’ group, objects to the number and
variety of coins to be issued.* * * critics of
the A.N.A. call it an elitist group that disap-
proves of mass sales of commerorative coins.

The American Numismatic Associa-
tion, like the U.S. Olympic Committee,
is a federally chartered organization.
Its membership of 40,000 includes
many of this country’'s most avid coin
collectors. The Chicago Tribune arti-
cle states that:

Annunzio said, “The individuals who un-
doubtedly will make up the largest purchas-
ers of these coins are very definitely op-
posed to such a large program.”

It then quotes a letter I received
from the American Numismatic Asso-
ciation:

The bill is “an ill-considered piece of legis-
lation that will not accomplish the primary
task assigned to it, that of raising money to
support the Olympic Games.

This clearly indicates that this orga-
nization is worried that the plan pro-
posed by the supporters of the private
interest legislation will not sell enough
coins to make money for the Olym-
pics. If the coins will not sell, the mul-
tiple coin bills are useless pieces of leg-
islation.

When it comes right down to it, the
issue here is money—funds for our
athletes. The issues are not stonewall-
ing, retreating from agreements, or
fighting for the sake of fighting. We
need a bill that proposes the minting
of commemorative coins to be sold to
the public with the proceeds going
where they belong. I see no reason to
mint numerous coin designs that no
one will buy. I cannot understand why
some of the profits should be siphoned
off to private interests. I believe that
my new proposal offers a straightfor-
ward plan to commemorate the 1984
summer Olympics and raise money for
our athletes. After all, the shortest
distance between two points is a
straight line.

So that all of the Members will have
the opportunity to read an unbiased
account of the Olympic commemora-
tive coin controversy, I have included
the entire text of the Chicago Tribune
article below:

ANNUNZIO WANTS OLYMPIC COIN DEAL IN

MiINT CONDITION
(By Dorothy Collin)

WasHINGTON—One of the opening rounds
of the 1984 Olympic competition is being
fought on Capitol Hill this month, but the
contest is not for athletic glory—it's for
money.

The fight is over Olympic commemorative
coins, which would be minted by the United
States government and sold to benefit the
U.S. Olympic Committee. Who else would
benefit is one of the reasons for the fight.

On one side is the Los Angeles Olympic
Organizing Committee, a group of financial
and political heavy-hitters that would
market the coins, and many powerful mem-
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bers of Congress and the Reagan adminis-
tration.

One the other side is Rep. Frank Annun-
zio (D., Ill.), chairman of the House Sub-
committee on Consumer Affairs and Coin-
age, which has jurisdiction over legislation
authorizing the coins.

The Senate unanimously passed the
Olympic Coin Act in December, and a simi-
lar bill was introduced in the House. So far,
Annunzio has blocked any action on it.

The coin act sets up a program through
which the coins would be minted, the re-
ceipts with the Los Angeles Committee in
turn, would share the money with the U.S.
Olympic Committee.

They money involved is not nickel-and-
dime. Though all figures are estimates, the
Los Angeles committee and the Olympic
committee would get $30 million “the day
the bill is passed” and about $150 million al-
together, a source said.

But even that could be peanuts. Various
estimates from both sides show sales could
be between $500 million and $1 billion, de-
pending on the number of different coins
designed and offered as series.

Annunzio objects to the program because
it will be run by the private marketing
group, which consists of Occidental Petrole-
um Corp.; Lazard Freres, the international
banking firm; and the Franklin Mint.

“There have been so many scandals con-
nected with private coin sales in the past
that there has not been a commemorative
coin issued in more than a quarter of a cen-
tury,” Annunzio said in a “Dear Colleague”
letter to House members March 9. "“The
Olympic Coin Act of 1981 contains all the
ingredients of past coin scandals.”

An aide to the Chicago congressman said
past coin scandals included marketing
abuses by private marketers “whose one
idea was enriching themselves."”

He contended that the Olympic commem-
orative coin group fits into “another trou-
blesome pattern.” “For 10 months, Annun-
zio has been asking the coin group and the
Los Angeles people to provide coples of the
contracts on marketing, and they have re-
fused,” the aide said.

Annunzio also objects to the coin bill as it
was passed by the Senate because it pro-
vides for 25 different coins to be minted, a
number thought to be excessive by Annun-
zio and many coin collectors.

The Los Angeles committee and the mar-
keting group agreed recently to reduce the
number to 27, but Annunzio contends that
is still too many and that collectors won't
buy them.

“Coin collectors might have to pay as high
as $8,000 to purchase a complete Olympic
coin set,” Annunzio said on the House floor.
“The individuals who undoubtedly will
make up the largest purchasers of these
coins are very definitely opposed to such a
large program.”

He read a letter from the American Nu-
mismatic Association saying collectors feel
the bill is “an ill-considered piece of legisla-
tion that will not accomplish the primary
task assigned to it, that of raising money to
support the Olympic Games.”

“I can only conclude that the entire coin
program could wind up not as a money
maker for the Los Angeles Organizing Com-
mittee, but rather as a financial disaster,”
Annunzio said.

The Los Angeles committee doesn't see it
quite that way. It contends it faces financial
disaster if the coin program is not passed.

“If we don't get these funds, there will be
a long list of losers in the Olympic move-
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ment,” said Peter Ueberroth, chairman of
the organizing committee.

“The biggest loser will be the U.S. ath-
letes who will not have the funds to proper-
1y prepare for the games,” he said.

Just how much profit or less to the gov-
ernment would be involved is a question of
some interest to the General Accounting
Office.

Annunzio asked the GAO to look at the
program. It is still preparing a report, but it
has raised issues about the program in a
statement to Annunzio’s staff.

The most intriguing question for the GAO
was whether the coins would be marketed in
such a way that they would be tax deducti-
ble.

If the coins were offered as a “gift” in
return for a “contribution” to the Olympic
Committee, then they might be considered a
deduction, a GAO official said.

“That’s what got the GAO interested,” he
said. “We are talking big bucks.”

How big? Perhaps $400 million to $500
million, according to the official.

“If they were tax deductible, the revenue
loss would be greater than if Congress just
gave the money to the Olympics,” an An-
nunzio aide said.

The GAO has not been able to find out
how the coins will be marketed, according to
the official. “Not that the question has not
been asked,” he said. “There just has been
no response."”

A spokesman for the Los Angeles commit-
tee said, “We never considered that they
would be sold as a tax deduction.”

Another Los Angeles committee source
said the coins probably would be marketed
through large department stores and Ameri-
can Express, which often sends out flyers
offering medals from the Mint, a
private manufacturer of collectables such as
medals,

Annunzio has introduced his own coin bill,
which authorizes the minting of 25 million
silver dollars to commemorate the Olym-
pies. The coins would be sold by the United
States Mint, not by a private group, and the
profits would be split between the U.S.
Treasury and the U.S. Olympic Committee.

The Los Angeles committee says it must
have a House decision by March 31 or the
contract with the marketing group will run
out.e@

MONTHLY LIST OF GAO
REPORTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BROOKS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, the
monthly list of GAO reports includes
summaries of reports which were pre-
pared by the staff of the General Ac-
counting Office. The February 1982
list includes:

NATIONAL DEFENSE

Who is Watching the Defense Dollars?
Acc. No. 117447, AFMD-82-26, February 5.

Improvements Still Needed in Recouping
Administrative Costs of Foreign Military
Sales. Acc. No. 117454, AFMD-82-10, Febru-
ary 2.

DOD has Serious Problems with Care and
Maintenance of Conventional Ammunition.
Acc. No. 117452, PLRD-82-217, February 9.

Consolidated Space Operations Center
Lacks Adequate DOD Planning. Acc. No.
117451, MASAD-82-14, January 29,
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The Army's Multiple Launch Rocket
System is Progressing Well and Merits Con-
tinued Support, Acc. No. 117440, MASAD-
82-13, February 5.

DOD's Beef Procurement Program Still
Needs Improvement. PLRD-82-32, February
i &

Letter reports

Voucher approval procedures at the Pe-
ninsula Branch of the Defense Contract
Audit Agency. Acc. No. 117487, PLRD-82-30,
January 12,

MZX program cost and schedule milestones
could be adversely impacted if some matters
are not resolved. Acc. No. 117486, NASAD-
82-17, Febraury 10.

DOD's Foreign currency fluctuation Fund
for Military Construction should exist as a
repository to cover both currency losses and
gains. ID-82-80, February 16.

Allegation concerning production of artil-
lery barrels at the Watervliet Arsenal, New
York, PLRD-82-48, February 25.

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Forging a New Defense Relationship with
Egypt. ID-82-48, February 5.

U.S. International Communication Agen-
cy’'s Overseas Programs: Some More Useful
than others. Acc. No. 117486, ID-82-1, Feb-
ruary 11.

Assistance to Haiti: Barriers, Recent Pro-
gram Changes, and Future Options. ID-82-
13, February 22.

Departments of Energy and Commerce
Programs to Promote Solar Products in For-
eign Markets. Acc. No. 117498, ID-82-17,
February 12.

Letter reports

United States overpays for Suez Canal
transits. Acc. No. 117497, ID-82-19, Febru-
ary 10.

SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY

NASA Must Reconsider Operations Pric-
ing Policy to Compensate for Cost Growth
on the Space Transportation System.
MASAD-82-15, February 23.

The Impact of Budget Cuts on Three Di-
rectorates of the National Science Founda-
tion. PAD-82-25, January 10.

ENERGY

Producing More Fuel-Efficient Automo-
biles: A Costly Proposition. Acc. No. 117520.
CED-82-14, January 18.

Accelerated Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing
May Not Occur as Quickly as Anticipated.
EMD-82-34, February 8.

Letter reports

GAO's response to the Department of En-
ergy’'s comments on ‘“‘Better Oversight
Needed for Safety and Health Activities at
DOE's Nuclear Facilities." Acc. No. 117489,
EMD-82-36, January 27.

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

Impediments to U.S. Involvement in Deep
Ocean Mining can be Overcome. Acc. No.
117448, EMD-82-31, February 3.

A new Approach is needed for the Federal
Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Pro-
gram. CED-82-37, February 19,

Mineral Data in the Forest Service's
Roadless Area Review and Evaluation
(RARE II) is Misleading and should be Cor-
rected. EMD-82-29, February 4.

Land Use Issues; A GAO Perspective.
CED-82-40, February 25.

Letter reports
Reorganization of the Office of Surface

Mining. Ace. No. 117435, CED-82-32, Janu-
ary 18.
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Proposed consolidations of Smokejumper
Bases in the Forest Service’s western re-
gions. CED-82-39, February 9.

AGRICULTURE

Food, Agriculture, and Nutrition Issues
for Planning. Acc. No. 117441 CED-82-27,
February 4.

Letter reports

Comments on USDA’s program report and
environmental impact statement-November
1981. Acc. No. 117449, CE-82-41, January 29.

Better ways to provide for use of agricul-
tural information. CED-82-46, February 26.

COMMERCE AND HOUSING CREDIT

Can the Federal Communications Com-
mission Successfully Implement its Comput-
er II Decision? Acc. No. 177444, CED-82-38,
January 29.

Letler reports

Proposed transfer of postal carriers from
Seapines Station to Atlantic Station in Vir-
ginia Beach, Virginia. GGD-82-49, Feebruary
26.

TRANSPORTATION

Alaska Railroad: Federal Role should End:
Some Management Problems Remain. CED-
82-9 February 25.

Letter reports

Impact on the Federal Government if the
combined Continential Airlines and Texas
International Airlines fail to meet their fi-
nancial obligations. Acc. No. 117500, CED-
82-33, February 3.

Applicability of Public Law 89-306 to the
Federal Aviation Administration’s procure-
ment of computers for the air traffic control
system. AFMD-82-47, February 18.

HEALTH

Physician Cost-Containment Training can
Reduce Medical Costs. Acc. No. 117394,
HRD-82-36, February 4.

Letter reports

Medicare equalization factor payments to
group practice prepayment plans should be
stopped. HRD-82-39, February 18.

Review of selected medicare independent
dialysis facility audits. HRD-82-42, Febru-
ary 22.

INCOME SECURITY

Food Stamp Workfare-Cost Benefit Re-

sults Not Conclusive; Administrative Prob-

- lems Continue. CED-82-44, February 19.

VETERANS AFFAIRS

Legislation Needed to Prevent Loss of Mil-
lions From Mentally Incompetent Veterans’
Estates. HRD-82-1, February 10.

Letter reports

The Veterans Administration needs to im-
prove its quality assurance program for
medical supply and equipment items.
PLRD-82-44, February 23.

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

A $4 Billion Census in 1990? Timely Deci-
sions on Alternatives to 1980 Procedures
20;.!1 Save Millions. GGD-82-13, February

Despite Recent Improvements, Bank Su-
pervision Could be More Effective and Less
Burdensome, GGD-82-21, February 26.

Federal Review of Instrastate Branching
Applications Can Be Reduced. GGD-82-31,
February 24.

Dishonored Checks are a Drain on District
of Columbia Resources. Acc. No. 117495,
GGD-82-23, February 12.

Federal Agencies Negligent in Collecting
Debts Arising From Audits. AFMD-82-32,
January 22.
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Proposal to Lower the Federal Compensa-
tion Comparability Standard has not been
Substantiated. Acc. No. 117436, FPCD-82-4,
January 26.

Assessment of Certain Planning Activities
of the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional
Council of Governments. GGD-82-25, Janu-
ary 25.

The Treasury Department and its Bu-
reaus can Better Plan for and Control Com-
puter Resources. GGD-82-9, February 22.

GPO Needs to Analyze Alternatives to
Overcome Physical Limitations in Govern-
ment Printing Operations. Acc. No. 117395,
PLRD-82-20, January 4.

GSA Nonstores Procurement Program
Falls Far Short of its Objectives. PLRD-82-
36, February 24.

The National Credit Union Administra-
tion Should Revise Liquidation Procedures
to Reduce the Net Cost of Credit Union Lig-
uidation GGD-82-26, February 19.

Information on Selected Aspects of Feder-
al Reserve System Expenditures. Acc. No.
117521, GGD-82-33, February 12.

Letter reports

Alleged fraud and mismanagement in the
Office of Industrial Security International,
Brussels, Belgium. Acec. No. 117351, PLRD-
82-28, December 31.

The Office of Management and Budget
should document budgetary cost and sav-
ings estimates from personnel ceiling reduc-
tions. FPCD-82-23, January 15.

Review of financial activities of the Cole-
gio Cesar Chavez. Acc. No. 117488, HRD-82-
35, January 20.

Federal employee use of off-campus col-
lege and university programs. Ace. No.
117378, FPCD-82-14, January 29.

Department of Energy should exercise
more oversight of maintenance and repairs
of its multiprogram laboratories. Ace. No.
117399, PLRD-82-33, February 3.

Computation of cost-of-living allowances
for Federal employees in foreign areas could
be more accurate. Acc. No. 117439, FPCD-
82-24, February 8.

Computation of cost-of-living allowance
for Federal employees in nonforeign areas
could be more accurate. FPCD-82-25, Feb-
ruary 8.

The President’s proposal of three new de-
ferrals of budget authority totalling $1,758.3
million and revisions to eleven previously re-
ported deferrals totalling $191.3 million.
OGC-82-8, February 12.

Foundations problems were encountered
during construction of the Federal Office
Building and Courthouse in Splringfield,
Mass. PLRD-82-39, February 22.

Changes are needed in the proposed de-
partmental review and evaluation of the
Puerto Rico Block Grant. CED-82-50, Feb-
ruary 24.

Change is needed in overseas staffing pro-
cedures to better ensure consistency with
Izj.s. program objectives. ID-82-22, February

5

The “Monthly List of GAO Reports” and/
or copies of the full texts are available from
the U.S. General Accounting Office, Distri-
bution Section, Room 1518, 441 G Street
NW., Washington, D.C. 20548. Phone (202)
275-6241.9

THE MILWAUKEE JOURNAL'S
FRANK AUKOFER DISCUSSES
U.8. POLICY TOWARD CUBA
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. REuss) is
recognized for 10 minutes.
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® Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, Frank A.
Aukofer of the Milwaukee Journal's
Washington Bureau, and a former
president of the National Press Club,
has an interesting piece in the April 5
Milwaukee Journal on some of the
challenges and opportunities in the
Caribbean presented by Cuba. I com-
mend Mr. Aukofer’s thoughtful piece
to all who are concerned with our Car-
ibbean policy:

Now that the El Salvador election has pro-
vided the Reagan administration with at
least partial vindication of its Central Amer-
ican policies, the administration has an op-
portunity to leapfrog into a leadership posi-
tion there and in the rest of Latin America
as well.

But it would take the sort of common
sense, boldness and guts that sent President
Richard Nixon to Communist China and
made President Jimmy Carter victorious in
his fight to return the Panama Canal to
Panama.

President Reagan should announce his
willingness to give the Guantanamo Bay
Naval Base back to Cuba.

DIFFICULT TO MAINTAIN

Gitmo, as it is called by military people, is
an isolated albatross, maintained with great
difficulty as a training base on the south-
eastern coast of Cuba.

The United States has been there since
the Spanish-American War of 1898. As part
of the US price to end its military occupa-
tion of the island in 1903, Cuba agreed to
lease the base to the US. A subsequent
treaty in 1934 gave the US a perpetual lease
on the 28,820-acre area, but Cuba retained
ultimate sovereignty.

After the Cuban revolution and the sever-
ing of US-Cuba diplomatic relations on Jan.
4, 1961, Guantanamo Bay became a fenced-
off enclave, heavily guarded by US Marines
on one side and Cuban troops on the other.

There is no contact between Gitmo and
Cuba, except for about 100 Cuban civilian
workers who cross no man's land every day.
They have been employed on the base since
before the revolution, but they are reaching
retirement age, contributing to what the
House Armed Services Committee has called
a severe problem of maintaining an ade-
quate work force there.

6,000 AMERICANS

Gitmo currently is home for about 6,000
Americans, the majority of them depend-
ents of military personnel. Forces that in-
clude 1,748 Navy personnel, 500 Marines,
several dozen soldiers and Coast Guards-
men, and 364 civilian employees.

Most of them probably would rather be
somewhere else, The area is extremely hot
and humid, with pesky, constantly-biting in-
sects, and it lacks decent recreation facilities
and other amenities. A housing shortage
prompted the administration to request
$25.4 million in next year's budget to build
200 units of family housing.

The Navy likes Guantanamo Bay because
it is a superb deep-water port, located on
one of the largest and best-protected har-
bors in the Western Hemisphere. About 70
ships visit there each year so crews can un-
dergo refresher training,.

But we don’t need Gitmo. At various times
over the last 20 years, the Pentagon has en-
tertained the idea of closing the base, but it
has been kept open mainly for foreign
policy considerations—as a continued irri-
tant to Fidel Castro.
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USEFUL FOR TRAINING

Retired Rear Adm. Gene R. LaRocque
knows Gitmo well, having first visited there
on a battleship in 1940. Before his retire-
ment, LaRocque was a command officer at
sea, served seven years in the Pentagon on
strategic planning with the Navy and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and spent another
seven years at war colleges.

At one point in his career, LaRocque was
director of Pan-American affairs for the
Navy, and his last active duty post was as di-
rector of the Inter-American Defense Col-
lege, which trains officers from the U.S. and
Latin American countries. Now LaRocque is
director of the Center for Defense Informa-
tion, a private research and educational or-
ganization that monitors the U.S. military.

“From a military point of view, Guantana-
mo Bay is very useful as a training base,”
LaRocque said in an interview. “But we
have other training bases, in Puerto Rico,
Florida and so on.

“From a strategic point of view, the Navy
doesn't need it. It's only a few minutes’
flight from Homestead Air Force Base in
Florida. We can control those same waters
just as easily from Florida as from Cuba, so
we don't need it.”

OCCUPATION RESENTED

“As far as Latin America is concerned, my
long experience with Latin American coun-
tries is that they resent our occupation of
one of their lands, regardless of its govern-
ment,” LaRocque said.

A major concern among military men who
would keep Gitmo is that turning it over to
Cuba would be the same as giving the base
to the Russian Navy. But that need not nec-
essarily be so.

No one is suggesting that the US simply
pull of Guantanamo Bay. Any agreement
would be subject to negotiations, which are
not unheard of between the two countries.
Secretary of State Alexander Haig met last
summer in Mexico City with Cuba’s vice-
president, Carlos Rafael Rodriguez, to dis-
cuss Central America.

Although many Americans are probably
unaware of it, some US-Cuban relations al-
ready are governed by a series of so-called
“understandings’ between the US and the
Soviet Union. The first grew out of the
Soviet missile crisis in 1962, when the Sovi-
ets withdrew strategic nuclear weapons
from Cuba with the understanding that the
U.S. would not invade Cuba to overthrow its
government.

Another understanding, in 1970, is that
the Soviet Union will not use Cuban ports
for strategic operations. The third under-
standing, in 1979, is that the Soviets would
not send combat troops to Cuba in the
future.

So there is no reason why, as part of an
agreement to return Guantanamo Bay to
Cuba, that the United States could not
insist on excluding the Soviet Navy from
the base.

An agreement also could include other
things, either as understandings or specific
provisions. For example, the U.S. might
even extract a promise from Cuba to stop
supporting leftist guerrillas in El Salvador.

But the biggest benefit to the United
States would be its heightened image in
Latin America and the Caribbean. Turning
Guantanamo Bay back to the Cubans would
be a convincing demonstration that the U.S.
indeed wants to help and live in harmony
with its neighbors, and would go a long way
toward changing the administration’s image
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:in a supporter of the Latin American right
g.

As a way to cripple left-wing arguments
that the U.S. harbors imperialistic ambi-
tions in Latin America, the turnover of the
base is potentially as important as the
treaty that ultimately will give the Panama
Canal to Panama.

In addition, giving the base back to Cuba
would remove a major irritant between the
two countries, leading perhaps to a reduc-
tion in Cuban adventurism in Africa and
Latin America, as well as to a resumption to
trade. Normal relations with Cuba would
achieve more stability in Central America
than all the troops and military aid we
might pump in there in a crisis.

“If we want to have some good influence
in the Caribbean Basin and accelerate Presi-
dent Reagan’s program there, any negotia-
tions on Guantanamo would have a salutory
effect,” LaRocque said. “We could exercise
some leadership in that area instead of just
waiting until things start to disintegrate.
It's a matter of the best interests of the
United States.”

There is no question that any move by
Reagan to return Guantanamo Bay would
produce howls of rage from the right wing
in the United States. But the president is a
tough cookie. He could do it.e

STRATEGIC WEAPONS NEGOTIA-
TIONS: IT'S TIME TO START

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, the
administration so far has chosen to re-
spond to the nuclear freeze movement
by arguing that a freeze is not a statis-
factory way to commence strategic
arms negotiations. What they have
failed so far to recognize, or at least to
admit, is that public opinion is not de-
manding a particular approach to the
negotiations. What the people are in-
sisting upon is an end to the nuclear
arms buildup and negotiations to get
rid of the stockpiles that now menace
the survival of the human race. In
other words, it is time to start START.

Friday's Washington Post contained
a very thoughtful article by William
G. Hyland, a senior associate of the
Carnegie Endowment for Internation-
al Peace, concerning the pros and cons
of the nuclear freeze issue. Mr. Hyland
suggests that rather than negotiating
at the outset a complicated freeze or
reductions package:

Why not concentrate on those weapons
that cause real strategic concerns, the weap-
ons that could be used in a surprise attack
or a first strike.

Mr. Hyland also makes a very cogent
point that the “United States ought to
move now to combine the European
talks with new SALT talks, and break
down the artificial distinction between
intermediate and intercontinental
weapons."

He suggests that we could offer to
give up the potential threat to Soviet
ICBM's from the MX and Pershing II
and the U.S.S.R. could give up the
threat to the United States and
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Europe from the SS20 and SS18. This
would eliminate 4,000 missile war-
heads. The remaining nuclear weapons
could then be put into the main
START negotiations.

As Mr. Hyland says:

If a freeze isn’t acceptable, and a compli-
cated formula for reducing warheads, mega-
tonnage and missile throwweight, etc., takes
too long, why not make the Soviets a simple
proposition and start START.

The full text of Mr. Hyland’s article
follows these remarks:
FREEZE AND ANTI-FREEZE
(By William G. Hyland)

We are going to be bombarded with orato-
ry, rhetoric, facts and figures about nuclear
weapons and nuclear war. The campaign
has already started, and will get worse as
the weather improves. One issue is whether
to freeze all nuclear weapons, then reduce.
The anti-freeze group, which now includes
the president, argues that a freeze gives up
critical leverage that will force the Soviets
to negotiate, so it proposes that we build up,
then reduce and then freeze. Both sides
seem casually to accept the proposition that
the risk of war is related to the sheer
number of nuclear weapons and the risk
could be significantly lessened if the num-
bers were frozen or reduced.

Wars rarely, if ever, have started because
of an excess of arms. The notion that they
have is a residue of the 1920s, when it was
widely and erroneously believed that the
Great War of 1914 had originated in the
heavy armaments of the two coalitions. No
historian believes this. Britain entered that
war for geopolitical reasons, when the Ger-
mans marched into Belgium and brought
German power to the channel ports.
Twenty-five years later, a poorly armed
Great Britain went to war because it would
no longer tolerate the expansion of Hitler's
domain. Nuclear weapons are of course,
radically different. But nothing in our post-
war history suggests that the East-West
confrontations and crises have grown in pro-
portion to the size of nuclear arsenals. Two
extremely dangerous crises erupted when
the U.8.S.R. had no nuclear weapons or
only a very few: the Berlin blockade of 1948
and the Korean War in 1950. Khrushchev
started another massive Berlin crisis in 1958
on the strength of a missile gap bluff. Later,
a dangerous confrontation took place in
Cuba when the U.S.8.R. had a handful of
ICBMs and the United States had only
about 200. In fact, since that great crisis 20
years ago, conflicts between Moscow and
Washington have multiplied, and nuclear
arsenals have grown, but with fewer and
fewer confrontations.

Defenders of freeze argue that we have
9,000 strategic warheads and the Soviets
7,000 and that is enough. Maybe so. The
danger arises, however, because of threats
created by certain categories of strategic nu-
clear weapons, not because of the total
number. To freeze all weapons is tanta-
mount to saying that a short-range missile
in Germany is of the same weight and value
as a Soviet ICBM. Freezing also invites a
horde of questions: can old weapons be re-
placed with new ones, Can a short-range
weapon be substituted for long-range ones?
With patience, these questions could be ne-
gotiated.

The anti-freeze alternative of a U.S. build-
up in strategic weapons, then a freeze, and
then reductions, may be a good political
counter, but it is no more realistic as an
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arms control proposition than the simple
freeze. Do our weapons become bargaining
chips, or will the Soviets wait for us to close
the gap? The debate threatens to degener-
ate into abstractions.

Rather than negotiating a complicated
freeze or reduction package, why not con-
centrate on those weapons that cause real
strategic concerns, the weapons that could
be used in a surprise attack or a first strike,
i.e., accurate ICBMs with multiple war-
heads, of which the Soviet SS18 is the
world's heavyweight champion. The Soviets
claim that our MX is a contender for that
title, and that our new U.S. Pershing missile
to be based in Germany is in the first-strike
category because it could reach Soviet tar-
gets in only a few minutes.

Given these worries, a simple proposition
suggests itself: we forgo some or all of our
MX missiles and the U.S.S.R. gives up some
or all of its SS18s for openers. True, such a
proposal trades future U.S. draft choices for
the Soviet first team. We give up the paper
plans for the MXs in old silos where we
really don’t want them, and the Soviets give
up about 308 real missile silos. But we could
build 500 MXs, and we may not be at all
eager to abandon it, even though it seems to
be the Flying Dutchman of strategic weap-
onry. And the United States is putting on
the table some other chips. After all, we are
at the beginning of a new cycle of weap-
ons—the Bl, the Trident submarines and
two missile system, various cruise missiles—
and the Soviets are resting on the laurels of
the past 10 years. They stand to gain much
more than we from the resumption of SALT
bargaining. So an entrance price, trading
the MX for the SS18, is not a bad deal. But
it is not enough. There is still the problem
of the European imbalance. We cannot solve
our problems at the expense of our allies.

Brezhnev has graciously conceded that he
will freeze his 300 SS20 missiles ranged
against Europe and China, and even take
some down. The U.S. proposal is for both
sides to give up all intermediate-range mis-
giles, which means we give up 108 “first-
strike” Pershing missiles in Europe.

The United States ought to move now to
combine the European talks with new SALT
talks, and break down the artificial distine-
tion between intermediate and interconti-
nental weapons. We could offer a new open-
ing deal: the United States will give up the
potential threat to Soviet ICBMs from the
MX and the Pershing, and the U.S.S.R.
would give up the threat from the SS20 and
SS18. In short, zero MX, zero Pershings,
zero SS20s, zero SS18s. About 4,000 missile
warheads would disappear. The remaining
weapons—cruise missiles, medium-range air-
craft, bombers, older missiles etc.—could be
put into the main SALT/START negotia-
tions, which could continue without inter-
ruption in Geneva under a new name,

This is a heavy price to ask of the Soviet
Union. Probably Brezhnev will not pay it;
he may get it all for nothing. But it could be
the beginning of bargaining. It reflects
something of the real world of strategic
anxieties; each side would be trying to alle-
viate strategic threats. If a freeze isn't ac-
ceptable, and a complicated formula for re-
ducing warheads, megatonnage and missile
throwweight, ete, takes too long, why not
make the Soviets a simple proposition and
start START.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. NeLsoN (at the request of Mr.
WricHT), for today, on account of a
death in the family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SoLoMoN) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. LuncreN, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. TAUKE, for 20 minutes, today.

Mrs. HECKLER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MCEWEN, FOR 5 MINUTES, TODAY.

Mr. McKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OBERSTAR) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. PriLLir BurTOoN, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. AuColn, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. OBERSTAR, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. ZasrLockl, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. ANnNuUNzIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CoeLHO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Brooks, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. GonNzaLEzZ) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. Reuss, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

Mr. Hawkins, and to include extra-
neous matter notwithstanding the fact
that it exceeds two pages of the Con-

GRESSIONAL RECORD and is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $1,071.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SoLoMoN), and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. GOLDWATER.

Mr. LENT.

Mr. NELLIGAN.

Mr. NAPIER.

Mr. FINDLEY in two instances.

Mr. DREIER.

Mr. RoussgLor in five instances.

Mr. ConTE in two instances.

Mr. CHAPPIE.

Mr. LEWIS.

Mr. HYDE.

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE.

Mr. DENARDIS.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. DAUB.

Mr. Evans of Delaware in four in-
stances.

Mr. SAWYER.

Mr. ATKINSON.

Mr. MICHEL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OBERSTAR), and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. WRIGHT.

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON.

YATRON.

StokEes in three instances.
BorkER in two instances.
LUNDINE.

SABoO.

DYsoN.

AvuCoIn.

DwYER in two instances.
MINETA in two instances.
HAMILTON.

ROSENTHAL.

FITHIAN.

WEezss in four instances.
Mr. SCHUMER.

Mr. B1acer in six instances.

REEEEEERRREER

Mr. REvUss.
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Mr. BENNETT.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee.
Mr. CONYERS.

Mr. HEFTEL.

Mr. JoHN L. BURTON.
Mr. SKELTON.

Mr. ROYBAL.

Mr. MURTHA.

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED
TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. HAWKINS, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on April 5,
1982, present to the President, for his
approval, a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 435. An act providing for the
designation of April 12, 1982, as “American
Salute to Cabanatuan Prisoner of War Me-
morial Day."

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GONZALES. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provision of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 78 of the 97th Con-
gress, the House stands adjourned
until 12 o’clock meridian, Tuesday,
April, 20, 1982.

Thereupon (at 2 o'clock and I
minute p.m.), pursuant to Senate Con-
current Resolution 78, the House ad-
journed until Tuesday, April 20, 1982,
at 12 o'clock noon.

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CON-
CERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN
TRAVEL

Report of House committee concern-
ing the foreign currencies and U.S.
dollars utilized by it during the fourth
quarter of calendar year 1981 in con-
nection with foreign travel pursuant
to Public Law 95-384 is as follows:

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RULES, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1981

Date

Amival  Depature

Per diem®

Transportation

Other purposes, Total

Us. dch:
o US.
curmency *

s

Gy

US. dollar

o US.
currency?

US. dollar Us.

m o LI.S.’ o US.

currency curmency?

Barriere, John E
Committee total

10/9

10/16  Canada 4

1 .. )
curmency
9

238

600
600

200 800

* Per diem constiutes lodging and meals

2|f foreign currency s usad, enter U.S, dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

RICHARD BOLLING, Chairman, Mar. 16, 1982

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’'s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3611. A letter from the Assistant Secre-

tary of State (Congressional Relations),
transmitting notice of the Department’s in-

tention to consent to a request by the Gov-

" ernment of Jordan to provide TOW missile

maintenance and repair training to Govern-
ment of Lebanon Army personnel, pursuant
to section 3 of the Arms Export Control Act;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3612. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of State (Congressional Relations),
transmitting a report certifying that the se-
curity assistance programs of the United

States for the fiscal year 1982 are in compli-

ance with the requirements of section 502B
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

3613. A letter from the Executive Direc-
tor, Committee for Purchase from the Blind
and Other Severely Handicapped, transmit-
ting a report on the Committee's activities
under the Government in the Sunshine Act
during calendar year 1981, pursuant to 5
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U.8.C. 552b(j); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

3614. A letter from the Information Offi-
cer, Postal Rate Commission, transmitting a
report on the Commission’s activities under
the Government in the Sunshine Act during
calendar year 1981, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552b(j); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

3615. A letter from the Executive Secre-
tary, National Mediation Board, transmit-
ting a report on the Board’s activities under
the Government in the Sunshine Act during
calendar year 1981, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552b(j); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

3616. A letter from the Deputy Adminis-
trator of General Services, transmitting a
followup report on the recommendations
contained in August 25, 1980, report of the
Advisory Committee on Federal Pay, pursu-
ant to section 5(b) of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

3617, A letter from the Vice President,
Federal Land Bank of Columbia and Feder-
al Intermediate Credit Bank of Columbia,
transmitting the annual report of the farm
credit retirement plan, Columbia District,
pursuant to law; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

3618. A letter from the Vice President for
Government Affairs, National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation, transmitting the Corpo-
ration’s monthly itemized report of reve-
nues and expenses, pursuant to section
308(a)(1) of the Rail Passenger Service Act,
as amended; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

3619, A letter from the Chief of the Forest
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting a copy of the management plan and
legal description and maps for the Salmon
Wild and Scenic River, Idaho, pursuant to
section 3(b) of Public Law 90-542; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

3620. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of
orders suspending deportation under the au-
thority of section 244(a)(1) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act of 1952, together
with a list of the persons involved; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3621. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a prospectus
proposing the aequisition of space by lease
for the partial consolidation of the head-
quarters activities of the International Com-
munications Agency in Washington, D.C.; to
the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation.

3622. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Army (Civil Works), transmit-
ting a Corps of Engineers report on the
Brunswick Harbor, Ga., phase I general
design memorandum, pursuant to section
101(a) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1976; to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

3623. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Army (Civil Works), transmit-
ting a Corps of Engineers report on the
Camden metropolitan urban study, in re-
sponse to resolutions of the Senate and
House Committees on Public Works adopted
March 20, 1973, and April 11, 1974, respec-
tively, to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

3624. A letter from the Chairman, Nation-
al Research Council, transmitting a report
entitled “Causes and Effects of Stratospher-
ic Ozone Reduction; An Update,” prepared
by the Academy to assist the U.S. Environ-
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mental Protection Agency in carrying out
its responsibilities, pursuant to section 153
of the Clean Air Act; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Ms. OAKAR: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. H.R. 4703. A bill to amend
section 3620 of the Revised Statutes with re-
spect to payroll deductions for Federal em-
ployees; with an amendment (Rept. No. 97-
481, Pt. I). And ordered to be printed.

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 3637. A bill to provide for
Jjurisdiction over common carriers by water
engaging in foreign commerce to and from
the United States utilizing ports in nations
contiguous to the United States; with
amendments (Rept. No. 97-419, Pt. II). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. FORD of Tennessee (for him-
self and Mrs. HECKLER):

H.R. 6085. A bill to provide a program of
Federal supplemental unemployment com-
pensation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland:

H.R. 6086. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act and the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958; to the Committee on Small
Business.

By Mr. AuCOIN:

HR. 6087. A bill to extend authority to the
Secretary of the Interior with respect to
water resources research and development
and saline water conversion research and
development programs; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BLILEY (for himself, Mr. Ba-
FALIS, Mr, WaMPLER, Mr. ROUSSELOT,
Mr, Leranp, Mr. Corrins of Texas,
Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. MARTIN of
North Carolina, Mr. MorTL, Mr.
Mirer of Ohio, Mr. TrRIBLE, Mr.
Kinpness, Mr. Pamrris, Mr. JoHN-
STON, Mr. FrosT, Mr. CoaTs, Mr. DaN
DanieL, Mr. RoBerT W. DANIEL, JR.,
Mr. Brown of Ohilo, Mr. WEBER of
Ohio, Mr. ButLeEr, Mr. FuQua, Mrs.
MarTIN of Illinois, Mr. CHAPPELL,
Mr. RoBINSON, Mr. MARRIOTT, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mr., JEFFRIES, Mr.
GraMmM, Mr. WorTLEY, Mr. YouNG of
Florida, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. PauL,
Mr. IRELAND, Mr. F1ELDS, Mr. BROWN
of Colorado, Mr, RoTH, Mr. SHAW,
Mr. PeTrri, Mr. Lowery of Califor-
nia, Mr. Hurro, Mr. HIrLEr, Mr.
BENEDICT, Mr. Cra1G, Mr. WoLr, Mr.
TAUKE, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. McEWEN, Mr.
COURTER, Mrs. BogGs, Mr. Daus, Mr.
HARTNETT, Mr. NELsoN, Mrs. HoLr,
Mr. SmitH of Oregon, Mr. McCoL-
LUM,, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. McDONALD,
Mr. DuNcaN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr.
RoBerTs of Kansas, and Mr. WINN):
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H.R. 6088. A bill to provide that States
may enter agreements with the United
States under which the States will retain a
portion of the Federal unemployment tax
for purposes of administering the unem-
ployment compensation program and the
employment service program as currently
provided by Federal law, to allow States to
retain unemployment compensation funds
in State-managed funds, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BOLAND (for himself, Mr.
MINETA, and Mr. CONTE):

H.R. 6089. A bill to amend the act of Octo-
ber 15, 1966 (80 Stat. 953; 20 U.S.C. 65a), re-
lating to the National Museum of the
Smithsonian Institution, so as to authorize
additional appropriations to the Smithsoni-
an Institution for carrying out the purposes
of said act; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. CARMAN:

H.R. 6090. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow individuals a
deduction for commuting expenses incurred
on public mass transit; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. FAUNTROY (for himself and
Mr. SEIBERLING):

H.R. 6091. A bill to designate the Mary
McLeod Bethune “Council House" in Wash-
ington, D.C., as a national historic site, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular affairs.

By Mr. FITHIAN:

H.R. 6092, A bill to amend titles XVIII
and XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide more adequate coverage of the services
of mental health specialists under the medi-
care supplemental benefits program and
under medicaid programs; jointly, to the
Committees on Ways and Means and
Energy and Commerce,

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 6093. A bill to implement the Nairobi
protocol to the Florence Agreement on the
Importation of Educational, Scientific, and
Cultural Materials, which protocol was
opened for signature on March 1, 1977, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 6094. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the U.S. International Trade Com-
mission, the U.S. Customs Service, and the
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative for
fiscal year 1983, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GUARINI:

H.R. 6095. A bill to amend the Federal Re-
serve Act to provide that the President shall
appoint additional members to the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System to
represent the interests of small business, or-
ganized labor, agriculture, and small finan-
cial institutions; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. HEFTEL:

H.R. 6096. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that cer-
tain provisions relating to annual accrual
method of accounting for corporations en-
gaged in farming be extended to corporate
joint ventures, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KOGOVSEK (for himself, Mr.
Brown of Colorado, Mr. CoELHO, Mr.
Lewis, Mr. SanTiNI, Mr. CHENEY,
Mr. CLAUSEN, Mr. CHAPPIE, MTr.
THoMAs, Mr. Drerer, and Ms. Fiep-

LER):
H.R. 6097. A bill to amend the Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Act to author-
ize certain additional measures to assure ac-
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complishment of the objectives of title IT of

such act, and for other purposes; to the

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
By Mr. LEBOUTILLIER:

H.R. 6098. A bill to modify and enlarge
the authority of the Helen Keller National
Center for Deaf-Blind Youths and Adults to
operate and maintain, as a national re-
source, facilities and services for deaf-blind
persons; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. LUNDINE (for himself, Mr,
Bonior of Michigan, and Mr. HamIL-

TON).

H.R. 6099. A bill to establish a National
Industrial Development Board for purposes
of formulating policy recommendations for
industrial development in the United States;
to the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. OBERSTAR (for himself, Mr.
CLINGER, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. CLAUSEN,
Mr. Roe, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, MTr.
MINETA, Mr. McEwEN, Mr. EDGAR,
Mrs. BouqQuarp, Mr. Fary, Mr.
ERTEL, Mr. FLirrPo, Mr. DECKARD, M,
RAHALL, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. ALBOSTA,
Mr, Sunia, Mr. PERKINS, Mr, MoLLO-
HAN, Mr. BeviLL, Mr. Gaypos, Mr.
Stokes, Mr. BoweN, Mr. Saso, and
Mr. VENTO):

H.R. 6100. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
19656 and the Appalachian Regional Devel-
opment Act of 1965; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Public Works and Transportation
and Banking, Pinance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. McGRATH:

H.R. 6101. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to permit the transportation,
mailing, and broadcasting of advertising, in-
formation, and materials concerning lotter-
ies authorized by law and conducted by a
nonprofit organization, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McEINNEY:

H.R. 6102. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development to
encourage States and units of general local
government to upgrade housing for certain
lower income families; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs,

By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R. 6103. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide that an
employer who violates section 6 or 7 of that
act shall be liable to the employee involved
for three times the amount of wages in-
volved in the violation, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. REUSS:

H.R. 6104. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code to allow an equal investment
interest deduction limitation for taxpayers
controlling a corporation through an em-
ployee ownership plan as exists under cur-
rent law for other taxpayers controlling an
enterprise; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SAWYER:

H.R 6105. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to previde criminal penalties
for the mailing of identification documents
bearing a false birth date; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SOLOMON:

H.R. 6106. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of apostage stamp to commemorate
the 200th anniversary of the birth of
Martin Van Buren, the eighth President of
the United States, at Kinderhook, N.Y., on
December 5, 1782; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.
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By Mr. SOLOMON (for himself, Mr.
McGRATH, Mr. PORTER, Mr. ALBOSTA,
Mr. CROCKETT, and Mr., ECKART):

H.R. 6107. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a credit
against income tax for up to $750 of the cost
of purchasing a new highway vehicle; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida (by re-
quest):

H.R. 6108. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross
income amounts received as annuities under
the Civil Service Retirement Act; to the
Committee on Way and Means.

By Mr. SOLOMON:

H.J. Res. 458. Joint resolution designating
December 5, 1982, as “Martin Van Buren
Day"; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. CONTE (for himself, Mr.
MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr.
McEWEN, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. APPLE-
GATE, Mrs. Horr, Mr. Davis, Mr.
Lowry of Washington, Mr. BOLAND,
Mr. RoE, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. CORRADA,
Mr. FRANK, Mr. VENTO, Mr. DOWNEY,
and Mr. LEEMAN):

H. Con. Res. 308. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
any change to section 334 of the Social Se-
curity Act amendments of 1977 (Public Law
95-216) not require any beneficiaries to pay
back spouses’ and survivors' benefits already
received; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FORD of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. ADDABEO,
Mr. ANNUNzIO, Mr. ARCHER, Mr.
Barnes, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BENJA-
MIN, Mr. BincHAM, Mr. BLANCHARD,
Mrs. Boegs, Mr. BorLanp, Mr. BONER
of Tennessee, Mr. BoweN, Mr. BrRop-
HEAD, Mr. BrROOKS, Mr. BROOMFIELD,
Mr. BuUTLER, Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mrs.
Corrins of Illinois, Mr. CoNTE, Mr.
CORCORAN, Mr. CorRrAapA, Mr, CoUR-
TER, Mr. WiLLiaM J. CoYNE, Mr.
Davus, Mr. DE LA GArza, Mr. DENAR-
p1s, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr.
Dorxax of California, Mr. DOUGHER-
TY, Mr. DownNEY, Mr. DWYER, Mr.
EcrArT, Mr. FasceLL, Mr. PAUNTROY,
Mr. Fazio, Ms. FErRrRARO, Mr. FIsH,
Mr. FITHIAN, Mr. Forp of Tennessee,
Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GINN,
Mr. GreeN, Mr. GUARINI, Mrs. HECK-
LER, Mr. HeErTEL, Mr. HOLLENBECK,
Mr. HorTON, Mr. HOWARD, Mr.
HucHes, Mr, HYpE, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr.
Kemp, Mr. KiLpeg, Mr. LanTos, Mr.
LeatH of Texas, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr.
LexNT, Mr. LEviTas, Mr. LEwis, Mr.
McGRATH, Mr. MaRks, Mrs. MARTIN
of Illinois, Mr. Marsul, Mr. MATTOX,
Ms. Mikviskr, Mr. MINETA, Mr.
MoFrFETT, Mr. MOLINARI, Ms. OAKAR,
Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. PANETTA, Mr.
PEPPER, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. PORTER, Mr.
PriTcHARD, Mr. REUSS, Mr. RINALDO,
Mr. RITTER, Mr. RoE, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr, SaNTINI, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr,
ScHuMER, Mr. SHAMANSKY, Mr.
SiMoN, Mr. SKeELTON, Mr. SMiTH of
New Jersey, Mr. SmiTH of Pennsylva-
nia, Mr. SorLarz, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr.
Uparr, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr,
WaxmaN, Mr. Werss, Mr. WHITE-
HURST, Mr. WirTH, Mr. Won Par,
Mr. WypEN, Mr. YaTes, and Mr, Zg-
FERETTI).

H. Con. Res. 309. Concurrent resolution to
congratulate Hadassah, the women's Zionist
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organization of America, on the celebration
of its T0th anniversary; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DAUB:

H. Res. 429, Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the Federal program of impact aid with re-
spect to the children of military personnel
should be transferred to the Secretary of
Defense; jointly, to the Committees on
Armed Services and Education and Labor.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

330. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Idaho, relative to
a replacement production reactor in Idaho;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

331. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Nebraska, relative to railroad
retirement benefits; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce,

332. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of New York, relative to the
Polish Refugee Act of 1982; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

333. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Colorado, relative to designat-
ing April 30 as Vietnam Veterans’ Day; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

334. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of New York, relative to a nuclear
weapons moratorium; jointly, to the Com-
1{1;}:;039 on Armed Services and Foreign Af-

335. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Michigan, relative to foreign-
made automobiles sold in the United States;
jointly to the Committees on Energy and
Commerce and Ways and Means.

336. By Mr. RUDD: Memorial of the Leg-
islature of the State of Arizona, relative to
peace through strength; jointly, to the Com-
:nlttees on Foreign Affairs and Armed Serv-
ces.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 1193: Mr. SCHEUER.

H.R. 1852: Mr. PasHAYAN and Mr, McCros-
KEY.

H.R. 1918: Mr. BARNES, Mr. CONYERS, and
Mr. Loxc of Louisiana.

H.R. 2280: Mr. FarY, Mrs. HoLTt, and Mr.
LAFALCE.

H.R. 2488: Mr. Lowry of Washington.

H.R. 3607: Mr. NAPIER.

H.R. 4070: Mr. WarkiNs, Mr. GOODLING,
and Mr. JOHN L. BURTON.

H.R. 4653: Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. PARRIS, Mr.
WoLrE, and Mr. HOPKINS.

H.R. 495T7: Mr. Pevser, Mr. Hurto, Mr.
WiLriams of Montana, Mr. Simon, Mr.
LanNTos, Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr, WASHINGTON,
Mr. FraNK, and Mr. HEFTEL,

H.R. 5006: Mr. DENaARDIS, Mr. GEJDENSON,
Ms. OAEKAR, and Mr. TAUKE.

H.R. 5158: Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 5163: Mr. RiNALDO, Mr. MINETA, Mr.
GiimaN, and Mr, BINGHAM.

H.R. 5192: Mr. BRODHEAD, Mr. DE LA GARZA,
Mr. MarTiN of North Carolina, and Mr.
MircHELL of Maryland.

H.R. 5211: Mr. McKINNEY.

H.R. 5324: Mrs. HeckLErR and Mr. DREIER.
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H.R. 5437: Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. HOYER, Mr,
Duncan, Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr. AKAKA, Mr.
Jones of North Carolina, Mr. DAN DANIEL,
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr, TAUukeE, Mr. MURPHY,
Ms. FERRARO, Mr. Lee, Mr. PEYSER, Mr.
MircHELL of Maryland, Mr, Lowry of Wash-
ington, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GINN, Mr. ScHU-
MER, Mr. SoLarz, Mr. WHITEHURST, MTr.
StokEs, Mr. CrockeErTr, Mr. Hype, Mrs.
ScHNEIDER, Mr. WEBER of Ohio, Mr, HERTEL,
Mr. RITTER, Mr, LEaMAN, Mr. BrowN of
California, Mr, Lonc of Maryland, Mr.
GLICKMAN, Mr. McHUGH, Mr. ECKART, Mr.
Younc of Florida, Mr. RoEMER, and Mr.
JACOBES.

H.R. 5441: Mr. WILSON.

H.R. 5459: Mr. CLay.

H.R. 5533: Mr. Epcar, Mr. Sunia, and Mr.
ROSENTHAL,

H.R. 5583: Mr. SILJANDER.
¢ H.R. 5596: Mrs. FENwIcK and Mr, LeacH of
owa.

H.R. 5653: Mr. AuCoIN, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr.
SyYNAR, Mr. RicEHMoND, Mr. DownNEY, Mr.
PePPER, Mr. Ropino, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. Bowior of
Michigan, Mr. DymaLLY, Mr. RGSENTHAL,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. YATES, Mr. WASHINGTON,
Mr. RITTER, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SENSENBRENNER,
Mr. WaTkiNs, Mr. COURTER, Mr. SANTINI,
Mr. AppaBeo, Mr. McHUGH, Mr, PETRI, Mr.
GINGRICH, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. Sunia, Mr. DE
Luco Mr. GLICKMAN Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. GEp-
HARDT, Mr. SHANNON, and Mr, ROEMER.

H.R. 5705: Mr. Au Coin, Mr. Bearp, Mr.
Beneprct, Mr. BincHAM, Mr. BoNior of
Michigan, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CHENEY, Mrs.
CHisHOLM, Mr. CoNYERs, Mr. Dowpy, Mr.
DownNEy, Mr. Epcar, Mr. Evans of Delaware,
Mr, FAUNTROY, Mr. Fazio, Ms. PERRARO, MT.
F1sH, Mr. Forp of Michigan, Mr. FOWLER,
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. HEFNER,
Mr. Horranp, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. LeEaTH of
Texas, Mr. LOEFFLER, Mr. MARTIN of North
Carolina, Mr. McHuGH, Mr. McKINNEY, Ms.
MigvLskl, Mr. MitLer of California, Mr.
MitcHeELL of Maryland, Mr. MoFFETT, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. PEYSER, Mr.
REuss, Mr. RicHMoxND, Mr. RovBaL, Mr.
SHANNON, Mr. STARK, Mr. STOKES, MTr.
VeEnTo, Mr. WEeIss, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. Ep-
waRDS of Alabama, and Mr. DERRICK.

H.R. 5762: Mr. GraY, Mr. PANETTA, Mr.
WypEN, Mrs. BouqQuarp, and Mr. RosEN-

THAL.

H.R. 5834: Mr. RaATCcHFORD, Mr. Dowbpy,
Mr. BRoDHEAD, Mr. HEFTEL, Mr. KAZEN, Mr.
Rosg, Mr. DwyEr, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. DYsoN,
Mr. RoBiNsoN, Mr. Bonior, of Michigan,
and Mr. LeacH of Iowa.

H.R. 5852: Mr. ForRsYTHE, Mr. Epcar, Mr.
GINGRICH, and Mr. DERWINSKI.

H.R. 5900: Mr. BriLey, Mr. CHENEY, Mr.
CLAUSEN, Mr. CoRRADA, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr.
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DoUuGHERTY Mr. FascerLL, Mr. FierLps, Mr.
ForsYTHE, Mr. MiTcHELL of New York, Mr.
PRITCHARD, Mr. WERBER, of Ohio, Mr. WHITE-
HURST, Mr, WiLsoN, Mr. BapHAM, and Mr.
McCoLLum.

H.R. 5911: Mr. BaiLey of Pennsylvania,
Mr, STANGELAND, Mr. KAzEN, Mr. OBERSTAR,
Mr. BENEDICT, Mr. DENARDIS, Mr. Fisa, Mr.
WypEN, Mr. PickrLE, Mr. TAUKE, Mr.
DownNEY, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. GUARINI, Mr,
RiceMoND, Mr. MarTIN of New York, Mr.
FaunTROY, Mr. FRANK, Mr. Evans of Geor-
gia, Mr. LaFaLce, Mr. WEiss, Mr. DIxon,
Mr. ArBosTA, Ms. OArAR, Mr. Gray, Ms.
FERRARO, Mr. DwYER, Mr. PANETTA, Mr.
VENTO, Mr. CorrADA, and Mrs. BOUQUARD.

H.R. 5924: Mr. BENNETT, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. WoOLF,
Mr. NarIER, Mr. DysoN, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr.
Daus, Mrs. Hort, Mr. DOUGHERTY, Mr. LEE,
Mr. LEBOUTILLIER, Mr. McCLorRY, Mr.
McKINNEY, Mr. EpwaArDs of Oklahoma, Mr.
Sunia, Mrs. BouQuarp, Mr. FRaNK, Mr.
MircaeELL of Maryland, Mr. BAraLls, Mr.
HILEr, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. ROBERTS of
South Dakota, and Mr. SOLOMON.

H.R. 5976: Mr. LuJaN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO,
Mr. WorTLEY, and Mr. WEBER of Ohio.

H.J. Res. 151: Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. Corco-
RAN, Mr. Youna of Florida, Mr. Dowpy, Mr.
McHuUGH, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. Waxman, and Mr.
RICHMOND.

H.J. Res. 418 Mr. Lowry of Washington,
and Mr. GORE.

H.J. Res. 440: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr, BARNES,
Mr. BingHAM, Mr, JOHN L, BURTON, Mr, COR-
RADA, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. DAauB, Mr. Evans of
Georgia, Mr. Fary, Mr. Fazio, Mr. FrRANK,
Mr. Frost, Mr. GREEN, Mrs. Horr, MTr.
HorTON, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. Loxc of Mary-
land, Mr. MapiGaN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr,
MOAKLEY, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. RINaALDO, MTr.
RoE, Mr. Savace, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. SOLARZ,
Mr. Sunia, Mr. Vento, Mr. WEgIss, Mr.
WiINN, and Mr. WYDEN.

H. Con. Res. 214: Mr, Younc of Missouri,
Mr. CamMpBELL, Mr. STUMP, Mr. WASHINGTON,
Mr. THoMaAs, Mr. LeviTas, Mr. TAUKE, Mr.
PEYSER, Mr. SHAW, and Mr. Forp of Michi-
gan.

H. Con. Res. 283: Mr. AuCo1N, Mr. WoLPE,
Mr. SmiTeH of New Jersey, Mrs. BYroN, and
Mrs. SCHROEDER.

H. Con. Res, 293: Mr. BARNES, Mr. BEILEN-
SON, Mrs. CHIsHOLM, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr.
WEeiss, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. MoFFeETT, Mr.
RicaMoND, Mr. WoLPE, Mr. BINGHAM, Mr.
Fazio, Mr. KiLopeg, Mr. DwYER, Mr, MITCH-
eELL of Maryland, Mr. EpGAr, Mr. MATSUI,
Mr. LunpiNg, Mr. Epwarps of California,
Mr. MiNisH, Mr, WEAVER, Mr. GEJDENSON,
Mr. BepeLl, Mr., WasHINGTON, Mr. CoucH-
LIN, Ms. MiguLsk:, Mr, VENTO, Mr. OBER-
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STAR, Mr. HorroN, Mr. LaFaLce, Mr.
MARKEY, Ms. FERRARO, and Mr. GRay.

H. Con. Res. 297: Mr. BADHAM, M. JACOBS,
Mr. RoEMER, and Mr. WORTLEY.

H. Res. 265: Mr. DECKARD and Mr. DowDY.

H. Res. 397: Mr, SHUMWAY, Mrs, FENWICK,
Mr. Fary, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. MINETA, Mr.
LEBovuTILLIER, Mr. WoLr, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr. FAsceLL, Mr. ADDAEEO,
Mr. ATKINSON, Mr. HUGHES, Mr, DoRNAN of
California, Mr. Younc of Florida, Mr, Don-
NELLY, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. SILJANDER, Mr.
DWYER, Mr., BEArRD, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BARNES,
Mr. LanTos, Ms. OAEAR, Mr. WiLson, and
Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE.

H. Res. 420: Mr. MoLIiNARI, Mr. BoLaND,
Mr. LEBOUTILLIER, Mr. GRAY, Mr. ADDABBO,
Mr. Weiss, Mr. WeBER of Ohio, Mr. FRANK,
MR. SmitH of New Jersey, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr. Marsvui, Mr. STANGE-
LAND, Mr. WinnN, Mr. Epcar, Mr. Sunia, Mr.
ConTE, Mr, DELLUMS, Mr. YATES, Mr. PANET-
TA, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr, RoE, Mr. BRODHEAD,
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. MARRIOTT, Mr. LENT,
Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. PEYSER, Mrs. FENWICK,
Mr. Forp of Tennessee, Mr. RITTER, Mr. La-
GOMARSINO, Mr. DWYER, Mr. FAUNTROY, and
Mr. SCHEUER.

H. Res. 426: Mr. Gorg, Mr. Lewis, Mr.
RousseLoT, Mr. DOUGHERTY, Mr. NELLIGAN,
Mr. HiLer, Mr. WeBer of Minnesota, Mr.
TRIBLE, Mr. WoLr, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. LUN-
GREN, Mr. RoGERs, Ms. FIEpLER, Mr. CRAIG,
Mr. CrauseN, Mrs. FENWICK, Mr. BarLey of
Missouri, Mr. WALKER, Mr. KEmMp, Mr. LOEF-
FLER, Mr. HoPKINS, Mr. GRADISON, Mr, FREN-
zeL, Mr. DreiEr, Mr. PeTRI, Mr. McGRATH,
Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL,
Jr., Mr. Daue, Mr, LAGOMARSINO, Mr. FOR-
SYTHE, Mr. Stump, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr.
TAYLOR, Mr. CorcoRAN, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr.
MooORE, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. CARNEY,
Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr, JoHNSTON, Mr. GREGG,
Mr. LeviTas, Mr. DuncaN, Mr. RoBerTs of
Kansas, Mr. Frewps, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
SeENcE, Mr, CoucHLIN, Mr. BuTLEr, Mr.
MarTIN of North Carolina, Mr. LOwWERY of
California, Mr. Youne of Florida, Mr.
VANDER JAGT, Mr. BaraLis, Mr. CLINGER, Mr.
MirrcHELL of New York, Mrs. SNowg, Mr.
TAUKE, Mr. Leace of Iowa, Mr. BRown of
Colorado, Mr. CorEman, Mr. WinNnN, Mr.
BriLey, Mr. WeEser of Ohio, Mr. RoTH, Mr.
BArNES, and Mr. DERWINSKI.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-

sors were deleted from public bills and

resolutions as follows:
H.R. 3144: Mr. GOLDWATER.
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JOSEPH RAUH DENOUNCES REA-
GAN'S CIVIL RIGHTS RECORD

HON. PHILLIP BURTON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Speak-
er, the Reagan administration is guilty
of many transgressions against the in-
terests of the people of this Nation,
but the most heinous is its record on
civil rights. Joseph Rauh, a champion
of civil rights for decades, recently
gave a speech to the Women’s Nation-
al Democratic Club denouncing this
record. He said that “the Reagan ad-
ministration is engaged in a counter-
revolution against the civil rights
gains of minorities and women over
the past three decades.” Mr. Rauh’s
speech is an elogquent and informative
discussion of the specific actions Presi-
dent Reagan has undertaken to de-
stroy these gains.

The speech follows:

Late one evening some months ago, I
picked up the phone in my office and the
voice at the other end said: “Mr. Rauh,
you've been working for the cause of school
integration a long time and I just have to
help. You should know that Education Sec-
retary Terrel Bell is philosophically opposed
to enforcing civil rights and he has put it all
down on paper in a letter to Senator Laxalt
that I have here.” At great personal risk,
this Education Department employee sent
me a copy of the letter and here is what
Secretary Bell, whose sworn duty it is to see
that the laws of the land are faithfully exe-
cuted, wrote to the good Senator: “. . . the
Federal courts may soon be after us for not
enforcing civil rights laws and regulations.
Your support for my efforts to decrease the
undue harassment of schools and colleges
would be appreciated. It seems that we have
some laws that we should not have, and my
obligation to enforce them is against my
own philosophy. Hopefully, the new admin-
istration and the new majority in the
United States Senate can join in an effort to
make some long overdue changes and im-
provements in civil rights laws."”

That incident was one more confirmation
of what was becoming increasingly clear
from all sides: That the Reagan Administra-
tion is engaged in a counter-revolution
against the civil rights gains of minorities
and women over the past three decades, but
there are countless proponents of civil
rights inside the Government with the dedi-
cation of the 1960s marchers who, together
with the 160 organizations of the Leader-
ship Conference on Civil Rights and the
millions of civil rights supporters through-
out the country, will in the end bring down
this counter-revolution. I venture to predict
here and now that whoever stands at this
podium during the next Administration will
happily announce that the Reagan civil
rights counter-revolution is dead.

Yet even a short-lived counter-revolution
is a very real cause for sadness. For this is
the first Administration in my remembrance
that has tried to turn back the clock on civil
rights. I have spoken from this platform
many times since I came to Washington in
the New Deal and every time, while com-
plaining that we were not moving fast
enough against discrimination and segrega-
tion, I was able to point to progress towards
the goal of an integrated and equitable soci-
ety. The Roosevelt Administration produced
the first Executive Order requiring contrac-
tors with the Federal Government to hire
and promote without regard to race, creed,
color, or national origin. The Truman Ad-
ministration broadened antidiscrimination
efforts to Government employment and the
Armed Services. President Eisenhower
signed into law the first Civil Rights Act
since the Civil War and sent troops to
uphold the law on school desegregation in
Little Rock. The Kennedy and Johnson
years saw the greatest advances of all in the
civil rights laws of 1964, 1965 and 1968. The
Nixon Administration, albeit with judicial
prodding, ended tax exemption for private
segregated schools. The Ford Administra-
tion extended the Voting Rights Act and
broadened it to include our Hispanic citi-
zens, The Carter Administration moved on
affirmative action in many areas, none more
important than the appointment of women
and blacks to the federal judiciary. Always
the progress was slower than the civil rights
movement demanded, but always there was
progress, perceptible progress—until this
past year.

Today, for the first time in eight Adminis-
trations, we are going full speed the wrong
way, as even a partial roll call of this Ad-
ministration’s civil rights horrors will dem-
onstrate:

With callous disregard of the rulings of
the federal courts and the action of the
Nixon Administration, the Reagan Adminis-
tration announced it was giving the benefit
of federal tax exemption to segregated pri-
vate schools. The unfairness of this federal
subsidy to segregation was so obvious and
the public outcry against tax exemption so
fast and furious that the Administration
has twice shifted its position since then,
first, urging Congress to act and when that
did not come off, going back to the courts.
Nobody knows what the legal situation is
today, but I venture to predict, as I did the
night the Administration first announced
its pro-tax exemption policy, segregated pri-
vate schools will not end up tax exempt.

The Administration covertly supports the
Helms-Johnston Amendment to the Justice
Department authorization bill which,
among other things, would strip the federal
courts of authority to order integration of
the public schools where the only way to ac-
complish this is through busing. I happen to
believe that busing is far preferable to seg-
regation and that the Constitution, as the
Supreme Court has made clear, requires
busing where that is the necessary route to
the desegregation of our public schools. But
whether you believe that or not, it should
be clear on all sides that the issue here is
not busing but the continued vitality of the
United States Constitution. In effect,
Helms-Johnston amends the equal protec-

tion clause of the Constitution by taking
away from the courts the right to enforce
school integration and, if Congress can do
that where school integration is concerned,
it can reverse any Supreme Court interpre-
tation and enforcement of the Constitution
with which it disagrees and no right of an
American citizen is safe, Small wonder the
American Bar Association, once itself a bas-
tion of segregation, has charged that this
type of legislation would create “the most
serious constitutional crisis since our great
Civil War.” Yet, although House Judiciary
Committee Chairman Rodino has asked the
Justice Department for an opinion on the
constitutionality of Helms-Johnston, the
Administration stays silent, hoping the bill
will be enacted without it having to take a
position.

The fight for Helms-Johnston is not ours
in the civil rights movement alone. The Su-
preme Court's abortion decision is equally
at stake—as sure as night follows day, if
Helms-Johnston is enacted there will be a
similar uprooting of the abortion decision.
School prayer will be next and heaven
knows what will follow. But possibly most
important of all, Helms-Johnston will shake
the very foundation of our constitutional
system.

Let me suggest that the Helms-Johnston
people know not what they do. Some day a
desperate and frustrated radical-left Con-
gress may attack the institution of private
property which today is guaranteed by con-
stitutional provisions such as “just compen-
sation”, “obligation of contracts” and “due
process” for deprivation of property. It
would indeed be a monumental irony if the
leaders of such a future radical Congress
were to use as precedent today’s conserva-
tive efforts to nullify the Constitution.

Desegregation of public education has
slowed to less than a crawl as Secretary Bell
refuses to enforce laws which, as he says,
are “against my own philosophy.” Only last
week a Federal District Judge found that
the Department of Education was extensive-
1y violating court orders on elementary and
secondary school desegregation, concluding
that contempt sanctions may be required to
secure compliance, Similarly, Secretary Bell
has abandoned court-ordered Criteria for
the desegregation of higher education and
now, 28 years after the historic Brown de-
segregation decision, much of American
higher education remains substantially seg-
regated. And only last week the Administra-
tion exempted Guaranteed Student Loans
from coverage under civil rights laws pro-
tecting women, minorities and the handi-
capped and Bell even wanted to exempt ad-
ditional student loan programs.

The Justice Department which shares the
responsibility for desegregation of public
education either does nothing or joins in
the anti-civil-rights side of the case as it did
earlier this week in the Seattle case. Indeed,
Assistant Attorney General Reynolds, who
is supposed to be enforcing civil rights, has
proudly announced that “We are not going
to compel children who don’t choose to have
an integrated education to have one.” Until
Mr. Reynolds spoke, everyone had assumed
that the law of the land forbids freedom to
choose segregation.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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The Administration continues its efforts
to disrupt extension of the Voting Rights
Act. Even though the House passed a strong
Voting Rights extension law by a more than
10 to 1 margin and more than 60 Senators
have endorsed that House-passed bill, the
Administration continues its effort to
weaken the bill. What Administration
spokesmen Attorney General Smith and
Senator Orrin Hatch want is a requirement
that there must be proof of intent to dis-
criminate before a voting rights violation
can be found. This is a plain and simple
effort to make it harder to enforce voting
rights; if the effect is discriminatory, why
not just stop it?

Take a city with 9 Councilmen elected at
large by a constituency 40% black, none of
whom ever get elected to the City Council.
Everybody in the city knows why the at-
large voting continues and everybody knows
what the effect of that at-large voting is—
an all-white City Council. But legal proof of
intent to discriminate is difficult if not im-
possible, especially if the at-large system of
voting was adopted a long time ago and the
people who backed it are no longer around.
“Intent” in this situation is simply a code
word for dilution of civil rights,

One of the worst outrages of this Adminis-
tration is its attack upon the independence
of the United States Civil Rights Commis-
sion. Over its 25-year lifetime, the Commis-
sion has done as much for civil rights as any
govenmental body, federal, state, or local. It
has criticized, pushed, and prodded every
Administration regardless of party or per-
sonal considerations. Now this Administra-
tion has deprived the Commission of its his-
toric independence by firing the Chairman
and other strong-minded members of the
Commission and seeking to replace them
with more amenable types.

The Administration’s appointments to
civil rights positions are shocking. The
number one civil rights enforcement officer
in any Administration is the Attorney Gen-
eral, and Mr. Smith, having lived in a world
of discriminatory clubs and corporations,
has manifested only insensitivity to civil
rights. The Leadership Conference's recent
study on the Justice Department's enforce-
ment of civil rights goes even farther, stat-
ing that the “basic qualities of fairminded-
ness and fidelity to law are lacking.” At
least Terrel Bell, in the almost equally im-
portant civil rights spot of Education Secre-
tary, is candid; he set forth his own negative
philosophy on civil rights enforcement in
his letter to Senator Laxalt.

When it comes to minority appointments,
they can only be deemed an insult to the
minorities of the nation. William Bell was
the Administration’s candidate for Chair-
man of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission; his only experience in that
field was running an employment agency
which could not get anybody employed.
When Bell fell by the wayside—thanks in
large part to the work of Senator Thomas
Eagleton—the Administration appointed
Clarence Thomas whose qualifications for
the job are two-fold: as Assistant Secretary
of Education for Civil Rights, he has been
found in violation of court orders dealing
with elementary and secondary education
and, as a conservative spokesman, he has
opposed the very affirmative action for
women and minorities that his EEOC job
would require him to promote. As concerns
Sam Hart, the Administration's now-with-
drawn candidate for the Civil Rights Com-
mission, no one has suggested any possible
qualification for the job and that might be
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as good a place as any to stop this roll of
horrors.

So, one asks, what of the future? Our first
task as Democrats is to put our own Demo-
cratic Party house in order. It is a scandal
that the proposal to take away the jurisdic-
tion of the federal courts in the field of
school integration, the Helms-Johnston
Amendment, was written and introduced by
a Democratic Senator, Bennett Johnston,
backed by the leader of the Democrats in
the Senate, Robert Byrd, supported by the
ranking Democrat on the Senate Judiciary
Committee, Joseph Biden, and voted for by
half of the Senators on the Democratic side.
In what was probably the most important
civil rights struggle in this Administration
to date, the Democrats were found wanting.

But there is an opportunity to redeem the
image of our party on civil rights in the
Democratic-controlled House of Representa-
tives. If the Democrats in the House will
stand firm behind Speaker O'Neill, Judici-
ary Committee Chairman Rodino, and Sub-
committee Chairman Edwards, Helms-John-
ston can still be blocked there. I can think
of no greater service that this historic Dem-
ocrat Club can perform than to contact
every Democratic House member and let
him or her know that our Party stands four-
square behind the constitutional rights of
all and we will not allow those rights to be
endangered or eroded by the device of
taking away jurisdiction from the federal
courts.

Since Hubert Humphrey's great platform
victory at the 1948 Democratic National
Convention, the Democratic Party has been
the party of civil rights, It should not now
become a pale imitation of the Reagan Ad-
ministration. Last year the Democrats failed
to provide real alternatives to the Reagan
budget and the Reagan tax proposals, even
cravenly accepting the disastrous rise in
military expenditures, The Democratic
budget and tax proposals were so close to
the Republican ones that the public could
not possibly understand what the Adminis-
tration was up to. Let us not repeat that
performance this year on the gquestion of
civil rights and the jurisdiction of the feder-
al courts. Let us stand firm and arouse the
Nation to the clear and present danger to
the Constitution and the rights it guaran-
tees.

These are bad days for civil rights’ propo-
nents and no doubt we are in for more of
the same for the immediate future, Yet I
believe that Roy Wilkins, Martin Luther
King, Jr., and A. Philip Randolph, those
three giants of the civil rights movement,
would tell us how much harder the struggle
was in their day and how we cannot long
fail if only we all stand together resisting
every encroachment on civil rights from
wherever it may come, Over the past dec-
ades, we have built a foundation for civil
rights in the country that can resist erosion
even from this Administration and on which
we can rebuild and expand when this
counter-revolution ends. Our job, yours and
mine, is to resist this Administration when-
ever it denies a child an integrated school,
or refuses to help a minority person or
woman to be hired or promoted, or fails to
protect a citizen whose vote is being diluted.
Qur job, in a word, is to minimize the
damage until that day in November, 1984,
when civil rights rebuilding and advance can
once again begin.e
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HELP THE CHILDREN

HON. THOMAS B. EVANS, JR.

OF DELAWARE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in strong opposition to the
proposed cuts in funding for child im-
munization programs and nutrition
programs for women, infants, and chil-
dren (WIC). These cuts would serious-
ly hinder the health and development
of our youth, and thereby hinder the
growth of this Nation.

It is widely confirmed that health
and nutrition during prenatal stages
and early childhood permanently
affect the development of a child
throughout his lifetime. Several Fed-
eral programs have helped improve
the health of low-income mothers and
children. This has resulted in improv-
ing the quality of life for millions of
Americans who might otherwise never
have had a chance to live normal, pro-
ductive lives. If we cut these programs,
we are turning our back on their
future, and our Nation’s future as
well.

The proposed fiscal year 1983 com-
bined funding for WIC; the Maternal
and Child Health block grant (MCH);
and the commodity supplemental food
program (CSFP) is $1 billion, a reduc-
tion of $331.7 million over the current
levels. The funding for the child im-
munization program has been in-
creased by $1 million this year, to a
level of $29 million. Yet due to infla-
tion, this funding will have a reduced
effect. For many, these cuts will un-
doubtedly mean restricted access to
health care, lower levels of nutrition,
fewer immunizations, and lower qual-
ity care during pregnancy.

These programs are threatened be-
cause there are a few who want to find
an easy way to reduce the budget defi-
cit. While we must continue to reduce
the annual percentage increase in Fed-
eral spending, we simply cannot single
out programs such as WIC and child
immunization. It would be counter-
productive to our goals if we under-
mind the growth and future of our
children, who are indeed, the very em-
bodiment of our future.

It would be pennywise and dollar-
foolish to try and balance the budget
on the backs of those least able to
help themselves. The principles that
made this Nation great—principles
that include taking care of those who
cannot wholly provide for them-
selves—cannot be abandoned. If we are
ever to break the vicious ‘circle-of-
poverty,” we must assist those least
able to help themselves—particularly
the children of this country.e
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NEW PENALTIES FOR MANUFAC-
TURERS OF FALSE IDENTIFI-
CATION

HON. HAROLD S. SAWYER

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, we are
all aware of the tragic news stories
about teenagers who have had too
much to drink and who have been in-
jured or killed in a car or motorcycle
accident. Teenage alcohol abuse is a
problem which faces nearly every com-
munity in America and which is, I am
sorry to say, staggering in its propor-
tions. The National Institute on Alco-
hol Abuse and Alcoholism estimates
that there are more than 3 million
adolescents between the ages of 14 and
17 who engage in substantial alcohol
consumption.

Where teenage liguor use is in-
volved, nowhere is the old maxim “al-
cohol and gasoline don’'t mix” more
applicable. The records of the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation for 1980
indicate that more than 3,200 16 to 19
year olds were involved in fatal alco-
hol-related motor accidents.

It should be remembered, though,
that excessive drinking by young
people also has other very serious re-
sults. Personal health, family life, and
academic performance often deterio-
rate and alecohol abuse can even lead
to the use of harder drugs, vandalism,
and violence.

All across the country communities
are beginning to come to grips with
this important issue. Because of the
excellent leadership and determina-
tion of organizations like Mothers
Against Drunk Drivers (MADD), State
and local governments are raising the
drinking age, toughening drunk driv-
ing penalties, and better enforcing
these laws.

While this is a problem which essen-
tially must be solved at local level by
parents, schools, police, and judges, I
am today introducing a bill which will
provide Federal help in limiting the
access of minors to liquor. In research-
ing this subject, I discovered that
about a dozen American companies
specialize in manufacturing official-
looking identification documents like
birth certificates, social security cards,
and drivers’ licenses without checking
on the personal information supplied
by the purchaser. These companies ad-
vertise their services particularly heav-
ily around high school and college
campuses and are especially prone to
mailing identifications out with false
birthdates on them.

Increasingly, under-age young
people are spending a few dollars to
order these identification documents
which falsely show they are 21 years
old and then use the documents to buy
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liquor. This has become such a prob-
lem in my home district in Michigan
that the state police are now establish-
ing a 13 county area in which they are
about to begin clamping down on
these false identification documents,
in particular, and teenage alcohol
abuse in general.

The bill which I am introducing
today is almost identical to one intro-
duced by my distinguished colleague,
Senator GorpoN HUMPHREY of New
Hampshire on February 2. Quite
simply, the bill will impose a Federal
criminal penalty of $1,000 or 1 year
imprisonment, or both, for every iden-
tification document mailed to a minor
by a company if the company has not
officially verified the birthdate of the
purchaser. If the purchaser is under
21 and has not provided a correct
birthdate, the company will either
deny the teenager the identification
document or risk Federal prosecution.

At a time when teenage alcoholism
and alcohol abuse are reaching crisis
proportions, I am hopeful that the
joint efforts of Federal, State, and
local authorities can greatly reduce
this easy access to liquor and better
protect our communities and our
young people.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
this effort to restrict the use of false
identification by minors.e

MARY McLEOD BETHUNE
HISTORIC SITE

HON. WALTER E. FAUNTROY

OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, I
have introduced today a bill which
seeks to preserve the rich heritage
provided this Nation through the life
and work of Mary McLeod Bethune,
renowned educator, national political
leader, and founder of the National
Council of Negro Women.

While Bethune Cookman College in
Florida stands as a tribute to the out-
standing contribution made by Mrs.
Bethune as a leading figure in educa-
tion, her work as a public figure
during the New Deal administration of
Franklin D. Roosevelt and afterwards
is directly associated with her work in
Washington, D.C., at Council House.
Council House served as the last offi-
cial residence of Mrs. Bethune as well
as the first national headquarters of
the National Council of Negro
Women. It was also from Council
House between 1936 and 1949 that she
simultaneously administered the Be-
thune Cookman College, served as di-
rector of the Division of Negro Affairs
of the National Youth Administration,
and became a national and interna-
tional leader.
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Council House, located at 1318 Ver-
mont Avenue NW., in Washington,
D.C., was also a significant center for
the development of strategies and pro-
grams which advanced the interests of
black womer. and the black communi-
ty. Heads of state, government offi-
cials, and leaders from around the
world were received there, including
Eleanor Roosevelt, Ralph Bunche,
Madame Pandit of India, President
Tubman of Liberia, Dr. Charles Drew,
and many others. It also serves as the
site of the Mary McLeod Bethune Me-
morial Museum and the National Ar-
chives for Black Women’'s History.
The archives houses the largest manu-
script collection of materials pertain-
ing to black women and their organiza-
tions, including extensive correspond-
ence, photographs, and memorabilia
relating to Mrs. Bethune. Both the ar-
chives and the museum actively collect
artifacts, clothing, artwork, and other
materials which document the history
of black women and the black commu-
nity.

The purpose of the bill is to assure
the preservation, maintenance, and in-
terpretation of Council House. The
bill is also aimed at assuring the con-
tinuation of the Mary McLeod Be-
thune Memorial Museum and the Na-
tional Archives for Black Women’'s
History.

The bill would designate Council
House as a national historic site. It
would authorize and direct the Secre-
tary of the Interior to enter into a co-
operative agreement with the National
Council of Negro Women, who would
continue to own and operate the site.

I urge Members to cosponsor this
important legislation and to support it
when it reaches the floor.e

MALDEN HIGH SCHOOL BAND

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I take
great pride in bringing to the atten-
tion of my colleagues in the House a
recent concert performance on the
steps of the Capitol Building. On
Friday, 130 high school students from
my native city of Malden, Mass.,
shared their outstanding musical
talent with people here in Washing-
ton, D.C. This visit to our Nation's
Capital, as well as an exchange pro-
gram visit to Hanover, PA., was paid
for by the band members themselves.
During the past few months, these re-
sourceful students sold jewelry, candy,
and Christmas ornaments to raise
what funds are needed to finance their
trips.

On Saturday, the Malden group
joined with the Hanover High School
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Band for another concert in historic
Gettysburg, Pa.

The students were accompanied by
band director Mel Blackman and his
assistants Miss Carol Blake, Mr. Mark
Kaplan, Mr. and Mrs. Vin Marcia, and
Mr. Paul Nelso of the Malden High
School Band Parents Association.

This trip is the latest milestone for
the Malden High School Band. Just
recently, the group’s jazz band ensem-
ble was awarded first prize at a compe-
tition at Southeastern Massachusetts
University in Dartmouth. The Malden
High School Band is a great source of
pride to its community.

Members of my staff who were on
hand to welcome this talented group
of young musicians to Washington
were impressed by their performance.
I join with all those who were fortu-
nate enough to hear the Capitol con-
cert in saluting these young people.@

DESIGNATION OF MAY 9-15 AS
NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE

OF MAINE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I introduced a House joint resolu-
tion asking President Reagan to pro-
claim the week beginning May 9 as Na-
tional Small Business Week. The small
business segment of our American
economy is vital but unheralded. I
think it is high time we stopped for a
moment to consider the contributions
that the small business community na-
tionwide has made.

Many do not realize that the small
and independent business men and
women of this country provide our
Nation with 55 percent of its jobs and
is the backbone of the economy. Two
out of three new jobs originate within
the small business community. Almost
40 percent of the gross national prod-
uct springs from the small business
sector. Furthermore, small business
accounts for over 50 percent of all in-
novations.

Mr. Speaker, it is only through the
efforts and aspirations of the small
and independent business owners of
this country that we can maintain our
economic strength. We should formal-
1y recognize these efforts by adopting
the proclamation that I have offered
here. We must continue to aid this in-
tegral cog of our economy through the
development of economic policies and
programs designed to further cultivate
their successful growth. I urge my col-
leagues to join me by cosponsoring
this resolution.e
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TWO DENTON MARYLANDERS
EXHIBIT THE SPIRIT OF VOL-
UNTEERISM

HON. ROY DYSON

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. DYSON. Mr. Speaker, today I
would not only like to commemorate
the anniversary of the Volunteer De-
velopment Corps, but also single out
the achievements of two of its volun-
teers.

On April 7Tth, the Volunteer Devel-
opment Corps celebrates its 12th anni-
versary. This organization was created
with the sole purpose of providing
short-term, volunteer technical help to
cooperatives in developing countries.

The VDC is supported partly by a
grant from AID and in part by organi-
zational donors. Yet its principal re-
source is not dollars but the voluntary
services of experienced, highly quali-
fied men and women.

In its first 12 years, the VDC has
sent 240 volunteers into developing
countries to undertake specific assign-
ments at the request of cooperatives
and Government agencies.

Two of these volunteers, Mr. and
Mrs. O. O. Stivers of Denton, Md.,
were asked to go to Santa Cruz, Boliv-
ia, to assist the Cooperativa Rural de
Electrification (CRE) in stimulating
the use of electricity, especially in
ways that would expand the agricul-
ture. CRE was established in 1970 and
is today the largest electric coopera-
tive in the world. Yet unless their
members progressed beyond the one
light bulb and a radio stage, its future
was bleak.

Mr. Stivers had served 26 years as
power use adviser for the Choptank
Electric Cooperative of Denton, Md.
His wife, Doris, had been a home eco-
nomics teacher in the public school
system for 24 years and had been with
the Maryland Cooperative Extension
Service, University of Maryland, for 12
years. By themselves, they each pos-
sessed impressive credentials, but
working together, they formed an im-
posing combination.

In Bolivia, they helped the CRE
devise ways to show farmers, home-
makers, and small businessmen how
they could increase their incomes by
using electricity. They demonstrated
to CRE's employees how this is essen-
tially a one-on-one, grassroots effort,
and how each farmer could develop
his own plan for expanding production
by using kilowatt hours. They also
taught them the methods to show
each homemaker how to save money
by cooking with electricity instead of
bottled gas, and other electric appli-
ances.

Some of this was done in group ses-
sions, with civic groups, in teaching
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classes, in both boys and girls schools
and in cooperation with universities.
The Stivers helped to develop a 20-
minute slide show to help tell the
story and used this slide presentation
to generate enthusiasm for CRE'’s
work among the businessmen who sold
the equipment and appliances and the
bankers who lent the money to buy
them.

Most importantly, they showed
CRE's employees how they could
begin immediately. Quoting from their
experiences:

We saw TV antennae sprouting from mud-
walled huts with palm-leaf roofs. We talked
with families newly arrived from Bolivia's
crowded Altiplano, literally with nothing
but a machete and government title to one
hectare of land. We learned what back-
woods really means—no mail service, no car
or bicycle or even a horse, no way even to
walk out during the 4-month rainy season,
relieved only by voices on the radio. We saw
a craftsman whittling three or four broom
handles a day. With only a small power
lathe, he could turn out 20 an hour.

Mr. Speaker, as a Marylander and as
an American, I am proud of the work
of Mr. and Mrs. Stivers. They made
substantial progress in Bolivia. Before
they left, CRE’s staff was implement-
ing many of the techniques they had
been taught. Their work has greatly
enhanced the living conditions of
many Bolivians and will continue to do
so in the future.

The Volunteer Development Corps
is also to be commended for the fine
work they do. They work organization-
to-organization, without either Ameri-
can Government or the overseas gov-
ernment being involved in the
projects. The VDC provides the tech-
nical assistance—no big loans, no
grants—just technical help. Its goal is
to help persons in developing coun-
tries one step at a time, not with gran-
diose projects.

By their work in Bolivia, the Stivers
and the VDC really demonstrate what
it means to be an American.@

COMMEMORATING THE FRENCH
EXPLORER: RENE ROBERT CA-
VELIER—SIEUR LA SALLE

HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr.
Speaker, on this ocecasion, I would like
to ask you and all my colleagues to
join me in commemorating the 300th
anniversary of the second voyage of
the French explorer—Rene Robert Ca-
velier, Sieur La Salle. It was during
this voyage that, on April 9, 1682, La
Salle succeeded in canoeing down the
Mississippi River and reached the
Gulf of Mexico. At this juncture, he
proclaimed the Mississippi Basin for
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France and named it Louisiana. In so
doing, La Salle acquired, in name, the
most fertile half of the North Ameri-
can continent for France.

Born in 1643, by the age of 31, La
Salle had already become the most
successful French fur trader in North
America, having begun this career in
Montreal and eventually monopolizing
the fur trade in the Lake Ontario
region. In May of 1678, King Louis
XIV granted La Salle his consent to
explore the Mississippi River to its
mouth, along with the right to estab-
lish as many forts as he wished.
During the ensuing voyages, La Salle
set up many trading posts, built the
first commercial sailing vessel on Lake
Erie, and worked with the Seneca Indi-
ans who taught him how to make long
overland journeys. When La Salle and
his expedition skirted the west shores
of Lake Michigan, he stayed overnite
in sites presently named Washington
Island, Two Rivers, Sheboygan and
South Milwaukee—all cities of
present-day Wisconsin. Being a Repre-
sentative from the State of Wisconsin,
I take added pleasure in making these
remarks today.

Four years after King Louis granted
his authority, La Salle at last saw for
the first time the river he had
dreamed of for so long—the great Mis-
sissippi. Tracing the Mississippi from
its joining with the Illinois River to its
mouth in the Gulf of Mexico, La Salle
thus completed the exploration of this
mighty river which had begun with
the expeditions of his countrymen
Louis Jolliet and Father Marquette.

Today, 300 years later, we should
take this opportunity to remember
Rene Robert Cavelier, Sieur La Salle,
as well as his fellow Frenchmen, who
was so vital to the exploration and set-
tlement of the New World. For it was
men like him—filled with courage, am-
bition, and a thirst for discovery who
helped form the pioneering spirit in
the lands of the wilderness we now call
the United States of America.@

CONGRESSMAN NELSON
EULOGIZES C. V. GRIFFIN, SR.

HON. DON BONKER

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, today
my good friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida, Mr. NELSON, is
delivering the eulogy at the funeral of
his beloved cousin, Mr. C. V. Griffin,
Sr. Mr. Griffin was one of the giants
of the Florida citrus industry and is a
prominent personality in the history
of Florida. I would like to share the
text of Congressman NELsON's eulogy
with my colleagues at this point in the
RECORD.
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THE PASSING OF AN ERA * * * C. V. GRIFFIN,
Sr.

(By Congressman BILL NELSON)

I tried to explain to my son Billy about
Griff’'s passing in words that a six year old
could understand. I told him that Griff had
gone on to live with Jesus, and that he was
happy now. But I explained we are very sad
because we miss him.

I said this to Billy because I wanted him
to have an appreciation of his heritage and
know of the passing of an era.

Clarence Vaughn Griffin, Sr. was named
for my father. He is the youngest of three
children of the late Willlam Allen and
Kathryn Nelson Griffin.

After graduating from high school in
Kansas and spending a year in Chicago, my
father and my Uncle Charlie prevailed upon
Griff in 1923 to come to the “land of prom-
ise”, the State of Florida and to attend the
University of Florida. They helped Griff fi-
nancially as he started his studies.

Once here, Griff saw the potential of Flor-
ida real estate, a potential that became re-
ality during his life of seventy-eight years.
On the occasion of the boom collapsing in
1926, he entered the citrus business and
launched a career that made him one of the
giants of the industry.

We all know of his contributions to
citrus—the 1949 Citrus Code and the Flori-
da Citrus Commission.

We all know of his success as a grower and
shipper, a large landholder, and a real
estate entrepreneur.

Worldly success touched him again and
again. He tried to “retire” in 1956 after sell-
ing his citrus business but he couldn’'t. In
later years, one of Griff’s favorite pastimes
was to drive his car through the well-mani-
cured groves, telling his guests of the high
productivity of his trees and the efficiency
of his man-made lakes which fought Jack
Frost during the Winter.

Why was he successful?

Certainly, a keen business mind, plenty of
business and political savvy, and knowing
the right people—were some contributors to
his worldly success,

And work hard he did! Mr. Justice Roberts
remembers ‘“‘he used to call me at 4 in the
morning and I would ask, ‘You just getting
in?' And he'd say, ‘No, just getting up.”” At
age 29 he had a stroke that paralyzed his
left side and he could not drive for 8 years.
But he worked and he used the telephone
and he made it big.

Yet, with all those admirable traits, it is
my judgement that Griff’s success was he
knew how to promote. He loved it . . . and
he was the best!

With enthusiasm, he promoted the State
of Florida, its citrus, its real estate, and its
citizens.

His knowledge of making something suc-
cessful by creating interest in it, was honed
in part, by building a considerable clientele
for a hotel in Sarasota. He did this with con-
summate skill—for the Yankees flocked to
his hotel during the Winters.

To be successful you have to believe in
what you're doing and Griff did. He even
enjoyed selling lots, sometimes at an auc-
tion, to build his beloved Howey-In-The-
Hills, He was especially proud of the excel-
lence in education offered by the Howey
Academy. And it was a heartbreak for him
to find out about the use of drugs in the
school.

He was unabashedly a patriot and gave
good measure of himself supporting politi-
cians he believed in. His successful political
promotion included U.S. Presidents and a
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Who's Who of Florida Government includ-
ing Fuller Warren, B. K. Roberts, Willis
McCall, Doyle Conner, George Smathers,
Bruce Smathers, Ed Gurney, and Bill
Gunter. I was the last beneficiary of his po-
litical advice and assistance.

A most important part of Griff's life are
his good friends. They are too numerous to
name, you know them, some of them are
pallbearers today. They have and will de-
scribe him as “a true friend"”, “a great Amer-
ican”, and “salt of the earth”. Wilson
McGee says, “He met his death with a noble
heart and mind. He died as he had lived”.

No doubt he lived well, but he lived
simply. Although he was an uncommon
man, Griff always had the common touch.

Griff was a rugged individual, not one to
quickly show his affections or emotion. But
he loved deeply and he still does . . .

He loves his four children. How many
times have I heard Griff talk with pride
about his children, particularly his youngest
daughter Cheryl whom he escorted down
the aisle at what was a beautiful family
wedding in Howey. He has been a devoted
and loving brother to his sister Goldie with
whom he religiously visited until his illness
prevented him from traveling. How fulfilled
he was with his wife Elsie, who shared his
companionship and love so unselfishly.

Well, it is the passing of an era . .. the
passing of a special breed of man symbolized
by rugged individualism and toughness. It
took a special breed of cracker pioneer like
C. V. Griffin, to settle, develop, and promote
Florida in those days.

It took this unique kind of man who could
walk at ease with both Presidents and just
folks.

And frequently Griff would take walks
with his German Shepherd, Stein, and he
would enjoy what God had provided. Now
he lives with God in Heavenly places.

His legacy is a fine family and eighteen
grand and great grand-children, devoted
friends, a well-endowed charitable founda-
tion, and a better Florida.e

FAIR SHARE IN TAXES

HON. THOMAS B. EVANS, JR.

OF DELAWARE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, this Congress now faces the urgent
need to narrow the unacceptably large
deficit in the budget proposed by the
Reagan administration. This simply
must be done if we are to lower inter-
est rates, put the unemployed back to
work, and bring about true and lasting
economic recovery.

As we go about developing an accept-
able budget for the coming fiscal year,
it is essential that we be fair and equi-
table. No one single segment of our
population should be singled out to
bear a disproportionate share of the
costs of fighting high interest rates,
unemployment, and inflation.

This concept is particularly impor-
tant as we examine ways to balance
the Federal tax burden. Instances
where wealthy corporations and indi-
viduals escape their tax responsibil-
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ities must be eliminated. Closing these
loopholes is not a tax increase, it is tax
equity.

Recently, the Washington Post pub-
lished an editorial regarding the need
for all of us to pay our fair share in
taxes. I ask that it be included at this
point in the RECORD:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 6, 1982]

WHo Pays Taxes?

How would you prefer to go about raising
taxes? The question is not an idle one. The
closing of the enormous federal budget gap
can't be achieved by cutting spending alone.
An acceptable program to reduce the deficit
will have to include hefty tax increases—or
at least smaller reductions than the admin-
istration has promised. One good way to
reduce the generalized pain of raising taxes
is to concentrate increases among those
people who currently aren't paying their
fair share of the tax burden.

The most obvious candidates for a tax
hike are that large—and growing—number
of people who cheat the government out-
right, Middle-of-the-road estimates place
“underground income"” at more than $350
billion a year with resulting tax losses of
about $100 billion. Some of this income
comes from illegal sources—primarily drug
dealing, bribery, stolen goods and prostitu-
tion. But most of it—perhaps 75 percent—is
gotten legally by people who simply choose
to conceal it from the IRS, Some of these
people are low-earning waitresses and cab-
drivers who “forget” to report tips. The big-
gest offenders, however, are business propri-
etors and professionals and investors who
“skim” cash from transactions, barter goods
and services with clients, or fail to report
dividends, interest and capital gains.

The tax evaders are the primary targets of
a set of proposals being developed by Senate
Finance Committee Chairman Robert Dole
with the general endorsement of the Treas-
ury Department. Other committee mem-
bers, however, including Sens. Steven D.
Symms and Max Baucus have questioned
whether substantial improvements in com-
pliance can be realized as long as the tax
code remains riddled with loopholes that—
however different their legal status—appear
to the average citizen as little more than an
excuse for rich people to subsidize their va-
cations, hobbies and entertainment at the
expense of other taxpayers.

The specialists and lobbyists who guard
the tax code will hasten to explain how im-
portant to economic growth is each and
every one of these loopholes, They may ne-
glect to mention, however, that—whatever
the presumed rationale at the time of enact-
ment—many preferences have outlived their
economic usefulness. Other preferences
exist only because they were needed to
offset the biases in investment decisions
that were created by earlier preferences, If
all of these exclusions and deductions were
eliminated, income tax rates could be cut
almost in half—a much better and more
stable incentive for work and saving than
the most finely crafted set of tax incentives.

The gains from simplifying taxes and
stepping up compliance go well beyond the
immediate increase in revenues. The United
States, unlike some European countries, has
been fortunate in that most people pay
their taxes honestly and promptly. This is
an enormous public benefit, because it
means that the tax burden can be distribut-
ed equitably with a minimum of harass-
ment. Tax evasion, however, is on the rise.
Higher taxes or a growing distrust of gov-
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ernment may be part of the reason, but ex-
perience in other countries suggests that
tax evasion feeds on itself. The more people
indulge in it, the more others will follow—
and that's a trend with ominous conse-
quences for more than next year’s deficit.@

CONGRATULATIONS C-SPAN

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. Mr. Speak-
er, one of the most important liberties
protected by our constitution is free-
dom of speech, freedom of the press,
and the first amendment. In the 20th
century expression of this right has
been greatly promoted by the advent
of the telecommunications industry.
Now, more than ever, public serutiny
can be brought to bear on issues of the
day, with attendant opportunities to
speak, read, and write about the issue.

A perfect example of how this is so
can be found in C-Span, the Cable Sat-
ellite Public Affairs Network. This is a
nonprofit corporation funded by the
cable TV industry. Since its inception
on March 19, 1979, the size of the au-
dience it serves and the amount of cov-
erage it provides has grown tremen-
dously. It now reaches 10.5 million
homes with a broad range of public af-
fairs programing, 16 hours a day, 7
days a week. Their coverage includes
the Congress, when it is in session,
House and Senate committee hearings,
coverage of the National Press Club,
and important agency hearings, as
well as other media-related events. On
April 5, C-Span’s above service began
broadcasts over their own permanent
satellite channel.

A well-informed citizenry with the
freedom to speak and act under the
first amendment, in an uninhibited
fashion, is one of the strongest guar-
antees of liberty we have as a people.
C-Span is a perfect example of the
telecommunications industry serving
our historically unprecedented form of
government, and the liberties protect-
ed by the first amendment. I congratu-
late C-Span on a job well done and
look forward to their increased service
of this great Nation.e

CANADIANS WORRIED ABOUT
REAGAN BUDGET

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 6, 1982
® Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the
Canadian Government recently regis-
tered concern over the effect that pro-
posed Reagan budget reductions would
have on joint United States-Canadian
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efforts to improve the water quality of
the Great Lakes. Enactment of the
President’s budget would cripple the
Great Lakes National Program Office
in Chicago which monitors local gov-
ernment compliance with the 1978
Water Quality Agreement, negotiated
between the United States and
Canada.

Unfortunately, the Chicago office is
only one of several Great Lakes envi-
ronmental units that are scheduled for
reduction or termination. Last year’s
budget reductions forced the closing of
the Great Lakes Basin Commission
and the Great Lakes program for radi-
ation. Research units threatened this
year include the Large Lakes Research
Station in Grosse Ile, Mich., the Great
Lakes Research Laboratory in Ann
Arbor, and the entire national sea
grant program.

I would like to share with my col-
leagues an article from the April 5,
Washington Post which highlights the
reaction of our northern neighbors to
some of these proposals. It is obvious
that the Reagan administration’s re-
fusal to compromise on its unaccept-
able budget proposals is beginning to
have international repercussions.

The article follows:

CanADA WORRIED ABOUT EFFECTS OF BUDGET
CuTs ON GREAT LAKES

(By Ed Petykiewicz)

The Canadian government, worried that
the federal budget's environmental spend-
ing cuts are jeopardizing joint efforts to
clean up the Great Lakes, is stepping up
pressure on the Reagan administration to
fulfill its commitments.

In a cable sent last week, the Canadian
government warned it may seek formal con-
sultations between the two countries be-
cause of growing concerns that the United
States will not meet obligations set by the
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of
1978.

The confidential message also requested a
detailed briefing on the impact of the ad-
ministration’s latest spending proposals on
U.S. commitments to protect the Great
Lakes.

The cable is the latest sign of growing
strains between the two neighbors over a
series of environmental issues, including
acid rain. Previous Canadian messages have
not been answered, despite repeated re-
quests, according to a spokesman at the Ca-
nadian embassy.

“We are very concerned about the latest
budget proposals, especially in light of last
year's cuts, which still have not been ex-
plained to us,” the spokesman said.

Under the Reagan administration’s cur-
rent and budget proposal, research efforts
and programs to combat pollution in the
Great Lakes would receive $3.8 million in
fiscal 1983, compared with $13.7 million in
1982 and $18.8 million in 1981. The proposed
budget cuts would eliminate several key re-
search programs in the Midwest.

“The question of the American commit-
ment to resolve this issue is important,” Ca-
nadian Ambassador Allan E. Gotlieb said
while fielding questions after a speech at
the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced
International Studies.@
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KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS

HON. LAWRENCE J. DeNARDIS

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 6, 1982
@ Mr. DENARDIS. Mr. Speaker, last
week a resolution to acknowledge
March 29, 1982, as the 100th anniver-
sary of the founding of the Knights of
Columbus and to commend such orga-
nization for a century of dedicated
public service passed the House by
unanimous consent. It is only fitting, I
believe, that this group, which has
done so much to serve our Nation,
should receive our Nation's recogni-
tion on the occasion of its centennial.
The gratitude of this body for the
works of the Knights is evidenced by
the bill's long list of cosponsors, 89 in

all:
List oF COSPONSORS
Addabbo, Hon. Joseph P.
Annunzio, Hon. Frank
Benjamin, Jr., Hon. Adam
Blanchard, Hon. James J.
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Moffett, Hon. Anthony Toby
Molinari, Hon. Guy
Mollohan, Hon. Robert H.
Nelligan, Hon. James
Oberstar, Hon. James J.
Ottinger, Hon. Richard L.
Oxley, Hon. Michael G.
Panetta, Hon. Leon E.
Pepper, Hon. Claude
Peyser, Hon. Peter A.
Ratchford, Hon. William R.
Regula, Hon. Ralph S.
Rinaldo, Hon. Matthew J.
Rodino, Jr., Hon. Peter W.
Roe, Hon. Robert A.

Russo, Hon. Marty

Sabo, Hon. Martin O.
Schumer, Hon. Charles
Shannon, Hon. James M.
Smith, Hon. Christopher H.
Smith, Hon. Joseph F.

St Germain, Hon. Fernand J.
Stark, Hon. Fortney H.
Staton, Hon. David Michael
Studds, Hon. Gerry E.
Tauke, Hon. Thomas J.
Vento, Hon. Bruce F.
Volkmer, Hon. Harold L.
Won Pat, Hon. Antonio Borja
Yatron, Hon. Gus

Zablocki, Hon. Clement J.

And I am sure that the passage of
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lumbus. These were two of the most
moving and uplifting events in which
we have ever had the honor of partici-
pating. The mass was celebrated in
New Haven, Conn., in the church of
Saint Mary where, as a parish priest a
century ago, Father Michael J. McGiv-
ney founded the Knights of Colum-
bus. His Excellency, Most Rev. John F.
Whalon, S.T.D., archbishop of Hart-
ford and principal celebrant and His
Excellency, Most Rev. Charles P.
Greco, D.D., supreme chaplain, homi-
list, and concelebrant led the congre-
gation in solemn reflection on and
joyous thanks to Father McGivney
and God Almighty for the great suc-
cess of the Knights of Columbus in
serving their fellow man. The other
distinguished ministers of the mass in-
cluded: John Walshe, who delivered
the first reading; Gerald O'Brian,
delivering the second reading; Rev. G.
Thomas Burns, presenting the Gospel;
Rev. James Cunningham, O.P., offer-
ing the prayer of the faithful; Pamela
Jackson, cantor; and Rev. Gene Gian-
elli and Rev. Kevin D. Robb, O.P.,

masters of ceremonies.

Following the mass, the guests pro-
ceeded to the splendid centennial
dinner, at which it was my privilege to

Bliley, Hon. Thomas J.
Boggs, Hon. Lindy
Boland, Hon. Edward P.
Byron, Hon. Beverly B.

this resolution was particularly grati-
fying to those 42 of my colleagues who
are members of the order:

Clinger, Jr., Hon. William F.
Collins, Hon. James M.
Conte, Hon. Silvio O.
Corrada, Hon. Baltasar
Courter, Hon. James A.
Daschle, Hon. Thomas A.
de la Garza, Hon. Eligio
DeNardis, Hon. Lawrence J.
Derwinski, Hon. Edward J.
Dingell, Hon. John D,
Donnelly, Hon. Brian J.
Dornan, Hon. Robert K.
Dwyer, Hon. Bernard
Dyson, Hon. Roy

Early, Hon. Joseph D.
Fauntroy, Hon. Walter E.
Fish, Jr., Hon. Hamilton
Ford, Hon. William D.
Forsythe, Hon. Edwin B.
Frank, Hon. Barney
Frenzel, Hon. Bill
Gephardt, Hon. Richard A.
Heckler, Hon. Margaret M.
Hiler, Hon. John

Holt, Hon. Marjorie S.
Horton, Hon. Frank
Howard, Hon. James J.
Hoyer, Hon. Steny H.
Jacobs, Jr., Hon. Andrew
Jeffries, Hon. James E,
Kemp, Hon. Jack F.
Kennelly, Hon. Barbara B.
Kildee, Hon. Dale E.
LaFalce, Hon. John J.
Lagomarsino, Hon. Robert J.
Lee, Hon. Gary A.

Lent, Hon. Norman F.
Long, Hon. Clarence D.
Lowery, Hon. Bill
Lungren, Hon. Dan
Madigan, Hon, Edward R.
Markey, Hon. Edward J.
Martin, Hon. Lynn
Mikulski, Hon. Barbara A.
Miller, Hon. George
Minish, Hon. Joseph G.
Mitchell, Hon. Donald J.
Moakley, Hon. Joe
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Addabbo, Hon. Joseph P.
Andrews, Hon. Ike F.
Biaggi, Hon. Mario
Bliley, Hon. Thomas J.
Boland, Hon. Edward P.
Coelho, Hon. Tony
Conte, Hon. Silvio O.
Derwinski, Hon. Edward J.
Dingell, Hon. John D.
Donnelly, Hon. Brian J.
Dornan, Hon. Robert K.
Dwyer, Hon. Bernard
Dyson, Hon. Roy
Early, Hon. Joseph D.
Fary, Hon. John G.
Florio, Hon. James J.
Hiler, Hon. John
Hyde, Hon. Henry J.
Kazen, Jr., Hon, Abraham
Kildee, Hon. Dale E.
LaFalce, Hon. John J.
Lujan, Jr., Hon. Manuel
Luken, Hon. Thomas A.
Madigan, Hon. Edward R.
Markey, Hon. Edward J.
McDade, Hon. Joseph M.
McGrath, Hon. Raymond
Minish, Hon. Joseph G.
Moakley, Hon. Joe
Nowak, Hon. Henry J.
O’'Neill, Jr., Hon. Thomas P.
Obey, Hon. David R.
Rinaldo, Hon. Matthew J.
Rodino, Jr., Hon, Peter W.
Rostenkowski, Hon. Dan
Roth, Hon. Toby
Roybal, Hon. Edward R.
Russo, Hon. Marty
Stanton, Hon. J, William
Volkmer, Hon. Harold L.
Young, Hon. Robert A,
Zablocki, Hon. Clement J.
On the day of the anniversary, my
wife and I had the special privilege of
attending the memorial mass and cen-
tennial banquet of the Knights of Co-

deliver the greetings. The program of
festivities also included the invocation
by the Most Rev. Basil H. Losten,
bishop of Stamford; remarks by Rev.
G. Thomas Burns, pastor of St. Raph-
ael's Parish of Livingston, N.J., Rev.
James J. Cunningham, O.P., pastor of
Saint Mary’'s Church of New Haven,
and John W. MecDevitt, past supreme
knight; an address by the Most Rev.
Daniel P. Reilly, bishop of Norwich
and State chaplain; and the benedic-
tion by the Most Rev. Walter W.
Curtis, bishop of Bridgeport. It was an
occasion of joy and warm fellow feel-
ing for all.

Both the mass and the dinner were
most enlightening as to the life and
times of the founder of the Knights of
Columbus, Father Michael McGivney.
I would like to take this opportunity
to say a few words about this out-
standing American. Himself bereft of
his father at an early age, Father
MecGivney was sensitively aware of the
plight of widows and their children
during the latter half of the 19th cen-
tury. Many men who immigrated to
our country at that time, seeking a
better life for themselves and their
families, found jobs requiring strenu-
ous and often dangerous labor. They
often died young, leaving families
without means to sustain themselves.

Father McGivney decided to do
something about the problem. On Oc-
tober 2, 1881, this young New Haven
priest gathered together a group of his
parishioners in the basement of St.
Mary's Church and enunciated his
plan for an organization of Catholic
men to help the wives and children of
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their deceased brethren. His next ac-
tions demonstrate Father McGivney’'s
devotion to two higher authorities.
First, he sought the approbation of
the Pope. The Knights of Columbus
were to serve first and foremost God
and the Catholic Church. Second, he
requested the recognition of the gov-
ernment, and on March 29, 1882, Go-
verner Bigelow signed into law Special
Act 133 of the Connecticut Legislature
incorporating the Knights of Colum-
bus as a legal entity. All of the
Knights’' activities since their found-
ing have demonstrated their unques-
tionable dedication to God and coun-
try.

Of course, the membership and
functions of this noble order have bur-
geoned spectacularly since 1882. The
Knights of Columbus now has 1.35
million members across the country
and around the world, and has con-
tributed greatly to an endless list of
needy causes, including aid to the un-
derprivileged and mentally handi-
capped, religious counseling, medical
research, help to Vietnamese refugees,
assistance to senior citizens, college
scholarships, and on and on. But it is
precisely the same spirit as motivated
Father McGivney in the basement of
his church 100 years ago that moti-
vates the activities of the Knights of
Columbus around the world today,
and that is the undying spirit of char-
ity, unity, fraternity, and patriotism.e

THE MILWAUKEE BAR ASSOCIA-
TION HONORS BRUNO BITEKER

HON. HENRY S. REUSS

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, on Febru-
ary 17, 1982, the Milwaukee Bar Asso-
ciation passed a resolution honoring
Mr. Bruno Bitker for his outstanding
contributions to our country and the
world in his efforts to bring about uni-
versal peace through law—a well-de-
served honor for a great man. The
text of that resolution follows:
RESOLUTION

Whereas, Bruno Bitker was born in Mil-
waukee on February 5, 1898, studied at Cor-
nell University, and practiced law in Mil-
waukee from 1923 onwards, and

‘Whereas, Bruno Bitker has served his city
and state as a member of the Sewerage
Commission of Milwaukee from 1931 to
1953; as Special Counsel to the Governor of
‘Wisconsin in 1937; as Counsel for the State
Banking Commission in 1938; as Wisconsin
State Counsel District Director of the OPA
from 1942 to 1944; as Chairman of the State
Public Utility Arbitration Board in 1947; as
Chairman of the Milwaukee Committee on
Living Cost and Food Conservation in 1947;
as Chairman of the Milwaukee Commission
on Economic Study in 1948; as a member of
the Mayor's Commission on Human Rela-
tions from 1948 to 1952; as Federal Court
Trustee of the Milwaukee Rapid Transit
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line from 1950 to 1952; as a member and of-
ficer of the Governor's Commission on
Human Rights from 1947 to 1956; as Chair-
man of the Municipal Commission on Mass
Transportation in 1954; as Chairman of the
Governor's Commission UN from 1959 to
1976; and as a member and Chairman of the
Wisconsin Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights from 1960 to
1971; and

Whereas, Bruno Bitker has represented
his country as the U.S. Delegate to the
International Conference on Local Govern-
ments in Geneva in 1949; as a member of
the National Citizens Commission on Inter-
national Cooperation in 1965; at the U.S.
National Commission for UNESCO from
19656 to 1971, on the President’s Commission
for the Observance of Human Rights Year
in 1968 and 1969; as the U.S. Civil Leader-
ship Delegate to Germany in 1964; as the
U.S. Representative at the International
Conference on Human Rights in Teheran in
1968; as Consultant to the Department of
State in 1968 and 1969; as a Delegate at the
Human Rights Conference in 1972; and as
the U.S. Representative to the UN Seminar
on Human Rights in Geneva in 1978; and

Whereas, Bruno Bitker has served his
community as Trustee for the Adv. Council
of the Milwaukee Art Institute from 1957 to
1978; and in recognition of his many
achievements has received the Milwaukee
Citation for Distinguished Public Service in
1944, the Amity Award in 1950, and the
Junior Achievement Award in 1959; and

Whereas, Bruno Bitker has served and
represented the legal profession as a
member of the Milwaukee, Wisconsin, and
American Bar Associations, as Chairman of
the International Human Rights Committee
of the American Bar Association; as a
member and past president of the Federal
Bar Association in Milwaukee; as a member
of the American Society of International
Law and its Human Rights Panel;, as a
member of the World Peace through Law
Center in Geneva, as a Lecturer in the Divi-
sion of Continuing Education at Marquette
University in 1961; and as the U.S. Repre-
sentative at the lst World Conference of
Lawyers in Athens in 1963, in Geneva in
1967, in Belgrade in 1971, and in the Ivory
Coast in 1973.

Now therefore, be it resolved, That the
Milwaukee Bar Association honors and bes-
tows recognition upon Bruno Bitker for his
services and leadership in this city and
state, and for his outstanding contributions
to our country and the world in his efforts
:o bring about universal peace through
aw.9

MINERAL LEASING POLICY

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most controversial issues the Con-
gress has had to deal with in recent
years is how best to balance the need
for oil, gas, and minerals with the
need to preserve the recreational,
scenic, and wildlife wilderness areas.
Year after year, the debate arises, and
year after year, following the usual
name calling and heated exchanges,
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we fail to make truly meaningful
strides.

The Wilderness Act of 1964 empow-
ered the Secretary of Interior to issue
oil and gas exploration leases on a dis-
cretionary basis. This law does not
preclude the Secretary from withhold-
ing leasing authority if wilderness
value, for example, is seen as an over-
riding value of importance. Thus, the
Secretary of Interior is not compelled
to issue a maximum number of leases
before the December 1983 expiration
date of his authority.

Congressman Mo UparL and I have
cosponsored a resolution to call atten-
tion to the need to establish a set of
basic principles to be used as guide-
lines in formulating future mineral
leasing policies, and to go on record
with our belief that wilderness areas
should be the last areas of our land
where mineral exploration should
occur. In view of the fact that our
highly industrialized society has a nat-
ural appetite for oil, gas, and minerals,
we need to get a better hold on our cri-
teria for issuing exploration and devel-
opment leases. This is nothing more
than sound land management policy,
not for any one interest group, but for
all citizens.

I hope that as the debate over our
leasing policies continues, this resolu-
tion, with its basic principles of guid-
ance, will bring some semblance of rea-
soning to the controversy, and help fa-
cilitate a healthy debate over what our
needs really are. Our needs for natural
resources are important and we are
cognizant of those needs. By the same
token, our needs for maintaining the
wilderness are important too, and we
are cognizant of those needs.

As our lands continue to be explored
and developed, and our policies set to
govern such exploration and develop-
ment, let us try to hold on to some
principles and balanced reasoning in
the debate over what constitutes the
most pressing need. I ask you to join
Mr. UpaLL and me in a step in that di-
rection, and support House Resolution
427.0

BURNS & McDONALD ENGINEER-
ING CO., INC.,, HONORED WITH
OUTSTANDING ENGINEERING
ACHIEVEMENT AWARD

HON. EUGENE V. ATKINSON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. ATKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to congratulate the Burns &
McDonnell Engineering Co., Inc., for
being honored with an Outstanding
Engineering Achievement Award from
the National Society of Professional
Engineers in its 16th annual national
competition.
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This award was presented to Burns
& McDonnell for their sewage treat-
ment plant design. This design uses
existing technology in a unique way
that should save future communities
millions of dollars in construction and
operation costs. The design uses only 3
pieces of mechanical equipment com-
pared with the 10 to 20 in other sys-
tems. It eliminates many of the
pumps, pipes, and tanks required in
traditional plants, resulting in lower
costs all around. Burns & McDonnell
estimates that the design could cut
construetion costs by up to 60 percent,
operation and maintenance costs by
up to 45 percent, and land area costs
by up to 50 percent.

This award-winning system is built
in self-sufficient modules. Therefore,
allowing a city or an industry, which
experiences seasonal demands, to build
a number of basins for use in the peak
season, then close them down during
the off-season. Energy savings from
this flexibility is considerable. The
new system can also be installed in ex-
isting waste-water facilities as addi-
tional capacity or as a modification.
Further, the system is quiet and virtu-
ally odor-free.

Self-sufficiency can also aid airports,
factories, powerplants, or military in-
stallations located miles from the
nearest sewer hookup. These facilities
can process their own waste water in-
dependently and recycle the cleaned
water directly back into their industri-
al processes. This ability to recycle the
same water is especially important for
water-short regions of the country.

Burns & McDonnell sought an inno-
vative way to process waste water be-
cause the Little Blue Valley Sewer Dis-
trict needed a plant they could not
afford. The new plant can do the work
of sewage treatment plants costing
more than twice as much and requir-
ing less energy, factors which saved
Little Blue $30 million.

The Environmental Protection
Agency gave Burns & McDonnell the
funds to build and operate a pilot proj-
ect. In addition, it officially classified
the design as “innovative and alterna-
tive” which means the EPA guaran-
tees the design works, and the Federal
Government will pay 85 percent in-
stead of 75 percent of the design costs
of the sewage treatment plant.

Mr. Speaker, during a time when the
construction of waste-water treatment
plants are being criticized because of
cost overruns and unsatisfactory per-
formances, I think it is only fair to
recognize Burns & McDonnell for
their unique and inexpensive design. I
am sure that this system with its innu-
merable benefits will aid many com-
munities that before would have been
unable to afford a needed waste-water
treatment plant.e
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HIGH INTEREST RATES: AN ECO-
NOMIC CRISIS THAT CAN BE
SOLVED

HON. THOMAS B. EVANS, JR.

OF DELAWARE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, the American people are beginning
to tire of the seemingly endless argu-
ments over what is causing interest
rates to remain at intolerably high
levels. They want action to bring those
rates down.

High interest rates are the single
most cause of immense human suffer-
ing in our country today—unemploy-
ment, economic stagnation, forced
bankruptcies, mortgage, and loan de-
faults. And whatever the cause may
be, one unalterable fact remains: If in-
terest rates are not brought down sub-
stantially that human suffering will
not only continue but will grow more
severe.

I believe we have the means at our
disposal to bring down interest rates—
rapidly and dramatically. We need
only to act with courage and resolu-
tion.

I have long been proposing a number
of initiations that will help bring down
interest rates. These proposals have
unfortunately have been stalled by
some in the administration, and in
Congress, who prefer endless rhetoric
to making hard choices.

This inertia is unfortunate, for if all
were to see the larger picture it would
be clear that the following initiatives
could be put into effect without goug-
ing of Government programs for
people truly in need, without abandon-
ing the basic foundations of the Presi-
dent’s economic program such as indi-
vidual tax relief, and without sacrific-
ing such vital interests as our national
security.

Furthermore, these initiatives would
also work toward increasing the equity
and fairness of the administration’s
comprehensive economic program. In
order for any Government program to
have a reasonable chance for success it
must have the support of a road seg-
ment of the American people. To
achieve that support, the program
must be perceived as evenhanded, eg-
uitable, and fair. Rightly or wrongly,
that is not now the case with the com-
prehensive economic program.

Here are some ways in which I feel
interest rates can be brought down—
while simultaneously improving the
equity of the administration’s econom-
ic policies:

First, Congress must signal its deter-
mination to narrow the budget deficit
by reducing expenditures. This can be
accomplished without hurting people
truly in need through such legislation
as my Coastal Barrier Resources Act—
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which would end the Federal Govern-
ment’s unnecessary and unwise subsi-
dies for private development of fragile,
storm-prone barrier islands. Estimated
savings: Up to $500 million a year for
the next two decades, and there are
similar opportunities for billions in ad-
ditional savings.

Second, Congress must signal its de-
termination to further narrow the
budget deficit by increasing revenues.
This can be accomplished without de-
laying or repealing the individual tax
cuts through such legislation as the
Bankruptcy Improvements Act. This
legislation would end current abuses
of bankruptcy laws and separate those
individuals who truly cannot pay their
debts from those who can, but would
rather not. Estimated revenue in-
crease: $1 billion a year, or more.

Third, Congress must signal all seg-
ments of the economy that everyone is
going to pay their fair share of the tax
burden—no more, certainly, but just as
important, no less. In brief, we must
act immediately to close tax loopholes
by, among others: restricting the lease
sale provision whereby successful cor-
porations can buy the losses of other
businesses to eliminate their own tax
bill; by establishing a minimum tax for
large, profitable corporations and
wealthy individuals; and by tightening
the windfall profits tax on oil compa-
nies. Closing tax loopholes is not a tax
increase; it is tax equity.

Fourth, Congress must signal its de-
termination to assure that all Federal
agencies and departments—including
the Pentagon—share equally in the
burden of cutting the runaway growth
of Government. Foremost should be
an acceleration of our efforts to elimi-
nate waste, abuse, and mismanage-
ment from Government spending. The
President’s appointment of a Private
Sector Survey Commission, which I
have long recommended, was a step in
the right direction. Congress should
now direct that Commission to elimi-
nate waste and inefficiency in every
area—including defense spending. I
firmly believe we could reduce the
growth in defense spending by $10 bil-
lion without jeopardizing our national
security.

Fifth, Congress must act—now—to
provide short-term emergency relief
for those segments of the economy
hardest hit by intolerable interest
rates; but any such action must not ag-
gravate the already bloated Federal
deficit.

I recently sought to introduce, along
with my colleague from Illinois, Con-
gressman Tom CORCORAN, an amend-
ment to the urgent supplemental ap-
propriations bill which had been
scheduled for House consideration on
March 31. Our amendment would
transfer $1 billion from already appro-
priated but unallocated funds from
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation—
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SFC—to provide emergency assistance
to people who want to buy homes but
cannot afford current mortgage inter-
est rates.

This $1 billion would be adminis-
tered by State and local housing agen-
cies to make mortgages more afford-
able in conjunction with mortgage rev-
enue bond issues. Such badly needed
assistance could provide up to 8.7 bil-
lion dollars’ worth of 12-percent home
mortgages, and generate 348,000 home
sales over the next 18 months; over
287,000 construction and construction-
related jobs in the next year; and over
$1.8 billion in increased tax revenues
at the Federal State, and local level
due to accelerated business activity.

I would remind my colleagues, to use
the President’s words, this is not a
“budget busting bailout.” These are
previously appropriated funds for
fiscal year 1982. The choice is clear:
continued subsidies for huge, immens-
ly profitable, multinational energy
companies, or help—now—for our Na-
tion’s homebuilders and construction
workers and those thousands of Amer-
ican families who want to achieve the
American dream of owning their own
home.

Taken together, these initiations
would not only provide some immedi-
ate relief, they would also work to
narrow the Federal deficit and reduce
interest rates.

We can—immediately—assist severe-
ly depressed segments of the economy
without risking another surge in infla-
tion. We can put tens of thousands of
Americans back to work. We can in-
crease Federal revenues without going
back on our pledge to provide tax
relief for average Americans. And we
can add a new measure of fairness and
equity to the administration’s econom-
ic program—thereby improving im-
measureably our chances for success
in achieving real economic recovery.

The time for rhetoric is past—both
in the White House and in Congress.
It is time for action.e

OUR WILDERNESS AREAS MUST
BE PROTECTED

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, the
National Wilderness Preservation
System, established in 1964 by the
Wilderness Act, was created by Con-
gress with the intent to provide the
American people with an “enduring re-
source of wilderness.” 1 fear, however,
that the programs currently being pro-
moted by the Department of the Inte-
rior will have a contrary effect to that
desired by the Congress and the Amer-
ican people, both in 1964 and today.
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Specifically, I fear that the Depart-
ment of the Interior seeks to exchange
a proposed short-term moratorium on
mining and drilling in wilderness areas
for the longrun vulnerability of those
same pristine areas. Yet, it was pre-
cisely the longrun protection of our
priceless natural heritage that Con-
gress desired when it passed the Wil-
derness Act of 1964.

I do not think that any reasonable
citizen could or should object to the
development of resources that are
clearly vital to our Nation’s security. I
do believe, however, that few citizens
would tolerate widespread devastation
of pristine wilderness areas. I strongly
believe that wilderness areas are
unique resources of enduring and
priceless value. Based on the mail I
have received from my constituents, I
am convinced that the values delineat-
ed by the Wilderness Act continue to
be held by the majority of Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert
into the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD the
following editorials from two respect-
ed and prominent newspapers, widely
read in my district of California, the
“Los Angeles Times” and the “Long
Beach Press-Telegram.” These two
editorials, written in late February of
this year, illustrate that, in spite of ad-
verse economic conditions, the values
Californians hold for their country's
wilderness areas remain strong. I hope
that these editorials will be read and
considered by the Department of the
Interior’s policymakers.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Feb. 24, 1982]
LooSE IN THE WILDERNESS

The olive branch that Interior Secretary
James G. Watt seemed to extend in the
fight over the nation’s wilderness areas
turns out to be a cactus.

During a Sunday appearance on NBC's
‘“Meet the Press,” Watt said he would ask
Congress this week to amend the Wilder-
ness Act of 1964 to block the exploration for
minerals in any wilderness area until the
year 2000.

That sounded at first like a good deal for
people who have fought for years to pre-
serve some of America’s forests and moun-
tain slopes in their natural state.

But, when the Sunday promise was re-
duced to writing, it turned out to be a step
backward for the wilderness.

First, the present law closes wilderness
areas to mining and oil production indefi-
nitely starting at the end of 1983. Under the
Watt proposal, wilderness lands would auto-
matically be reopened to leasing in the year
2000, To keep them closed, Congress would
have to go back through the whole protec-
tion fight again.

Second, the one concession that Watt
would make is a moratorium on leasing be-
tween now and 1983. The original law al-
lowed applications for leases for 20 years.
No Interior secretary had ever encouraged
leasing in the wilderness. Watt did. So his
ctt);cl:esslon deals with a problem that he cre-
a .

On close examination, it is not a conces-
sion at all. Congress already has the author-
ity to close wilderness areas to leasing when
it thinks they are being threatened.
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In fact, Watt's proposal is a direct result
of a move by Congress to do just that—a
move led by Rep. Manuel Lujan Jr. (R-
N.M.), ranking minority member of the
House Interior Committee. Lujan was so dis-
turbed by an effort to drill for oil in a New
Mexico wilderness area that he proposed
shutting down all 78 million acres of the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation System at
once.

Other sections of the draft bill make it
clear that Watt is not softening his crusade
to open wilderness areas to mining and
energy production, but is trying to soften
the law.

For example, federal officials are evaluat-
ing 64 million more acres of wilderness area
that Congress is considering for inclusion in
the national wilderness system.

The Interior Department draft bill would
set deadlines for Congress to make up its
mind on the new acreage. If Congress
missed the deadlines, the land would be up
for grabs again.

That is a sly notion. Congress is not good
at meeting deadlines.

Watt argues tht the nation must explore
for resources more aggressively, he stresses
the dangers of depending on foreign coun-
tries for such strategic minerals as chromi-
um and platinum.

But a recent study by a top U.S. resource
economist says that only about 1% of the
country’s untapped oil will be found in wil-
derness areas, The Interior Department’s
own basic-resources handbook says there is
no chromium in the United States worth
mining, and very little platinum, inside or
outside wilderness areas.

It seems clear from these geological re-
ports that wilderness areas have little to
offer the nation but natural grandeur. They
are parts of North America that remain as
they always were—uncluttered by traffic,
free of pollution, places where no slabs of
concrete separate people from the their
land.

These havens of raw nature are worth
fighting to preserve, as Congress has made
clear in its first reactions to the Watt draft.

Watt should acknowledge that he is wrong
on the issue, and stop trying to force his
way into the wilderness disguised as a friend
of nature.

[From the Long Beach Press-Telegram, Feb,
25, 1982]

AH, WILDERNESS: WATT'S NEXT?

Congress should reject James Watt's
latest plan to ‘save’ the wilderness.

For the briefest of moments on Sunday it
looked as if Interior Secretary James Watt
had been reborn as an environmentalist. In
a television interview program, he said he
would ask Congress for a moratorium to the
year 2000 on drilling for oil and gas and
mining for coal and minerals on nearly 80
million acres of wilderness.

It sounded like a turnabout by the envi-
ronmentalists’ Wilderness Enemy No. 1. No
such luck. When copies of the proposed leg-
islation began to make the rounds in Wash-
ington Monday, it became apparent, the
Watt plan was just a covert attempt to slip
oil, gas and coal companies into what re-
mains of America’s wilderness.

Under the Wilderness Act of 1964, compa-
nies wishing to look for oil, gas and coal
would have to obtain permission to do so by
Dec. 31, 1983. After that date, designated
wilderness areas would have been perma-
nently beyond their grasp. Faced by that
deadline, companies whose main product is
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energy have been pushing for the approval
of roughly 1,000 oil and gas lease applica-
tions in 200 wilderness areas in 25 states.

By proposing legislation that would
extend the ban for 18 years, Watt was, in es-
sence, trying an end run around the Wilder-
ness Act and the 1983 deadline. On Jan. 1,
2001, the ban would have been over—and
the wilderness areas would have been open,
once more, to uncontrolled exploitation.

Watt's Sunday ‘“conversion,” it is now
clear, was also a clumsy attempt to get by
Congress.

About 20 million acres of land are being
considered for designation as sanctioned wil-
derness areas. Although formal protection
has not yet been extended to these lands,
development on them has been halted.
Under Watt's new approach, these lands
would come under the government’s protec-
tive wing only if Congress acted by dead-
lines to be set by Watt. Since any deadline
could easily be subverted by any one of a
hundred legislative delaying tactics, many
of those 20 million acres, no doubt, would
soon be crawling with heavy land-moving
machines.

Watt’s attempts to bypass existing legisla-
tion, to manipulate Congress and to sidestep
the national desire to protect America’s wil-
derness areas were ill-advised. Unlike the
wilderness, Watt's plan should be allowed to
wither away.e

WALT MICHAELS, FOOTBALL
GREAT, TO BE HONORED

HON. JAMES L. NELLIGAN

OF FENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. NELLIGAN. Mr, Speaker, on
April 18, the Borough of Swoyersville
in Luzerne County, Pa., will pay trib-
ute to one of its most famous sons—
Walt Michaels. It is with pleasure that
I join with the residents of Swoyers-
ville and the Wyoming Valley in salut-
ing one of the finest players in modern
pro football history.

The son of Polish immigrants, Walt
Michaels first distinguished himself as
an outstanding high school athlete
before going on to play fullback,
guard, and linebacker at Washington
& Lee. Walt was drafted by the Cleve-
land Browns in 1951.

While a linebacker for the Browns,
he played on two National Football
League championship teams, five divi-
sional winners and was selected to play
in the Pro Bowl 4 straight years—from
1957 through 1960. He began his
coaching career as a defensive line
coach for the National Football
League’s Oakland Raiders in 1962, and
joined the New York Jets the follow-
ing year in a similar position.

In 1977, Walt was named the head
coach of the New York Jets. Since
then, he has been selected National
Football League Coach of the Year by
several media organizations.

Walt is a member of one of the Na-
tion's best-known football families. His
brother Lou was a standout place-
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kicker and defensive end who played
in the National Football League for 11
years after earning All-America
honors as a tackle at Kentucky. Their
mother Mary was named National
Football League Mother of the Year
in 1966.

Walt is married to the former Betty
Yuhas of Swoyersville. The Michaels
have four children: Mary Ann, Walter,
Jr., Mark, and Paul.

Mr. Speaker, I join with the resi-
dents of the 11th Congressional Dis-
trict of Pennsylvania, which I am priv-
ileged to represent, in saluting the
achievements of this outstanding ath-
lete and coach.e

CENTRAL AMERICA AND THE
CARIBBEAN ARE NOT STRATE-
GICALLY IMPORTANT TO THE
U.s.

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR.

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, an unspoken assumption in
the debate over U.S. policy in Central
America and the Caribbean is that
these are vital areas of the utmost im-
portance to the United States in stra-
tegic terms. The very geographical
proximity seems to make this proposi-
tion self-evident, and the existence of
the Panama Canal would appear to
render the strategic importance of the
region unchallengeable.

As with so many other implicit as-
sumptions in our foreign policy, this
one, too, can benefit from a more rig-
orous examination. Such an inquiry
has been under way by Dr. Abraham
F. Lowenthal, a scholar at the Wilson
Center of the Smithsonian Institution.
Dr. Lowenthal is a Caribbean and Cen-
tral American specialist, and has writ-
ten an excellent article on this subject
in the spring 1982 issue of the Wilson
Quarterly. Unfortunately, the length
of that article precludes placing it in
the Recorp for wider dissemination
within the Congress. In its stead, I am
placing an article by Dr. Lowenthal,
which appeared in last Sunday’s
Washington Post Outlook section.

As surprising as it may seem, it is his
carefully studied conclusion that the
Caribbean and Central America are
not strategically important to the
United States. Just as the generals are
always fighting the last war, judg-
ments as to the stragtegic importance
of any one region have typically been
made in terms that would make sense
in World War II. In this day of shrink-
ing global distances, air transport, in-
stant communications, and long-range
missiles, we must use different meas-
ures for the strategic importance of
one or another region.
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Among such measures are the
degree and extent of international
trade, the transmigration of peoples,
and general cultural interaction be-
tween the United States and the
region. Because of our sheer size in
terms of trade, our ability to absorb
migratory waves, and as well as the
immense cultural influence we have
over the countries of the region, the
United States exerts a powerful pres-
ence. The reverse cannot be said to be
so valid.

Even the Panama Canal, while still
useful, cannot be said to be essential
in the old sense. A shrinking share of
U.S. trade passes through the canal,
and it is unthinkable that any Pana-
manian Government, whatever its
color, would choose to reduce a major
source of its income.

In economic terms, the importance
of the region to the United States has
decreased. By 1978, U.S. investment in
the Caribbean, for example, amounted
to only 2.5 percent of direct U.S. for-
eign investment. Today, the United
States depends on no commodity im-
ported from the Caribbean.

The real importance of the region to
the United States should be seen in
humanitarian terms. It is unconscion-
able that we should continue to
pursue the cyclical policy of neglect
followed by extreme military concern,
with no regard to the genuine needs of
the region. While the region is not of
major economic importance to the
United States at present, an enlight-
ened foreign policy that would spur its
economic development could render
the area a major trading partner to
the mutual benefit of all parties. A
Caribbean Basin initiative that has
two thirds of its resouces going to one
country, and in security assistance at
that, is not at all the kind of policy
that can bear future benefits.

I commend the following article to
my colleagues.

LET THE LATINS HAVE THEIR TURMOIL IN
PEACE: IT's THE ONLY REASONABLE PoOLICY
OrtiON WE'VE GoT

(By Abraham F. Lowenthal)

It is obvious by now that the United
States is caught in a deepening morass in
Central America. Every week brings more
bad news: political and military reverses for
the groups our government is backing in the
region; further evidence that many ele-
ments of Central America’s security forces
are brutal and corrupt; desperately incom-
petent attempts by the Reagan administra-
tion to influence public opinion; and a wid-
ening gap between what is at stake in Cen-
tral America and the means available to ad-
vance U.S. interests.

Is there any way out of this disturbing
mess? To answer that question, we need to
focus on the range of choice left to the
United States, to define which results would
be acceptable and achievable—and which
woild be dangerous and unacceptable.

The Reagan administration’s approach to
Central America is based primarily on exag-
gerated fears and unrealistic aims. It derives
more from a desire to display national
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strength than from a sense of national self-
confidence. And it stems more from project-
ing extraneous concerns upon Central
America than from assessing the region's
own realities and significance.

The welter of contradictory statements
emerging from various parts of the adminis-
tration suggests that the U.S. government
thinks of Central America as a stack of
dominoes, being tipped primarily by exter-
nal (Cuban and Soviet) pressure. The ad-
ministration believes that a revolutionary
triumph in El Salvador would lead almost
ineluctably to leftist victories in the other
Central American nations. The possibility of
several insurgent victories is thought ulti-
mately to threaten oil-rich Mexico (and
problems for Mexico, it is said, would inun-
date the United States with refugees). More
immediately, the administration apparently
fears that leftist regimes in Central America
would jeopardize U.S. security and other in-
terests: maritime routes, the Panama Canal,
and other assets.

Taken together, those interests are re-
garded as “vital”"—more so, according to Sec-
retary of State Alexander Haig, than those
for which so many tens of thousands died in
Vietnam. To protect these interests—and to
preserve U.S. influence and prestige—the
Reagan administration provides military
training and equipment, sends advisers,
steps up economic assistance, considers (and
probably undertakes) covert paramilitary
intervention, refuses to rule out direct mili-
tary involvement, and eschews negotiations
that might involve redistributing power.

The Reagan administration’s fears are
largely unfounded, its concept of what is at
stake in Central America is unwarranted, its
assessment of Central America's dynamics is
inadequate, and its chosen instruments are
ill-chosen to achieve even those goals that
are attainable.

The realities are as follows:

The insurgencies in Central America are
primarily indigenous, not inspired or con-
trolled by the Soviets or the Cubans. Cuba
is no doubt supporting the guerillas, and a
panoply of other external actors are in-
volved: the United States and the Soviet
Union, Israel and the PLO, Argentina and
Venezuela, the European Social Democrats
and the Christian Democrats, the human
rights activists and the anti-communist
international movement. But none of these
actors is as important as what is happening
internally. Whatever their source, guns do
not fire themselves,

Each Central American country is differ-

ent. Events in any one nation surely will
affect trends in another, sometimes impor-
tantly, but internal conditions in each coun-
try are crucial. Costa Rica's future, for ex-
ample, will be more affected by its own eco-
nomic quandary than by El Salvador’s eivil
War.
The probable effect on Mexico of a region-
wide turn to the left in Central America
would be to strengthen conservative forces.
The most likely way to increase the chances
of a left-nationalist anti-U.S. movement in
Mexico would be to undertake U.S. military
action or detectable paramilitary interven-
tion in Central America.

The real threat to U.S. security, even from
region-wide leftist victories, is strictly limit-
ed. The one clear imperative is to prevent a
strategic threat from being introduced in
Central America. Strategic weapons have
been kept out of Cuba for 20 years by agree-
ment between the United States and the
Soviet Union. There is no reason to believe
that it would be easier for the Soviet Union
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to introduce such highly provocative
(indeed, unacceptable) weapons into the vul-
nerable nations of Central America than
into its close and consolidated ally in Cuba.

U.S. economic interests in Central Amer-
ica are scant. No other significant and tangi-
ble U.S. interests are engaged, except inso-
far as Central American migration expands
and creates a new set of U.S. interests. Cen-
tral America’'s future need not be any more
“vital” for the United States than we make
it. The more the administration escalates its
rhetoric, the more it creates a self-fulfilling
prophecy.

The central issue for the Reagan adminis-
tration is its perception that “losing” a con-
frontation in Central America will further
undermine U.S. influence elsewhere and—
not incidentally—weaken the administra-
tion’s own political standing. To point out
that this wound would be largely self-inflict-
ed—the administration chose, after all, to
“draw a line” in El1 Salvador, perhaps be-
cause Soviet expansionism is easier to
“stop” where it is not occurring than where
it is—does not solve the problem. The way
to reduce the troubling prospect that a set-
back in Central America will weaken the
United States elsewhere, however, is not by
forcing an unwinnable confrontation, but by
seeking a diplomatic solution.

The Reagan administration appears to
desire in Central America is a cluster of
friendly, stable nations which hold honest
elections and respect human rights, wel-
come U.S. private investment, and support
Washington internationally. In short, the
Reagan administration wants congenial,
prosperous neighbors.

That goal is not realistic. No matter what
the U.S. government does (or does not do),
Central America in the next several years
will be unstable, economically distressed,
strife-torn, and unable to build and sustain
effective political institutions. U.S. investors
will not flock to Central America. Some of
the region’s most stable countries may turn
out to be the most independent of the
United States. Hegemony will not be easily
reimposed.

What, then, should be done? How can the
United States reverse the drift toward disas-
ter in Central America?

The first step is to focus on how to avoid
the worst.

The worst that could possibly happen in
Central America would be to blunder into a
global war with the Soviet Union. That ulti-
mate tragedy is improbable, but the chain
of consequences leading from a possible U.S.
invasion of Cuba all the way to Armageddon
is not harder to imagine than the process
which led from the assassination of an Aus-
trian archduke to World War I.

The United States should immediately
take steps, therefore, to reassure the Soviet
Union that our government will continue to
respect Cuba’'s territorial integrity, as we
expect full adherence by the Soviet Union
to other aspects of the 1962 agreements
which settled the missile crisis.

Apart from world war, the worst reason-
ably feared course in Central America would
be prolonged U.S. military involvement in
Central America’s civil turmoil. U.S. mili-
tary intervention would strengthen anti-
American forces throughout Central Amer-
ica, Latin America and the whole Third
World, fuel major conflicts with key allies,
fracture consensus within the United
States, and distract attention from more se-
rious national and international problems.

A quick, decisive and “successful” U.S.
military intervention is simply not in the
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cards. Even if it were, it would be a course to
avoid. U.S. military intervention would blur
the important distinction between the inter-
national role of the United States and that
of the Soviet Union, and would perpetuate
precisely the forms of international behav-
ior we are trying to end. Ultimately, too, the
regime imposed or reinforced by U.S. inter-
vention would likely be forced out by intran-
sigently anti-U.S. forces, enraged by the
interventionist role of the United States.

The way to avoid all these profoundly un-
desirable results is by making it crystal clear
that the United States will not undertake
military or paramilitary intervention in
Central America. The administration should
voluntarily and formally clarify that force
will only be contemplated to remove a clear
and present security threat, and then only
under multilateral auspices of the Organiza-
tion of American States. If the administra-
tion persists in keeping its (rhetorical) op-
tions open, Congress should impose further
restrictions on the executive.

Another result the United States should
be trying to avert is the decisive military
victory of anti-U.S. leftist forces over those
with whom we have been aligned in Central
America. The more clearly military a victory
of the insurgents, the less influence the
United States and other forces for modera-
tion will have after a leftist triumph—and
the greater the demonstration effect else-
where in the region. It would be in the in-
terest of the United States, therefore, to
move the forum of confrontation in El Sal-
vador from the battlefield to the negotia-
tion table—an arena where the economic
strength and political influence of Mexico,
Venezuela, and the United states will be
more relevant.

The most likely outcome in Central Amer-
ica in the intermediate term is protracted
and expanded civil war. The United States
should do all it can to help avoid this: by
supporting international efforts at media-
tion, by working with all relevant parties to
curtail arms flows from ourselves and others
to the region, by supporting economic devel-
opment programs in countries (like Costa
Rica) where viable policies are threatened,
and by trying to support moderate groups in
each country. All these courses should be
pursued, but they may very well not be
enough to co-opt the insurgents.

It may be, therefore, that the best we can
realistically hope for in Central America is
the establishment in the next several years
of independent, nationalist, left-leaning,
even Marxist-Leninist regimes. Some of
these regimes, like the current Sandinista
junta in Nicaragua, may well be friendly to
Cuba and to the Soviet Union, especially if
they come to power with Cuban help and
against the will of the United States.

If U.S. policy permits, however, all these
nations should still be inserted firmly
within the international capitalist economy.
They will still be dependent on trade, fi-
nance, technology and investment from the
United States, and they will be accessible to
U.8. influence. They will still be interested
in U.8. economic assistance, which is likely
to be far more effective as a constructive in-
fluence on behavior than predictably coun-
terproductive threats

Not even this result will be easily
achieved. If the administration continues to
“draw lines,” to threaten, to reject negotia-
tions, to undermine international efforts at
mediation, and to grasp at straws to justify
its stance, it will leave itself no choices but
humiliation or intervention.
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One can hope, however, that today's elec-
tions in El Salvador, however they turn out,
will give the Reagan administration a
chance to change its course.

The way to do so is clear: to rule out U.S.
military intervention; to seek renewed mul-
tilateral backing to prohibit the introduc-
tion of extra-hemispheric military bases in
the region; to support fully Mexico's effort
to negotiate a political solution, and genu-
inely to accept profound changes in Central
America, even when they diminish immedi-
ate U.S. influence. There is no other way
out.e

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINI-
TY CONTROL ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1982

HON. RAY KOGOVSEK

OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. KOGOVSEEK. Mr. Speaker, I,
along with several of my colleagues,
am introducing today a bill to amend
the Colorado River Basin Salinity
Control Act of 1974. This legislation
will authorize certain additional meas-
ures in the program to assure accom-
plishment of the objectives of title II
of Public Law 93-320.

The Colorado River is one of our Na-
tion’s most valuable resources. It in-
cludes some of our great scenic won-
ders, such as the Grand Canyon and
Lake Powell, which are enjoyed by all
of our citizens. It is the sight of some

of our most distinguished engineering

achievements such as Hoover and
Glen Canyon Dams. It provides water
and energy to approximately 17 mil-
lion citizens in one-twelfth of the
United States, ranging from farms and
small communities in Colorado and
Wyoming to the huge industrial com-
plex of Los Angeles, our third largest
city. Furthermore, development of the
vast minreral resources of Colorado and
Wyoming, as well as mitigation of
growth impacts hinge on the use of
the waters and energy from the Colo-
rado River Basin. How wrong was Lt.
Joseph 1Ives, one of the Colorado
River’'s first explorers, when he dis-
missed the region saying,

It seems intended by nature that the Colo-
rado River, along the greater portion of its
lonely and majestic way, shall be forever
unvisited and undisturbed.

We are now faced with a new chal-
lenge on the Colorado, one which re-
quires that we advance our under-
standing of its problems and bring new
technology to resolve them. In 1974,
Congress recognized that both nature
and man contributed to the increasing
salinity of the Colorado River, and it
was reaching its limit of usefulness.
The total annual salt load in the river
at Imperial Dam near the Mexican
border is estimated to be approximate-
ly 10 million tons. In our urban areas,
this reduces the useful lives of our
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utility distribution systems, home,
business and industry piping, fixtures,
and heating vessels, increases water
treatment and conditioning costs, and
prevents reclamation and reuse with-
out costly desalting techniques. High
salinity harms our agricultural areas
by limiting the crops that can be
grown, and the productivity of the
soils. Salt buildup in our ground water
basins will destroy their use as natural
reservoirs. Furthermore, continued in-
creases in salinity levels on the river
are of deep concern to the Republic of
Mexico, who suffers similar damages
to its economy.

Research by the Bureau of Reclama-
tion has put an annual price tag of
$100 million on the damages caused by
this salinity today, and estimates that
it will more than double by the turn of
the century if the corrective steps au-
thorized by the 1974 Colorado River
Basin Salinity Control Act are not
continued and expanded. We have
learned a great deal since Congress
acted in 1974, and we can now develop
a more effective program to imple-
ment salinity control measures to
carry out the objectives of the original
act. These objectives include the Fed-
eral-State adopted policy for the Colo-
rado River Basin which requires that
salinity levels in the lower mainstem
be maintained at or below 1972 levels
while the States continue to develop
their compact entitled waters. There-
fore, I am introducing today, with
some of my colleagues from the Basin
States, legislation to implement new
strategies and programs to overcome
this problem.

The bill provides for the authoriza-
tion of six new units, and also includes
specific administration and congres-
sional oversight of final implementa-
tion plans of such units prior to con-
struction. It allows for joint ventures
with industrial water users so that
brackish and saline basin waters,
rather than fresh water, can be benefi-
cially used for industrial purposes.
Furthermore, it provides for improv-
ing interconnected canal and lateral
systems with all but the salinity bene-
fits being paid for by the water users
benefited by the program. The legisla-
tion authorizes the development of a
salinity control program on lands ad-
ministered by the Bureau of Land
Management, as well as the implemen-
tation of a voluntary onfarm salinity
program through the Department of
Agriculture. This approach takes full
advantage of the capability of Agricul-
ture's agencies in lieu of the “pro-
grams available” approach currently
being followed. Finally, the bill con-
tains two features which are impor-
tant to those concerned about Federal
spending. It provides an obligation by
non-Federal interests to repay the
costs of Department of Agriculture
programs in the manner previously es-
tablished for Department of the Inte-
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rior programs. In addition, it requires
continued studies and evaluations of
the overall cost effectiveness to better
define the program.

Mr. Speaker, the essence of this leg-
islation is that it is “preventative med-
icine” for the Colorado River Basin. It
wil permit us to avoid more costly sa-
linity control techniques now, and in
the future. The bill has the full sup-
port of the seven Colorado River Basin
States and demonstrates the contin-
ued effort of those States to resolve
their problems in a cooperative
manner. By maintaining these salinity
objectives, my State and the other
States of the Upper Basin can contin-
ue to develop the water supplies allo-
cated to them under the Colorado
River compact and prevent further
damage to our downstream neighbors
including the Republic of Mexico.

I believe this is an important step in
resolving a serious pollution problem
in one of our largest rivers, and I urge
my colleagues to join me in enacting
this legislation.e

CUTTING FUNDS FOR CHILD-
HOOD IMMUNIZATION—SHORT-
SIGHTED RISK WITH LONG-
TERM CONSEQUENCES

HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, of all the

proposals in the President’s fiscal year

1983 budget request, perhaps none are

as damaging as his proposals to cut

funds for valuable health maintenance

programs for those of all ages. It is a

well-established fact that the old

adage, “An ounce of prevention is
worth a pound of cure” neatly applies

to the proposals to slash childhood im-

munization programs which have

proven their effectiveness in prevent-
ing disease in those who are some of
the most vulnerable of our population.

The following article from the Los
Angeles Times appropriately describes
the importance of this small, but ef-
fective program—and the conse-
quences we face without it. I commend
it to my colleagues attention as we dis-
cuss the merits of the President’s
fiscal year 1983 budget proposals in
the weeks ahead.

PUTTING CHILDREN IN DANGER OF DEATH; IM-
MUNIZATION, A Goop ForM OF MEDICINE,
WouLp B Cur

(By Carol Levine)

On the long trip home from a New Eng-
land vacation, my daughters chatted eagerly
about Louisa May Alcott’s house and Paul
Revere's ride. My son, then 6 years old, sat
between them, uncharacteristically solemn.
What, I finally asked, did he remember
most about the trip?

“That old cemetery we visited,” he re-
plied. “The one with all the funny carved
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stones that you read out loud.” A long
pause, “I didn't know that children could
die.”

Tragically, children do die—of accidents,
birth defects and cancer, among other
causes. But in this country, in this decade,
and with very few exceptions, children do
not die of illnesses like whooping cough and
diphtheria, which ravaged entire communi-
ties in colonial times and threatened chil-
dren as recently as the 1950s.

Nor are large numbers of children crip-
pled by polio, or left permanently damaged
by the complications of measles and mumps,
or afflicted with birth defects like deafness
or retardation because their mothers con-
tracted rubella (German measles) during
pregnancy. Only about 10 cases of paralytic
polio are reported each year. A few genera-
tions ago, nearly every child contracted
measles; within a few years the disease may
be eliminated, the federal Center for Dis-
ease Control predicts.

These devastating childhood diseases can
be prevented by immunizations, and since
the early 1960s (and with a special push
starting in 1977) the center has been fund-
ing grants to the states through its child-
hood immunization program, providing half
the doses of polio, rubella, measles and
mumps vaccine distributed in the public
sector.

This program has saved lives and reduced
suffering. Moreover, as Dr. H. David Banta,
assistant director of the Office of Technolo-
gy Assessment, pointed out in testimony to
a congressional committee on Feb. 4, it is
that rarest of medical interventions: one
that actually saves money. The costs of im-
munization are much lower than—perhaps
one-tenth—the costs of treating sick chil-
dren, not even counting projected losses in
their future productivity.

Why then should anyone want to cut a
successful effort at federal-local cooperation
that has no history of abuse? Has any child
been vaccinated who didn’t need or deserve
to be?

Yet if the program’s proposed budget for
1083 is approved, the number of children
immunized will drop by 2 million. The
Reagan Administration has proposed £21.9
million in funding, just about the same
amount that was provided by the continuing
budget resolution passed by Congress on
Dec. 15. (The Administration had earlier
proposed a budget of under $16 million.)

The difference is that an average 25-per-
cent increase is expected in the cost of the
vaccine supplied to the Center for Disease
Control by the Merck, Sharp & Dohme and
Lederle pharmaceutical companies. The
higher costs are due to inflation and less ad-
vantageous contracts based on the purchase
of smaller quantities of vaccine.

Each year, the center estimates, 5.4 mil-
lion to 5.6 million pre-school children who
receive immunizations through public fund-
ing need either basic immunization or boost-
er shots. In addition, 3 million to 4 million
school-age children have not been adequate-
ly immunized, and 13.6 million children
have never received mumps vaccine, These
unimmunized children are primarily those
from the families of the urban and rural
poor and undocumented immigrants.

Surely the policy-makers in Washington
do not want these children to get sick or,
worse yet, to die. But they are willing to
take a chance in the bellef that others will
step in to close the gap. Perhaps the states
will increase their share of the funding. Per-
haps charitable doctors will immunize poor
children without charge. Perhaps parents
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will pay on their own, choosing vaccines
over bread, clothing or transportation.

Perhaps. But the history of the immuniza-
tion program shows that, when federal
spending has declined, the number of re-
ported cases of a particular disease has in-
creased. And, even though the states now
have potential sources of additional income
through the maternal-and-child-health
block grants and preventive health grants,
the competing pressures for these funds are
certain to be severe.

Only a sustained federal commitment can
maintain the public interest in controlling
childhood diseases. Even in previous admin-
istrations, when funding levels were higher,
poor children did not have equal access to
medical care. But, in this Administration's
budget priorities, poor children have suf-
fered most—through cuts in Medicaid, food
stamps, school-lunch programs, maternal-
and-child-health grants, grants to crippled
children and more.

One medical program will not redress all
the inequities in these children’s lives. But
how can we deny any child basic protection
against communicable disease? Immuniza-
tion is good medicine, sound economics and
humane care. An Administration that pro-
claims its support of the family should also
support the needs of children.e

SMALL BUSINESS AND FARMERS
BENEFIT FROM CORRECT USE
OF SAFE HARBOR LEASING

HON. HAL DAUB

OF NEBRASKA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, the Eco-
nomic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 set in
motion basic structural improvements
in our economy. They were desperate-
ly needed.

We finally reduced taxes. We finally
acted to encourage savings. We finally
provided business incentives to invest
in new equipment—to retool and mod-
ernize America for the future.

Long overdue, we finally responded
to our capital needs with a comprehen-
sive economic recovery plan designed
to improve our Nation’s lagging pro-
ductivity and our ability to compete in
the world marketplace. As a Congress-
man with a business background, I
thought these actions made good eco-
nomic sense then and I still do.

One aspect of this economic stimu-
lus package that has been the subject
of intense criticism was the safe
harbor leasing provision. Although the
foundaton of this law is basically
sound, that being to allow the incen-
tives for capital expansion and mod-
ernization to be useful to concerns
that are currently unprofitable. This
is important in as much as it was our
intent to assist these unprofitable en-
terprises in particular.

My concern today is not to suggest
reform of the safe harbor leasing law,
although I believe reforms are neces-
sary to avoid certain abuses. Nor is it
to recount the advantages available to
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the distressed auto manufacturers.
The airlines and others who badly
need new equipment to strengthen
their operations and ensure continued
if not increased employment.

What I intend is to draw attention
to today is the opportunity and advan-
tage available to two groups who have
been little discussed in the current
controversy. Those two groups are the
agricultural and small business com-
munities.

Although agricultural and small
business involvement is not that ex-
tensive yet nor much publicized, the
interest and future potential for such
beneficial activity is apparent.

High interest rates are -creating
severe problems across the entire eco-
nomic spectrum. Businesses are having
to close their doors. Cash flow prob-
lems are abundant. Expenditures for
new equipment are being postponed.

In the area of agriculture alone, in-
debtedness this year will reach a
record high of approximately $200 bil-
lion. Interest charges on that debt will
be staggering. According to the Ameri-
can Farm Bureau Federation, net farm
income will fall to the “lowest level
since the depression of the 1930’s.” Ag-
ricultural exports will decline for the
first time since the late 1960’s. Coming
from a State where both agriculture
and small business are prevalent, I rec-
ognize that they are the backbone of
our economy. There can be no recov-
ery without their overall involvement.

I believe it should be more widely
discussed that during these times of
high interest rates, safe harbor leasing
could prove to be particularly helpful
to small business and especially the
farming industry. Particularly in the
areas of financing new equipment and
interest rate relief, the new provision
is quite helpful to agriculture. By en-
tering into a leasing arrangement, the
farmer can realize significant interest
savings. Interest rates for purchase of
new equipment can be cut by as much
as 8 to 9 percent.

For example, the Allis-Chalmers
Credit Corp., is offering the farmer an
opportunity through a safe harbor
leasing arrangement to purchase
equipment at a finance rate as low as
9.9 percent. Information on the lease/
ownership plan is readable,
understandable, and to the point.

Because the lease purchase or full-
payout lease may now be treated as a
true lease for Federal income tax pur-
poses. This means that additional tax
benefits are available to the lessor
which can inure to the benefit of the
customer. A combination of a low in-
terest rate, the ability to expense the
entire lease payment, and to acquire
ownership at the completion of the
lease for a nominal amount.

The bottom line, in the case of an
offer currently available to the farmer
by the Allis-Chalmers Credit Corp., is
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that by purchasing equipment valued
at $50,000 under Safe-Harbor the pur-
chaser pays $8,000 less than he would
if he acquired the property at the 13.9
percent rate available under conven-
tional purchase.

It appears clear that the advantages
of Safe-Harbor are available not only
to Chrysler or Eastern but to the
family farm or the small, independent
business. This example I cite is only to
illustrate that it is altogether possible
to use Safe-Harbor to assist our strug-
gling agriculture and small business
communities. I am confident that if we
allow Safe-Harbor to remain intact
that such activity will grow and
expand and by so doing will enhance
the ability of our agricultural and
small business communities to prosper.

Small business and farming involve-
ment is, therefore, evident. Interest in
more leasing activity is apparent.
What, then, are the problems? The
law is new, and Treasury regulations
have not been out long. As new as the
law is, I doubt if many rural bankers,
farmers, fertilizer, feed, and imple-
ment dealers even have heard of safe
harbor leasing. Even if they have, the
legal costs to understand the provision
and accounting costs to file are often
more than what the farmer or small
business owner can afford.

The new law is certainly not perfect.
The regulations are confusing. Modifi-
cations will have to be made to allow
more involvement.

Retention with maybe some modifi-
cation, yes, but not repeal. The con-
cept is sound; it deserves a chance to
work. What is needed is a good educa-
tional process by other companies
similar to what Allis-Chalmers pro-
vides that reaches the small business
and agriculture communities. March 2,
1982, Senate Small Business Commit-
tee testimony made this point quite
clear.

Mr. &peaker, let us not change this
course toward economic recovery in
midstream. A certain, consistent eco-
nomic policy that will lead us toward
more national productivity, providing
more jobs for Americans will, in the
long run, be best for our national eco-
nomic health.e

SOCIAL SECURITY

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 6, 1982
® Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing a concurrent resolu-
tion concerning a very distressing
problem that will soon be affecting
many of our older constituents. We
hear much in the news about the
problems of the social security pro-
gram; a recent poll published in the
Washington Post showed that very
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few people continue to have faith in
the system.

In 1977, we made amendments to the
Social Security Act to help preserve
the financial integrity of the system.
Those amendments were supposed to
protect the system until the 1990's—
but last Friday’s Post contained an ar-
ticle that claimed both old age and dis-
ability trust funds will run out of
money in 1982—a little sooner than we
expected.

One of the changes in the 1977
amendments was to eliminate the
spouses’ benefits for those spouses
who receive a public pension. Recog-
nizing that many people were counting
on both incomes, we provided a 5 year
“grandfather” period for persons who
become eligible prior to December of
this year. Finally, we decreed, the per-
sons who receive two pensions after
this coming December will have the
social security benefit offset dollar for
dollar from the public pension, and
the rules would be enforced “as they
were in January of 1977.”

This meant, of course, that a man
had to prove financial dependency on
his wife in order to receive both social
security and a public pension; other-
wise, his pension was offset immedi-
ately and he did not receive the
“grandfather” protection accorded to
women.

In March of 1977, in their landmark
Goldfarb decision, the Supreme Court
ruled that any financial dependency
test unconstitutionally discriminated
against men. But since the offset was
being enforced as it was in effect in
January of 1977, nothing further hap-
pened: Men continued to have their
social security spouses’ benefits offset,
and women did not.

In December of 1981, a Federal dis-
trict court in New York held this “ex-
ception clause” to be unconstitutional,
and used the Goldfarb decision as its
precedent. Since it was not a class-
action suit, this decision (Rosofsky
against Schweiker) applied only to the
plaintiff. The United States has ap-
pealed to the Supreme Court.

Even though the Court is some
months away from a decision, it is
quite probable that they will require
the Social Security Administration to
devise some sort of plan to make the
pension offset equitable. I think they
have four choices. The first is that
they can do nothing, which the Court
would not accept.

The second option is for social secu-
rity to pay back all men whose pen-
sions were offset since 1977, at a cost
to the system of $300 to $350 million.
The third and fourth options are what
concern me.

These would be some sort of benefi-
ciary payback, requiring all persons
who have received both the spouses’
benefit and a public pension to either
pay back the benefits they have re-
ceived, or begin to offset them imme-
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diately. We cannot allow this to
happen. One of my constituents writes
that she will be living on an income of
$500 per month if she does not receive
both incomes. How can someone pay
rent, electricity, heat, and every other
item on just $500 a month?

To prevent this needless worry to
our older constituents who will be af-
fected by this change in the laws, I am
introducing this concurrent resolution
with my colleagues, Mr. MITcHELL of
Maryland, Mr. McEwgN, Mr. FAUNT-
ROY, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mrs. Hort, Mr.
Davis, Mr. Lowry, Mr. Boranp, Mr.
WORTLEY, Mr. CORRADA, Mr. FRANK,
Mr. VeEnTO, Mr. DOwWNEY, Mr. LEHMAN,
and Mr. Rok. This resolution expresses
the sense of the Congress that any
remedy for the Rosofsky decision not
be one that involves a beneficiary pay-
back.

We must do something to preserve
the trust our older constituents have
placed in us.e@

THE CHESTUEE SMALL FARM
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, the
family farm has long been a symbol of
American determination, independ-
ence, and cooperation. It is a symbol
we cherish and seek to preserve, but
one which, in this age of high technol-
ogy, inflation, and urban living, is in-
creasingly threatened. It takes some of
the farmers’ determination and coop-
eration to keep this institution alive.

McMinn and Monroe County farm-
ers have displayed this spirit in the
past 4 years, and with the aid of the
Department of Agriculture, have made
it possible for the family farm to
remain a symbol in east Tennessee.
Before 1978 these farms were losing
crops to flooding, erosion, and pollu-
tion. Poor management of land and
excessive upland farming were contrib-
uting to the pollution of the Chestuee
Creek watershed. The silt would fill
the creek’s channel causing flooding
several times each year and carrying
away valuable cropland.

The 900 farms on this 77,000 acre
area were not wealthy enough to
invest in new technology. Most made
less than $20,000 a year in gross farm
income. The farmers did not have the
sophisticated land management exper-
tise to pull out of this cycle of flood-
ing, erosion, and pollution. The cycle
continued, however, and as the floods
came, these farmers would see be-
tween 20 and 40 tons of soil per acre
washed away.

This cycle not only endangered the
farms of the Chestuee Creek water-
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shed, but also the health of the citi-
zens of Englewood. The pollution
taxed the abilities of the town’s water
treatment facilities. Nearby Madison-
ville was forced to close its plant on
the Chestuee because of the pollution
and silt.

Had this cycle continued, the family
farm might have vanished from the
Chestuee Creek watershed. In 1978,
however, something was done. That
year, the Rural Development Commit-
tees of Monroe and McMinn Counties
applied for a small farm demonstra-
tion project under the agricultural
conservation program. The Chestuee
project was selected as the best in the
Nation, and was 1 of 10 to receive
funding. As the largest of the projects,
to be administered by the Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Serv-
ice, Chestuee received $220,000 in
1978.

It took a determined and cooperative
effort to make this project, in 4 short
years, a great success. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture can point with
pride to the accomplishments of this
program. These accomplishments have
been achieved by providing funds di-
rectly to the farmers that needed
them. No funds were used for adminis-
trative purposes.

The objectives of the Chestuee small
farm demonstration project were to
help the small farmers treat the con-
servation problems on their own farm-
land, demonstrate the effectiveness of
the agricultural conservation program
through cooperative efforts of Feder-
al, State, and local agencies and orga-
nizations, and increase the income
earning capacity of small farmers.
These objectives were met by efforts
on all levels to aid the small farmer.

Cost-share assistance was provided
at a 90-percent level to encourage
farmers to carry out conservation
practices aimed at reducing soil and
water conservation problems. During
the project period, 1,653 individual re-
quests were filed for cost-sharing assi-
tance at the counties Agricultural Sta-
bilization and Conservation Services
offices. Locally elected county commit-
tees would review and issue approvals
on an individual farm basis. The ASCS
county offices were able to administer
this program without additional per-
sonnel or funds. This made it possible
for the greatest return to be realized
on the over $1 million allocated to the
farmers over the 4-year period.

Other Federal, State, and local agri-
culture groups also gave assistance to
the farmers in the Chestuee area. The
Soil Conservation Service prepared
366 new farm conservation plans and
revised 21. The Farmers Home Admin-
istration provided loans under their
regular programs to assist farmers.
Through the extension service infor-
mation about the Chestuee project
and its benefits was distributed. Field
personnel worked with the landowners
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interested in applying for assistance,
since many of these farmers had not
previously participated in Federal
farm programs.

Today, because of these efforts, 80
percent of the conservation needs
prior to the project have been com-
pleted. Over 150 water improvement
reservoirs have been constructed to
reduce flooding, sediment, and provide
increased recreational opportunities.
Acres of critically eroded land have
been stabilized under the project, and
animal waste disposal systems have
been constructed to reduce water pol-
lution. The result has been a break in
the cycle of flooding, erosion, and pol-
lution.

Another, an equally important
result, has been a rebirth of the spirit
of independence and cooperation be-
tween the farmers and the Govern-
ment. Next week farmers and agricul-
ture officials will gather to celebrate
the successful conclusion of the Ches-
tuee watershed small farm demonstra-
tion project. They do so with the
knowledge that goals have been met
and the tradition of the family farm
preserved.

I believe this is more than a celebra-
tion of the completion of one project.
It is also the celebration of Govern-
ment working for and with the people
to provide a new beginning. Here we
can see the Government economically,
and efficiently providing needed assist-
ance. It has done so by bringing its re-
sources to break a deteriorating cycle
and building the trust of those who
could use these resources. This is coop-
eration.

We can also see these farmers taking
advantage of the education and assist-
ance made available to build upon for
their future needs. I suppose everyone
has heard the saying, “Give a man a
fish, and he can eat for a day. Teach a
man to fish, and he can eat for a life-
time.” This is what the Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service
has done. It has laid the foundations
from which the farmer can freely
build. This is independence.

All this, however, could only be ac-
complished through the determination
of all parties to attain a goal which
was worthwhile. The family farm will
remain with us so long as we follow
this spirit. The Chestuee watershed
was a demonstration project, and it
has shown us a great deal about farm-
ing. But it has also shown us what is
possible when we follow the ideals
which have made this a great country,
ideals which have come to us from the
family farm.
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IN TRIBUTE TO HONORABLE
ANDREW J. BIEMILLER

HON. FRANK ANNUNZIO

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in tribute to the Honorable Andrew J.
Biemiller, former Member of Congress
from the State of Wisconsin, who died
on April 3, 1982, at the age of 75, after
dedicating his long and brilliant career
to human justice and to the better-
ment of the living conditions of the
working man. I was proud to call Andy
my friend. His respect for and under-
standing of the needs and wants of
working Americans and those disad-
vantaged by fate are reflected by his
splended record of accomplishment
during his distinguished life of service.

Andy Biemiller began his life of ex-
emplary leadership as a delegate to
the Philadelphia Central Labor Unon
in 1929, and beginning in 1932, as a
labor relations counselor, organizer,
and executive board member of the
Milwaukee Federation of Trade Coun-
cils and the Wisconsin State Federa-
tion of Labor. He was a member of the
Wisconsin State assembly from 1937 to
1942, and was a floor leader from 1939
to 1941.

In 1941, Andy was appointed Special
Assistant to the Vice Chairman for
Labor Production of the War Produc-
tion Board, where he remained until
1944, He was then elected to a seat in
the House of Representatives, and
served in both the 79th and the 8l1st
Congresses. From 1951 to 1952, he was
a Special Assistant to the Secretary of
the Interior, and then went on to serve
as a member of the Legislative Com-
mittee of the American Federation of
Labor. It was in 1956 that he was elect-
ed the director of the AFL-CIO legis-
lative department.

Mr. Biemiller also served as a
member of the Citizens Advisory Com-
mittee of the Outdoor Recreation Re-
sources Review Committee, a member
of the National Petroleum Council, a
labor adviser to the U.S. Delegation to
the General Agreements of Tariffs
and Trade Conference, and a member
of the Labor-Management Advisory
Committee for the Atomic Energy
Commission.

Mr. Speaker, Andrew J. Biemiller
dedicated his life to the betterment of
his fellow citizens and compiled an
outstanding record on civil rights,
social welfare, and health care legisla-
tion for all Americans during his dis-
tinguished career. Few men gave more
of themselves to progress for the
working man and woman or had a
more compassionate understanding of
human problems. His dedication to
high standards was an inspiration to
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his friends and fellow citizens, and his
devotion to human improvement and
human compassion will long be re-
membered by those of us who had the
privilege of working with him.

Mrs. Annunzio and I extend our
deepest sympathy to his wife, Hannah,
his son, Andrew, his daughter, Nancy,
and his four grandchildren.e

BIAGGI POLISH REFUGEE AS-
SISTANCE ACT GAINS SUP-
PORT IN NEW YORK LEGISLA-
TURE

HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to report to my colleagues
that both the New York State Assem-
bly and State Senate approved resolu-
tions urging “immediate passage” of
my bill, HR. 5384, to lift the current
numerical limitations on the number
:l)f refugees we admit from Poland in

982.

Martial law was brutally imposed
over the citizens of Poland almost 5
months ago. Prior to the imposition,
and very recently since the relaxation
of passport rules, thousands of Polish
citizens have fled their homeland and
are seeking asylum. As the resolutions
indicate, “there are already 30,000
Polish refugees in Austria, thousands
more can be expected should General
Jaruzelski fulfill his promise to relax
Poland’s passport laws.”

The need for my legislation is based
on the fact that there is currently a
9,000 limit on the number of refugees
which can be admitted to the United
States from all of Eastern Europe.
Within that number, there is a further
limit of 5,000 refugees from Poland.
Just in the first 6 weeks of martial
law, more than 1,000 Poles applied for
refugee status and on an annualized
basis; this could well exceed the limit.

I urge my colleagues to give their
support to my legislation, for, as the
greatest freedom-loving Nation in the
world, we cannot deny access to any
person fleeing tyranny.

At this point in the Recorp, I wish
to insert the text of the legislation ap-
proved by the State legislature:

(State of New York—The Legislature)
LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION: SENATE No. 348—
ASSEMEBLY No. 434

In Senate: By Senators Bartosiewicz, Ack-
erman, Beatty, Berman, Bernstein, Bogues,
Bruno, Connor, Floss, Galiber, Gazzara,
Kehoe, Knorr, Marino, Markowitz, Masiello,
Mega, Mendez, Ohrenstein, Perry, Solomon,
Etachowski. Volker, Weinstein and Wini-

oW

In Assembly: By the Committee on Rules
(at the request of Messrs. Gorski, Butler,
Casale, D’Andrea, Fossel, Hinchey, Kisor,
Madison, Mazza, Morahan, Murtaugh,
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Orazio, Parola, Perone, Robles, Ruggiero,
Skelos and Talomie):

LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION URGING IMMEDIATE
PASSAGE OF THE POLISH REFUGEE ACT OF 1982

Whereas, United States Senator Patrick
Moynihan and Congressman Mario Blaggi
are sponsors of the Polish Refugee Act of
1982; and

Whereas, This Act is specifically con-
cerned with granting asylum to refugees
who have fled Poland to avoid religious or
political persecution since the current impo-
sition of martial law upon the beleaguered
people of that beloved nation; and

Whereas, Under present law, only nine
thousand refugees can be admitted to the
United States from all of Eastern Europe;
only five thousand can be admitted from
Poland; and

Whereas, There are already over thirty
thousand Polish refugees in Austria; thou-
sands more can be expected should General
Jaruzelski fulfill his promise to relax Po-
land’s passport laws; and

Whereas, The plight of these beleaguered
Polish refugees is a challenge to the com-
passion of all; their exile is a consequence of
their effort to emulate the free and unfet-
tered institutions of our beloved country;
and

Whereas, Mere words cannot express the
cruel and confused condition of exile, nor
may brief phrases make manifest the for-
lorn yearnings of those deprived of their be-
loved homeland; and

Whereas, It is, moreover of the interest of
our nation that its most treasured traditions
be preserved and extended; and

Whereas, We number among those vital
traditions, the compassionate extension of
asylum to those who suffer persecution for
tht; sake of religious or political conviction;
an

Whereas, It is our circumspection that the
Tree of Liberty is best watered by the exer-
cise of its components; and

Whereas, Upholding the indigenous right
of all nations to self-determination, it is,
moreover, the sense of this Legislative Body
to urge the immediate passage of the Polish
Refugee Act of 1982; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That this Legislative Body
pause in its deliberations and most emphati-
cally urge the Congress of the United States
to immediately pass the Polish Refugee Act
of 1982; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution,
suitably engrossed, be transmitted to Presi-
dent Ronald W. Reagan, to Speaker of the
House of Representatives, Thomas P.
O’Neill, Jr., to Senate Majority Leader,
Howard Baker, to Senator Daniel Patrick
Moynihan and Congressman Mario Biaggi.

By order of the Senate,

SteEPHEN F. SLOAN, Acting Secretary.

By order of the Assembly,

CATHERINE A. CAREY, Clerk.

Adopted in Senate on March 10, 1982.

Adopted in Assembly on March 15, 1982.¢

A SALUTE TO STATE REPRESENT-
ATIVE IKE THOMPSON

HON. LOUIS STOKES

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982
® Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, it is a
great honor for me to pause and salute
one of Ohio’s foremost legislators—my
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good friend, State Representative Ike
Thompson. Because of his numerous
and varied contributions to the resi-
dents of the 13th House District and
the State of Ohio, there will be an ap-
preciation dinner for State Represent-
ative Thompson on May 22, 1982 in
Cleveland. I ask my colleagues to join
in saluting Ike Thompson on that spe-
cial occasion.

Mr. Speaker, there is a unique kin-
ship between State Representative Ike
Thompson and myself. As the State
representative for the 13th House Dis-
trict, Ike represents many of my con-
stituents in the Ohio General Assem-
bly. Through this association, I have
developed a respect for the quality of
leadership, representation, and service
he has afforded our mutual constitu-
ents.

Mr. Speaker, the caliber of service
Ike Thompson has provided has re-
sulted in the respect of his colleagues
and the leadership of the Democratic
Party in the statehouse.

Ike Thompson was first elected to
the State house of representatives in
January 1971. Since 1971, Ike Thomp-
son has made many legislative achieve-
ments and attained key committee as-
signments in the State house of repre-
sentatives.

Currently, State Representative
Thompson is the chairman of the
transportation and urban affairs com-
mittee and the chairman of the Ohio
Task Force on Bridges. In this capac-
ity, Ike Thompson has demonstrated
commendable leadership in assessing
the transportation and specifically
bridge problems in the State.

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, State Repre-
sentative Thompson has been the cat-
alyst for linking the work and ideas of
State legislators on this subject with
members of the Ohio congressional
delegation to maximize assistance to
Ohio residents.

Mr. Speaker, in my estimation, this
is characteristic of the kind of leader
Ike Thompson is. He is innovative and
usually explores all options in order to
deliver quality service to 13th District
residents and Ohioans. This has been
the hallmark of his public service
career.

In addition to his two chairman-
ships, State Representative Thompson
is a member of the important com-
merce and labor committee, the health
and retirement committee and the
interstate cooperation committee. It is
my understanding that he has done an
exceptional job on each committee.

Mr. Speaker, before his election to
the State house of representatives, my
good friend, Ike Thompson was in-
volved in personnel relations for the
Weatherhead Co. in Cleveland.
Through the years, he was a key
union official with the company on
behalf of Local 463 of the United Auto
Workers Union. Prior to that, Mr.
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Speaker, Ike attended Fenn College
and Cleveland State University.

Mr. Speaker, because of his many
contributions of time and energy to
various community groups coupled
with his legislative achievements, Ike
Thompson has been afforded the
name recognition and respect given to
few individuals in the city of Cleve-
land. This recognition and respect,
seemingly have enhanced his desire
and determination to bring quality ex-
istence and services to people from
every socioeconomic sector in Ohio.

Because of this continued commit-
ment, Mr. Speaker, it is not hard to
understand how Ike Thompson has
amassed such an exhaustive list of ac-
complishments. They include “Man of
the Year” by the 13th District Civic
League, “Outstanding Legislator”
from former Speaker A. G. Lancione,
“Ohioan of the Year” from the Ohio
Civil Service Employee Association.

In addition to these honors, my good
friend is the vice chairman of the Cuy-
ahoga Democratic Party, a member of
the 1T7th, 20th, 24th, 25th and 2Tth
Ward Democratic Clubs, the Forest
Hill Parkway Area Council, the
NAACP, the PTA and board chairman
of the 13th District Civic League.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues can
conclude, my good friend, State Repre-
sentative Ike Thompson is a man of
seemingly endless energy. Through his
public service career and civic affili-
ations, he has maintained his commit-
ment and concern for the people. On
behalf of the people, I salute Ike
Thompson on a job well done.

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I ask my
colleagues to join me and the residents
of the 21st Congressional District in
saluting an exemplary legislator and
friend of the people—State Represent-
ative Ike Thompson.e

SHARED HOUSING ASSISTANCE
ACT

HON. EDWARD R. ROYBAL

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, on
March 31 I introduced H.R. 6015 the
Shared Housing Residence Assistance
Act to allow the use of the section 8
rental assistance certificate in shared
housing arrangements. I was joined by
my colleagues: Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,
the ranking minority and Mr. SANTINT,
the ranking majority members of the
Subcommittee on Housing and Con-
sumer Interests of the Select Commit-
tee on Aging which I chair. This legis-
lation provides an opportunity to
assist older persons at no additional
cost to the Federal Government, and
in many cases would result in savings
in Federal rental assistance subsidies.
The legislation does not expand the
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eligibility pool for the section 8 certifi-
cate. It merely allows those persons al-
ready eligible for rental assistance to
use the certificate in a “shared hous-
ing"” arrangement.

Present HUD regulations require
that each living unit have a private
bathroom and separate cooking and
food storage equipment. This regula-
tion makes it impossible for individ-
uals living, or wanting to live, in a
shared housing arrangement, from re-
ceiving rental assistance under section
8. A shared housing arrangement can
generally be described as the use of a
large home where each of the partici-
pants has a private room, but share
the rest of the house including the
bathroom and kitchen facilities.

For purposes of this legislation,
shared housing is a residential proper-
ty which includes a multifamily hous-
ing project where the residents share
the facilities and includes 2 unrelated
individuals, one of whom is 60 years or
older or is handicapped.

My Subcommittee on Housing and
Consumer Interests recently held a
hearing to evaluate this living ar-
rangement. We heard testimony re-
garding the way current laws tend to
penalize many older Americans who
reside in shared housing. Testimony
presented highlighted the fact that
the Federal subsidy required to sup-
port one section 8 unit can generally
support three units in a shared hous-
ing arrangement.

The removal of obstacles for the de-
velopment of shared housing was es-
tablished as the third housing priority
by the delegates to the 1981 White
House Conference on Aging. House
sharing is not a new idea, but it is
gaining popularity due to the serious
shortage of affordable housing. In-
creased energy and home maintenance
costs, condominium conversions, hous-
ing displacement, and the scarcity of
affordable rental units require the
identification and promotion of hous-
ing alternatives. In addition to the
many economic and social benefits
from living together, residents have
the advantage of enjoying both pri-
vate and common space. Shared hous-
ing holds the promise of providing a
cost-effective alternative through
better use of the existing housing
stock. Testimony presented at the
hearing by Mr. Philip Abrams, Gener-
al Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Housing, supported the concept of
shared housing as a cost-effective use
of the existing housing stock. At a
time when inflation is causing many
hardships for older Americans, we
should not deny the elderly benefits
they are entitled to simply because
they seek an innovative housing alter-
native. We need to eliminate unneces-
sary regulations and barriers which
stand in the way of effectively using
the housing we have.
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I urge all my colleagues to join us in
cosponsoring this important piece of
legislation.e

SEARS, ROEBUCK TAKES ACTION
WHILE CONGRESS FIDDLES

HON. HENRY J. HYDE

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, export
trading companies legislation has been
languishing lo these many months in
the suffocating grasp of the Judiciary
Committee’s Subcommittee on Monop-
olies and Commercial Law.

Despite widespread bipartisan sup-
port, those movers and shakers who
control the flow of legislation in the
House have some obscure objectives to
this bill, and hence, its legislative stag-
nation.

The French must have a word for
the state of mind that permits sharp
criticism of our lackluster economy
and high unemployment by those who
admittedly refuse to mark up legisla-
tion that addresses in a responsible
fashion these concerns.

No wonder the public patience with
Congress is wearing thin.

I submit for your close review an ar-
ticle which appeared in the April 2 edi-
tion of the Chicago Tribune, relating
how Sears, Roebuck & Co. is attempt-
ing to deal with this inexplicable stale-
mate.

The article follows:

SEARS SHUNS TRADE DEBATE
(By R. C. Longworth)

In an ever-changing world, the United
States Congress can be relied on to defend
the old verities. In fact, it occasionally de-
fends them so well that part of the country
remains mired in the past, while the rest of
the world goes galloping into the future.

This is one lesson behind the announce-
ment Tuesday that Sears, Roebuck & Co.
plans to form an export trading company
that will help itself and other American
firms, particularly smaller ones, sell to for-
eign markets,

In so doing, Sears simply sidestepped a
debate in Congress about laws governing
American trading companies. Unfortunate-
ly, American banks, which would be Sears’
natural competitors in this area, are still
stymied by the laws.

Export trading companies are old hat in
other countries. They operate overseas on
behalf of companies back home. They seek
out markets and handle paperwork, adver-
tising, marketing, billing and many other
chores for companies too small to do them
on their own.

Over the years, these companies, such as
Japan's Mitsui, have thrived. So has their
nations’ trade, Some, like Belgium, export
up to half their GNP; the United States
relies on exports for 14 percent of its
income.

There are about 300 American export
trading companies, all small compared with
the foreign competition. As Harris Bank
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trade expert Albert Naveja says, this re-
flects the “national attitude that trade is
something you do when you can't do any-
thing domestically.”

The stunting of U.S. export trading com-
panies has two basic reasons:

American banks are forbidden to own
trading companies. While banks overseas
have become major sources of invested cap-
ital, American banks are restricted by popu-
list hostilities against banks participation in
any form of commerce.

Antitrust laws hamper trading companies.
The Justice Department traditionally bris-
tles at any cooperation by American compa-
nies to promote sales abroad. There is a 64-
year-old law giving trading companies some
antitrust protection, but it’s so vague that
many would-be traders consider it a leaky
shield at best.

This is where Congress comes in. Adlai E.
Stevenson, the former Democratic senator
from Illinois, sponsored a bill that would let
banks own part of trading companies and let
the government give prior certification for
trading companies, guaranteeing that they
wouldn't be hit later by any antitrust suits.
Stevenson also said this certification should
come from the Commerce Department,
which favors trading companies, rather
than the Justice Department.

Stevenson’s bill was passed by the Senate
unanimously, then died in the House of
Representatives. Another version, sponsored
by Sen. John Heinz (R., Pa.), was passed
again by the Senate, again unanimously,
then sent to the House, where it sits now,
mired in a triple bog of three House com-
mittees.

The administration favors it but is too
preoccupied with the budget to give it much
help. Few people expect it to be passed in
this session.

There are several congressional objec-
tions: that the trading companies should
not be exempt from antitrust laws, that the
Commerce Department has no business
giving exemptions, that banks are evil folk
and to be kept at length.

While Congress jaws, the world moves on.
As noted above, America’s competitors have
turned their trading companies loose, with
no antitrust restrictions or bank participa-
tion limits.

Now companies like BSears, which are
moving rapidly into financial services but
are not themselves banks, are setting up
their own trading companies.

“It's conceivable that we might eventually
be (as big as) Mitsui,” Philip M. Knox Jr.,
Sears general counsel, said, “but that won't
happen overnight.”

EKnox said Sears had decided to go ahead
without waiting for Congressional action
but conceded that present U.S. laws would
tend to handcuff it overseas.

The banks are not only handcuffed but
shackled. Several of Chicago’s biggest banks
have had teams ready for years to set up
their own trading companies, but they are
growing weary waiting for Congress, espe-
cially when companies like Sears make non-
sense of the whole debate.

“They (Congress) are living under the
misapprehension that the world is still flat,”
says Robert Walker, associate general coun-
sel at Continental Bank. “Those ancient
rules that commerce and banking don't mix
are falling daily. Everybody is in the bank-
ing business today—or rather, the market-
place is creating a new kind of financial in-
stitution."e
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NUCLEAR ARMS REDUCTION

HON. THOMAS B. EVANS, JR.

OF DELAWARE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 30, 1982

@ Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, Soviet leader Brezhnev has pro-
posed his version of a nuclear arms
freeze. This comes at a time when pro-
posals of a similar nature are gaining
increased attention in Congress, and
by the administration.

There is no single issue before this
body that carries such weight or de-
mands more complete attention from
each Member of Congress. A nuclear
attack is so horrible to contemplate
that we must continue to do all we
possibly can to convince the Soviet
Union that neither side could win, and
the existence of humanity itself would
be at grave risk.

The single greatest threat to our
country, and all other nations in the
world, is the ominous destructive po-
tential of nuclear weapons. Mutual
and verifiable reductions in these
deadly arsenals by the Soviet Union
and the United States must be of the
highest priority for both governments.

I would agree with those who say a
freeze is not enough; what we truly
need is a real reduction in the number
of nuclear weapons. I would also point
out that, while unbalanced situations
that jeopardize our national security
are unacceptable, there simply has to
be a halt in production of these weap-
ons by both sides in order to have
meaningful reductions. We cannot
back away from the brink of a nuclear
holocaust without first halting our
charge toward it.

All Americans must continue to
pledge support for a real, negotiated,
bilateral reduction in the number of
nuclear weapons, and for all nations to
stop building these instruments of
global destruction.e

ANTIRELIGIOUS VIOLENCE IS A
NATIONAL PROBLEM REQUIR-
ING AN IMMEDIATE SOLUTION

HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, last year,
I introduced H.R. 2085 a bill to impose
stiff new Federal penalties against
those persons who engage in acts of
religious violence and vandalism. One
of the most prevalent of all problems
involves the physical destruction of re-
ligious buildings and facilities.

On March 31, the Washington Post
in its District Weekly section ran a
feature article entitled “Violence in
the Church: Attacks on Parishioners,

6675

Theft and Vandalism Rise.” It pro-
vides graphie illustrations of the kinds
of acts which my bill seeks to outlaw.
This problem is by no means limited
to the Washington metropolitan area.
It must be viewed by my colleagues as
the national crisis that it is. I there-
fore urge the House Judiciary Com-
mittee to schedule early hearings on
my legislation so we can reaffirm our
long-standing position that freedom of
religion must be preserved.

The Washington Post article follows
immediately.
[From the Washington Post, Mar. 31, 1982]

VIOLENCE IN THE CHURCH: ATTACKS ON
PARISHIONERS, THEFT AND VANDALISM RISE

(By Alice Bonner)

Many of Washington’s churches have
become the targets of an unprecedented
number of burglaries, robberies and other
crimes to which houses of worship long
seemed immune. Clergy and church workers
are also facing an increasing amount of un-
predictable, sometimes violent, behavior by
frustrated, destitute street people who come
to them for aid.

Apprehensive and fearful because of the
recent Increase in crime and violence,
church leaders say they are installing bars
and alarm systems and hiring guards.

But the ministers say they are uncomfort-
able with the notion that even the church
must bar its windows and lock its doors.

“I think it's times we are in: people are
getting more desperate, there's more home-
lessness, more unemployment, more de-
spair,” said the Rev. Ernest Gibson, execu-
tive director of the Greater Washington
Council of Churches.

“I don't think churches are being targeted
because of some antagonism toward reli-
gion; I think it's the worsening of economic
conditions, and how its affects the poor and
deprived element of the city,” he said.

“There is no question that churches are
vulnerable,” said the Rev. John Steinbruck,
pastor of Luther Place Memorial Church at
14th Street NW and Thomas Circle. Stein-
bruck occasionally has to bodily remove ine-
briated or disturbed persons from the
church although he usually relies on
“gentle persuasion,” a firm touch and his
220-pound presence.

Steinbruck’s wife, Erna, who operates a
day center for homeless women in the base-
ment of Mount Vernon Place United Meth-
odist Church, 900 Massachusetts Ave. NW,
said the fear some feel is based on “the po-
tential (for violence) that is always there”
in working with street people. She recalled a
time when a mentally imbalanced woman
shot at, but didn’t harm, a center volunteer
at close enough range to leave powder burns
on her clothing.

“Some of them really scare me. ... A lot
of them carry some kind of weapon, a little
knife or whatever, (and) when you are out
on the street, maybe they feel it is a deter-
rent,” Erna Steinbruck said.

In the basement of Mount Vernon Place
United Methodist Church, & woman known
for hearing imaginary voices was sitting qui-
etly watching television when, without
warning or provocation, she reached out
and smashed the face of another woman sit-
ting beside her with a length of pipe, Erna
Steinbruck said.

The Steinbrucks are not alone in their
concerns.
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Steve Wilson quit his job last week, after
four years as building manager at St. Ste-
phen and the Incarnation Episcopal Church
at 16th and Newton streets NW, because of
growing violence in the church. He said he
has been scalded with hot water and slugged
with a coffee pot while trying to keep a des-
titute man out of the senior citizens' meal
line. In another incident, in which he inter-
rupted an assault on an old man in the
church’s men’s room, he was slashed at by a
man with a razor blade in each hand.

He believes churches are “unprepared to
deal with desperate, hungry people.”

While violence has been increasing,
church members say crime has risen as well.
Four times since August, the Israel Metro-
politan Christian Methodist Episcopal
Church at 557 Randolph St. NW has been
burglarized, not counting a series of purse
snatehings and thefts of handbags from the
kitchen area. The Rev. Raymond Williams
said robbers have hidden in the church
during nighttime wakes or sermons until
the church was locked, and then broken out,
taking office equipment and microphones.

“It’s almost frightening to our members
and to me to enter the church and not know
what you will find,” Williams said.

Members of the Johnson Memorial Bap-
tist Church, 800 Ridge Rd. SE, have lost
communion table ornaments, microphones,
candelabra and other items in a recent in-
crease of night burglaries. The Rev. Rodney
Young, the pastor, said such burglaries are
not new in his part of town.

“It was when the CETA programs began
to be reduced—that was the inception of the
increase of burglaries in churches, which
says to me that the unemployment situation
contributes to the cause,” Young said.

The Rev. Gibson, who is also pastor of the
First Rising Mount Zion Baptist Church in
Shaw, said the era in which “churches were
more sacred and more highly respected” is
past, and he advises all clergy not only to
secure their buildings but also to instruct
congregations on security.

“I think the attacks on church persons or
property is minimal and the unusual rather
than the usual,” Gibson said, “(But) what
has increased a great deal is attacks on
churches in terms of robberies. ... The
robber gains entry to the church by some
ruse while persons are there in prayer meet-
ings or the like, and the individuals get
robbed. That's the new twist.”

Eight city churches have been the scene
of an armed robbery since November. The
rash of robberies has apparently subsided,
police say, but no arrests have been made.

The Rev. Frank D. Tucker, who was
robbed at gunpoint earlier this year in the
First Baptist Church at Randolph Street
and New Hampshire Avenue NW, agreed
that there is “anxiety and even vulnerabil-
ity that is present when there is a communi-
ty ministry and you are open to provide a
service.” His church runs a day-care center,
a senior citizens center, Girl Scout and Boy
Scout programs and other youth programs.

“It's the impact of the runaway drug
scene in our community, the wasteland of
moral breakdown, (and the) moral decay in
our society,” Tucker said. “We don't have
the same kind of respect for the traditional
values we have had in times past,” said
Tucker, who also blames the incidents on
the economic policy of the Reagan adminis-
tration.

“People are hungry, they are frustrated,
and people who would not ordinarily have
done things like this are becoming more des-
perate to deal with their personal dilemmas,
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whether drug sickness or the starvation of
their families,” Tucker said.

Many churches have installed elaborate
alarm systems, electronic surveillance equip-
ment, locks and window bars or hired securi-
ty guards to protect their members and
property.

All Souls’ Unitarian Church at 16th and
Harvard Streets NW lost typewriters, film
projectors and other equipment to robberies
in the past year. Now the church has in-
stalled an alarm system that tracks the loca-
tion of any intruder inside the labyrinthine
structure, and the Sunday collections are
taken by escorted ushers directly to a cage
room, like a walk-in safe, said church admin-
istrator Patrick Dixon.

“It seems like black-on-black crime,” said
Williams, pastor of Israel Metropolitan
church. “Black folk know black churches.
They know when we say praise God from
whom all blessings flow, we leave the money
up at the altar.” Williams said he has also
seen a recent “evil streak” in which vandals
or robbers paint profanity on inner walls
and drop the paint cans in the church.

The recent rise in violence and crime has
thrown some clergymen into self-analysis
and reexamination of their mission, while
others believe churches should concentrate
on protecting their members and property.

“It might be we aren’t really the caring
community we ought to be,” Williams said.

“We're not willing to give in to the siege
mentality and become a quivering convoca-
tion and therefore lose our sense of care and
love for the community,” sald the Rev. Tim-
othy Dissmeyer of Mount Vernon Place
United Methodist Church, where, even on
bright sunny Sunday mornings, church
members have been victims of purse snatch-
ings and vandals have smashed a “priceless"”
stained glass window. But “it's a very fine
line”” between cowering and protecting the
church, he added.

Church council director and pastor
Gibson says, “Everyone feels there is a
need, and security is a part of our way of
life in these days, especially in areas where
robberies, break-ins and anti-social behavior
are part of the life scene.”

Even some churches untouched by the at-
tacks are affected, as their members react
with wariness and apprehension. Many min-
isters say they have had to take security
measures that seem antithetical to the
churches’ mission.

“There is just marked fear, especially
among the senior citizens,” said the Rev.
Robert L. Pruitt, pastor of Metropolitan
AME Church, 15th and M streets NW. Al-
though Metropolitan seems protected by its
proximity to the Soviet embassy and other
large institutions, Pruitt said, its evening
programs are poorly attended because mem-
bers are afrald to come out after dark. He
has rescheduled evening Lenten services to
noon.

Two weeks ago, the Mount Vernon Place
Church started a new procedure for han-
dling its Sunday collections: ushers now
pass the plates “in view of 400 people”
through a special door leading from the au-
ditorium into a treasurer’s office, which is
protected by an alarm system.

Tucker’s church, First Baptist, has in-
stalled an extensive security system to pro-
tect the 1,800-member congregation as well
as participants in the day-care and senior
citizen programs, Tucker said. Elderly mem-
bers are now provided transportation from
their homes to the church.

Williams said Israel Metropolitan first
hired a security guard, then replaced him
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with iron bars, and gates on all the en-
trances.

He also said he has given up the long
nighttime hours he used to spend in prayer
at the church, and he makes sure he locks
himself in his office. In general, Williams
sald, he is “more prayerful and very care-
ful,”

The Rev. Jack Woodard, rector of St. Ste-
phen and the Incarnation Episcopal
Church, stands 6-foot-6-inches tall. Never-
theless, he has begun to keep a police stick
in his desk drawer. The church’s building
manager and security guard are similarly
equipped.

On a recent rain-drenched afternoon, a
man—just out of jail, smelly, hungry and
apparently demented—entered Woodard's
office, and in desperation told him of a “red
devil sitting on my shoulder,” urging him to
do violent things.

It was but one example of the growing
nervousness Woodard said he feels from the
almost daily visits from frustrated, needy
people, many of them with apparent psychi-
atric problems.

Yet Woodard and many other ministers
insist that the church will not shirk its re-
sponsibilities to its members or the desti-
tute.

“One thing we feel very strongly about
here at St. Stephen’s and that is that we
will not close our doors to street people, We
will continue to be the kind of church we
want to be, Vulnerability is part of the min-
istry,” said Woodard.

“St. Stephen’s is here to help anybody
who comes in peace,” he continued, adding
that the church would not hesitate to call
the police in cases of violence or crime. “We
love people, but we are not pigeons.”e

LITTLE ENOWN FACTS ABOUT
TODAY'S ECONOMY

HON. BARRY M. GOLDWATER, JR.

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker,
amidst all the doommongering we
hear and read about today's economy,
I occasionally find a piece that does
paint a brighter picture and, in my
opinion, one deserving of attention.

The April 5 Wall Street Journal had
just such a column and I encourage all
my colleagues to study it carefully. I
particularly recommend a close look at
the last paragraph of the article. I be-
lieve that we should remember the old
adage ‘“accentuate the positive.” Un-
fortunately, the press does not often
share that sentiment.

HERE'S Goob NEws To SPRINKLE ON THE Bap
(By Alfred L. Malabre, Jr.)

NEw York.—Perspective, Mr. Webster
tells us, is the ability to see things in true
relation to one another. It's useful, among
other places, in dealing with the economic
outlook. Accordingly, today's column
amounts to an unabashed, unbalanced at-
tempt—knowing full well that bad news
sells more papers than good news—to supply
some good-news perspective at a time when
bad news grabs the larger headlines.

A few questions may be where to start:
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Have interest rates in the latest recession
fallen more or less sharply than normal for
a business-cycle downturn? Does the econo-
my provide jobs for more or less of the
working-age population now than in most
years of the post-World War II era? Are
businesses failing at a record rate?

The answers may come as a surprise:

For all the talk about how high and sticky
today's interest levels appear, rates general-
ly have dropped more sharply than usual
since the recession’s start last summer. For
instance, the prime rate, the commercial-
paper rate and the federal-funds rate all
have dropped more sharply in this reces-
sion’s course than they fell, on average, in
the seven earlier recessions that punctuate
postwar prosperity.

For all the talk about a scarcity of jobs,
today's economy generated jobs for a near-
record proportion of working-age Ameri-
cans. At about 57%, today's employment
rates remains within a whisker of the 59%
high reached in 1979. The current level
easily tops levels prevailing until the mid-
1970s.

(A startling statistic: In 1953, when only
2.5% of the labor force was jobless, the em-
ployment rate was two percentage points
lower than now. Today's employment rate
would be higher still, analysts say, if the
date could take into account a huge rise in
off-the-books jobs. Behind the paradox of
higher joblessness alongside higher employ-
ment levels: the economy’s inability to
spawn jobs fast enough to accommodate a
steep climb in job-seeking by women.)

There’s also much talk about businesses
failing with depression-level regularity. But
the record-book tells another story. In 1961,
at the start of the long 1960s expansion, 64
of every 10,000 businesses went under. If the
latest recession persists much longer, a rate
higher than the 1961 figure could come; in a
recent 12 months, 62 of every 10,000 firms
failed. For now, however, 1961 remains the
record year for the postwar era. And its fail-
ure rate doesn't remotely approach 150-plus
rates reached in the depressed 1930s.

Another concern often voiced by some
economy-watchers is that the Federal Re-
serve may be keeping too tight a lid on the
money supply, and that this must stop or a

economy will soon become a horrible
economy. In fact, the money supply not
only has been on the increase during the
latest recession, but it has risen faster than
usual in a slump.

The Federal Reserve's largess is even
more extraordinary when the money num-
bers are stripped of growth reflecting
higher prices. Even the inflation-adjusted
money supply is substantially larger now
than at the recession's start. In contrast, it
declined in every other recession in the last
two decades.

Much concern also is expressed about the
burden of debt and the shadow this casts
over the economic outlook. In fact, the
burden of monthly payments of morgage-
plus-installment debt has eased markedly
since mid-1979, when it exceeded 28% of
after-tax income. In recent months, this
debt-burden rate has approximated 25%. At
the same time, a lower percentage of install-
ment loans shows up as delinquent in this
recession than in the relatively mild 1880 re-
cession or the severe 1973-75 recession.

By almost any standard, the corporate-
debt picture appears bleaker. For instance,
at approximately 1.4, the ratio of long-term
to short-term corporate debt is lower now
than in any recent recession.

There may be less to this deterioration,
however, than meets the eye. Much of the
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short-term debt is automatically renewed
under corporations’ lines of credit with
banks. Thus, companies in effect have long-
term credit at variable rates, instead of the
usual long-term debt at fixed rates that
could prove extremely burdensome in a less
strained economic environment.

“In some ways, this is a healthier situa-
tion for corporations,” says Martin Feld-
stein, the Harvard economist who is also
president of the nonprofit National Bureau
of Economic Research in Cambridge, Mass.
“If the banks weren't willing to do business
this way, corporations would have to borrow
much more without what amounts to a
floating interest rate.”

Still another worry is the reluctance of
corporations to step up their investment
plans, despite such supply-side incentives as
faster write-offs for depreclation of plant
and equipment. This reluctance, however, is
by no means exceptional in light of the fact
that a recession developed last summer. In
recessions, companies invariably become
saddled with rising amounts of idle capacity.
By no coincidence, investment outlays, ad-
justed for inflation, invariably fall, often
steeply.

That has been the pattern, at least, until
now. Recent surveys find that this year's in-
vestment outlays, adjusted for inflation, will
roughly match those in 1981. But 1981 was a
record year. If the 1982 total comes any-
where close to last year's amount, the real
news would be the sturdiness, not the weak-
ness, of corporate spending through a reces-
sionary period.

All this good news may not sell many
papers, but it should provide a bit of bal-
ance for all the unmitigated bad news that
keeps hogging the headlines.@

LASTING PEACE AND SECURITY

HON. JOHN H. ROUSSELOT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker,
lasting peace and security—what does
this mean? A world without war,
where no one is able to threaten an-
other, where children can grow up
without the worry of war or destruc-
tion? This is a definition that would
seem to satisfy the House of Repre-
sentatives, the Senate, the administra-
tion, and the growing nuclear freeze
movement. But how do we achieve
these honorable goals? There are
those who would have us believe that
all it takes is a unilateral nuclear arms
freeze on the part of the United States
and all else will fall into place. Mr.
Speaker, this belief is based on a com-
bination of wishful thinking and igno-
rance,

An editorial from the April 2 edition
of the Wall Street Journal does an ex-
cellent job of describing the situation
this country is being forced into by
those who do not understand the full
consequences of what they are sup-
porting. I urge my colleagues to read
this editorial very -carefully—the
future of this country may depend on
us understanding the basic principle of
what it is saying.
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[From the Wall Street Journal, Fri. Apr. 2,
198

FIrRsT THINGS FIRST

President Reagan devoted a hefty chunk
of his Wednesday night press conference to
arms control. “My goal,” he said, “is to
reduce nuclear weapons dramatically, assur-
ing lasting peace and security.” To this end,
he continued, the U.S. is negotiating with
the Soviet Union over conventional and the-
ater nuclear forces in Europe, and Washing-
ton planners are preparing for talks on stra-
tegic nuclear weapons, possibly as soon as
this summer.

We are certain of Mr. Reagan's sincerity
in wanting, just as we all do, “lasting peace
and security.” We are equally certain his re-
marks are aimed at appeasing the current
“nuclear freeze” movement. What we find
so disturbing in these developments, howev-
er, is the widening dichotomy between the
arms control debate and the real world.

When Senators Kennedy and Hatfield in-
troduced their “freeze” resolution, the ink
had only just dried on the State Depart-
ment’s “yellow rain” report. It is a compila-
tion of masses of refugee and defector re-
ports, medical evidence, intelligence infor-
mation and scientific analysis of “yellow
rain” samples, and it draws the inescapable
conclusion that the Soviet Union and its
proxies are actively engaged in chemical and
biological warfare in Loas, Cambodia and
Afghanistan. Deputy Secretary of State
Walter Stoessel asserted March 22: “The
Soviet Union and its allies are flagrantly
and repeatedly violating international laws
and agreements."”

The Soviet Union is violating no mere bi-
lateral agreement; rather, it is breaching
the two most widely recognized arms control
treaties in the world. The Geneva Protocol
of 1925 bans “the use in war of asphyxiat-
ing, poisonous or other gases, and of all
analogous ligquids, materials and devices"”
and also prohibits “bacteriological methods
of warfare.” The other treaty is the 1972
“Convention on the Prohibition of the De-
velopment, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin
Weapons and on Their Destruction.” It was
signed by 111 countries and is the only true

ent agreement because it requires
the destruction of any existing weapons.

How can President Reagan address the
issue of arms control without mentioning
yellow rain? How can he square his inten-
tion to conduct negotiations on new treaties
with the Soviets in the knowledge that more
than 10,000 people in Southeast Asia and
Afghanistan have been killed with weapons
banned by solemn international law? How
can Senators Kennedy and Hatfield propose
a “freeze” resolution without first demand-
ing further investigation of the Soviet viola-
tions of the Biological Weapons Convention,
which they voted to ratify in 1974?

But instead of responses to these trou-
bling questions, the response to the Brezh-
nev “freeze” proposal was a noisy campaign
in this country to remind us of the horrors
of nuclear war. New England town meetings
called to discuss potholes and sewer prob-
lems were invited to vote their abhorrence
of nuclear holocaust. The New Yorker runs
an endless doomsday musing and Time once
more plasters the famous mushroom cloud
on its cover. Herblock gives his all to the
irony of a family picnic framed by that
awful cloud.

The thrust of all this is so utterly mind-
less as to be beyond belief. The only issue,
now or ever, is how to avoid nuclear calami-
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ty. Do you do it by yielding to Soviet intimi-
dation or by resisting? Either way, the out-
come is uncertain, but we think resistance is
far safer than appeasement. The men in the
Politburo, all products of a hard school,
have utter contempt for weakness and ap-
peasement will only encourage them to
press us toward the kind of desperate posi-
tion that will imperil both sides.

A vital preliminary to further arms nego-
tiations thus becomes a U.S. demand that
the Soviets answer our charges of past viola-
tions, specifically the use of yellow rain.
This demand must be pressed at the UN, at
the Helsinki Accord talks, in the existing
arms negotiations and at a special emergen-
cy meeting of the signatories of the 1972
Convention. It simply is not responsible for
American leaders to negotiate arms agree-
ments when there is such powerful evidence
of Soviet disregard for past commitments.

We are quite aware that our argument
does not engender hope for successful arms
control or reduction. But wishful thinking is
never helpful in politics; indeed, it is ex-
tremely dangerous. We all want peace, we
all hate the bomb. But some of us are not
ready to capitulate, either to the Soviet
Union or our own fears.@

ENTERPRISE ZONE TAX ACT OF
1982

HON. J. WILLIAM STANTON

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, March 31, 1982

® Mr. STANTON of Ohio. Mr. Speak-
er, as ranking minority member of the
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
Committee, I am pleased to join in
this bipartisan effort to launch an en-
terprise zones experiment in this coun-
try. This proposal represents a new
and innovative approach to the prob-
lems of depressed urban areas.

I think it has great promise. We
should give it a try.

Rather than relying on Federal
grants and rigid guidelines, the enter-
prise zone concept stresses local-State
cooperation complemented by Federal
regulatory and tax relief to create jobs
and revitalize concentrated areas of
distress in American cities and rural
towns, It involves no direct Federal ap-
propriations, except for modest admin-
istrative costs, and is entirely in har-
mony with the President’s New Feder-
alism concepts.

The fact that this urban initiative is
strongly backed by President Reagan
and has drawn significant bipartisan
backing in both this body and the
Senate, underscores its special appeal
and augurs well for prompt and favor-
able consideration by Congress. I will
do everything in my power to expedite
consideration of the Enterprise Zone
Tax Act of 1982 in my committee and
I urge my colleagues on the Ways and
Means and Judiciary Committees of
this body to do the same.

Mr, Speaker, I like the stress in this
proposal on encouraging job-creating
investments and business activity in
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zone areas by the private sector. I like
the emphasis on providing relief from
local, State and Federal taxes, and
from local, State, and Federal regula-
tions. I like the premium this bill
places on grassroots innovation to
create the climate essential to redevel-
oping distressed cities and towns.

As I have indicated, since this pro-
gram keyed to the concept of remov-
ing Government burdens rather than
providing Government subsidies, it
will involve almost no Federal appro-
priations. This contrasts with past ef-
forts which emphasized huge Govern-
ment outlays and heavy regulations,
which generally have been unsuccess-
ful. In spite of the expenditures of bil-
lions of Government dollars in our
inner cities in the past two decades,
many of these are even worse off than
before. More of the same approach is
futile, and advocating those past poli-
cies is intellectually sterile. A new ap-
proach is needed.

Mr. Speaker, this bill envisions that
factors of poverty, unemployment, and
economic distress would be considered
to make an area eligible to be declared
an enterprise zone. This is not, howev-
er, an entitlement program. A dis-
tressed area would have to be desig-
nated by both the city and State gov-
ernment, and those two governments
would then apply to the Department
of Housing and Urban Development to
have the area named an enterprise
zone.

The Federal designation process
would be competitive, with no more
than 75 zones to be selected over 3
years. The nature, quality, and
strength of the State and local incen-
tives—tax relief, regulatory relief,
service improvements, and possibly
other contributions—would be the pri-
mary criteria for selection. For exam-
ple, the State and city could propose
reductions in State and local income
taxes, property taxes, and sales taxes.
They could propose deregulation in
such areas as zoning, occupational li-
censing, permit requirements, and
building codes. They could propose
service improvements by contracting
out for services. They could appropri-
ate their own funds to make loans and
to run job-training programs, for ex-
ample, or to use Federal revenue-shar-
ing funds or black grants in the zone.

Mr. Speaker, the keynote here is
State and local creativity. No single
package of State and local contribu-
tions would be required. Cities and
States can gage best what is needed to
make an enterprise zone succeed in
their particular cases. The diversity of
proposals which we anticipate will be
developed is ideal for an experimental
program of this kind. But this is a
competitive program, and only the
best applications will be chosen, in
other words those which seem to offer
the greatest chance of success because
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of substantial State and local govern-
ment commitment.

Federal contributions to an ap-
proved zone would consist of a series
of tax incentives to encourage both
capital-intensive and labor-intensive
activities and deregulation.

Major features of the proposed Fed-
eral tax package include: a tax credit
for capital investments in an enter-
prise zone; an income tax credit to em-
ployers for wages paid to zone employ-
ees; a special income tax credit for
wages paid to zone employees who
were disadvantaged when hired; an
income tax credit to zone employees
for wages earned in zone employment;
and the elimination of capital gains
taxes within the zone.

Under this proposal, Federal regula-
tory bodies would be given discretion-
ary authority to relax or eliminate
regulatory requirements within enter-
prise zones, in accordance with stand-
ards set by Congress, but only if they
do not affect health, safety, or civil
rights and, I stress, only on the specif-
ic request of the State and local gov-
ernments involved.

Mr. Speaker, this proposal has the
strong backing of HUD and Treasury,
as well as the President and his admin-
istration. It seeks to remove Govern-
ment barriers to businessmen who can
create jobs and economic growth. It
seeks to build upon the talents and
abilities already present in our dis-
tressed cities and towns. It summons
the kind of imaginative and innovative
local leadership and private initiatives
which can bring renewed hope for our
ailing communities.

Mr. Speaker, enterprise zones are
not a panacea nor a speedy fix for our
troubled cities, and while exaggerated
expectations should be tempered, it
holds real promise for a better future.
I am pleased to cosponsor this signifi-
cant initiative and urge its prompt
consideration.e

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AD-
MINISTRATION ADMINISTRA-
TOR’S MEMO

HON. JERRY LEWIS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, in concert
with the Reagan administration’s ef-
forts to reduce Government encroach-
ment into the private sector, the Rural
Electrification Administration is initi-
ating a revised program for loan and
loan guarantees. I am submitting the
Administrator’s report which details
some of the proposals:

During the past several weeks, I had the
privilege of participating in the Annual
Meetings of both the electric and the tele-
phone cooperatives of this Nation. Anyone
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who might have attended those conferences
would have been impressed by the “people
power"” that was assembled in Atlanta and
San Francisco.

And although I was graclously received, I
couldn’t help but note that the substantial
reductions proposed for the REA funding
programs during the coming fiscal year are
causing concern for some co-op people.

However, 1 also heard many leaders of
local electric and telephone cooperatives ex-
pressing support for these needed reduc-
tions. Such comments are admirable illus-
trations of the vision and foresight that has
historically characterized the leadership of
the rural electrification program. Such men
are ready to support reductions in these
programs in order to assure that “economic
recovery' will be a reality.

REA loans and guarantees are a substan-
tial part of the Federal borrowings that
have created an intolerable burden upon
the sources of available credit. In 1974, Fed-
eral borrowings totaled only $24.4 billion. In
1983, they are expected to total more than
$200 billion. By accepting, for a time, a fair
proportion of the reduction in Federal bor-
rowings, REA can do its part in the gigantic
effort to revitalize the economy of America.

The long-term benefits of a renewed econ-
omy would be a most acceptable reward for
the short-term sacrifice of a reduced pro-
gram level.

Rural electric and telephone cooperative
leaders, such as were present at the Atlanta
and San Francisco conferences, are well pre-
pared to understand that often important
long-term goals can be attained only at the
cost of some immediate inconvenlence.

The llves of agricultural people are made
up of situations that entail today’s sacrifice
in order to make possible the goal of tomor-
row. The ptirchase of the new family car is
delayed until after the harvest of the crops
that was made possible by expenditures for
seed, tillage, fertilizer, ete., of a year earlier.

The worn tractor Is driven one more
season so that the daughter’s college tuition
costs ean be met. That most desired vaca-
tion is postponed in order to assure that
family funds will be available to pay for
Mama's expected operation.

The Administration’s proposals include re-
ductions in the levels of both Insured and
guaranteed loan funds, and recognize the
need for rural electric systems to obtain $2.5
billion from non-REA sources without a fed-
eral guarantee. A large portion of this latter
type financing will be for the purchase of
pollution control facilitles which can be ob-
tained at reduced interest rates.

I am confident that we will be able to take
care of the essential needs of borrowers
within the recommended levels. The loan
programs established for fiscal year 1982
will be completed to the fullest possible
extent.

1 am certain that all of you are familiar
with the proposed budget figures, so 1 will
not repeat them. However, I belleve that as
we move Into this latest phase in the evolu-
tion of the REA programs, it Is important
that everyone has a clear understanding of
the issues involved.

REVOLVING FUND

During fiscal year 1982, the Rural Electri-
fication and Telephone Revolving Fund sold
$683 million worth of Certificates of Benefi-
cial Ownership (CBO's) to the Federal Fi-
nancing Bank (FFB) In order to fund about
50 percent of its cash needs, because debt
collections were not sufficient to fund ad-
vances. FFB gets its money from the U.S.
Treasury, which, in turn, gets Its funds from
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public borrowings and from tax collections.
Therefore, that $683 million is part of the
Government borrowing which increased the
United States federal debt to more than a
trillion dollars.

As of September 30, 1981, REA had sold
CBO's totaling $2.6 billion at a composite in-
terest rate of 11.0968 percent. During the
month of March 1982, REA supplemented
collection proceeds by borrowing from the
U.S. Treasury at the rate of 14.25 percent.
So although a revolving fund Is used to fi-
nance the needs of electric distribution and
telephone systems, this financing does not
come without cost. The difference between
the 5 percent charged for most REA loans
and the 14 plus percent REA has to pay for
a portion of these funds is a direct cost that
must be borne by the taxpayers of this
country.

IMPACT OF INTEREST RATE ON CONSUMERS'

BILLS

The number of distribution borrowers re-
quired to obtain a portion of their financing
needs from outside sources will increase.
However, this should not place an excessive
burden upon most systems. Even if REA
were to provide only 50 percent of distribu-
tion borrowers’ loan needs, instead of the
present 70 percent, the composite interest
rate a borrower would pay on a new loan
would increase by only 1.8 percentage points
and the impact of that one additional loan
on the total interest expense of the borrow-
er would be very small: the average interest
rate on total long-term debt outstanding
would increase by only about 0.29 percent-
age points on the average. During calendar
year 1980 REA distribution borrowers were
paying an average rate of only 4.08 percent
on their total long-term outstanding. Thus,
a change to & 50/50 loan split would have in-
creased the average interest rate to only
4.35 percent.

REA borrowers have benefited from a his-
tory of low cost capital provided by REA. As
of the end of 1981, REA had approved elec-
trie loans totaling more than $9.8 billlon at
the 2 percent rate, and $5.8 billion at the 5
percent rate. As a result, the average inter-
est rate on long-term debt outstanding is far
less for REA distribution borrowers than for
investor-owned utilities. The IOU’s paid an
a:.;;rage 8.1 percent during calendar year

0.

Reductions in the proportionate amount
loaned by REA will have little impact on
bills paid by the ultimate consumer, except
in a few specific situations which can be ex-
amined by REA on a case-by-case basis. For
the distribution systems, the average inter-
est expense represents only 4.5 percent of
the consumer's bill. Other items are far
more significant. For example, power cost
alone accounts for about 70 percent of the
average consumer's bill. So even if the small
component which makes up Interest cost in-
creases gradually, the impact will be rela-
tively small.

REA LOANS FOR HEADQUARTERS FACILITIES

This Administration is serious about belt
tightening. We seek to use the limited re-
sources of the Rural Electric and Telephone
Revolving Fund in delivering electric and
telephone service to rural America. In order
to prevent the depletion of the Revolving
Fund, some adjustments have to be made,
such as those set forth in the Federal Regis-
ter notice which announces REA's intention
to give priority to loans for line and substa-
tion construction necessary for actual deliv-
ery of electric and telephone service.

REA Is not opposed to its borrowers
having adequate headquarters facilities, but
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they should not be constructed with low-in-
terest money.
“TAX BREAKS' FOR IOU'S

The “tax relief” available to Investor-
owned utilities is also availlable to all corpo-
rations which actually pay Income taxes.
Cooperatives, however, with few exceptions,
have qualified for exemption for Income
taxes for decades. Moreover, the tax breaks
being offered to the investor-owned utilities
generally only defer payment of [ncome
taxes and, therefore, will result in larger
actual tax payments in later years when de-
preciation accruals are no longer possible on
plant for which accelerated depreclation
was taken.

The purpose of these tax breaks Is to
enable all corporations, including utilities,
to spend money that would otherwise be
paid in income taxes for the construction of
necessary plant facilitles and thereby pro-
vide jobs and incomes subject to Income
taxes.

Rural consumers, unlike most urban con-
sumers, will continue to receive the benefit
of subsidized loans and loans under federal
guarantees at less than rates charged by the
money market for debt and equity capital.e

MILLER BILL TO HALT WORKER
EXPLOITATION

HON. GEORGE MILLER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, 1 am introducing legislation
today to strengthen enforcement of
the Fair Labor Standards Act by sub-
stantially increasing penalties against
unscrupulous employers who exploit
workers in violation of the law.

Last year, the Subcommittee on
Labor Standards, of which I serve as
chairman, conducted a prolonged in-
vestigation into the resurgence of
sweatshops and other types of sub-
standard, exploitative labor conditions
in the garment trades in this country.
Almost simultaneously, and unbeliev-
ably, the Secretary of Labor, who has
the statutory responsibility of protect-
ing workers from exploitation, an-
nounced that he was planning to lift
the 40-year ban on industrial home-
work in several industries, thus sanc-
tioning at-home sweatshops.

Industry, labor organizations, and
State enforcement personnel, as well
as numerous Department of Labor ex-
perts who would speak only off-the-
record, assured me that the Secre-
tary’s action would make enforcement
of the fair labor laws a total impossi-
bility. Over 150 members of this body
joined a number of former Secretaries
of Labor from both Republican and
Democratic administrations in vigor-
ously opposing Secretary Donovan’s
ill-advised decision.

Fortunately, the unanimity of publie
opposition forced the administration
to back down from its proposal to
allow domestic sweatshops to flourish.
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But despite this chorus of criticism,
the Secretary has gone ahead with
regulations permitting industrial
homework in one major segment of
the garment industry.

The subcommittee’s investigation of
sweatshops revealed a severe defect in
the enforcement of the fair labor laws
which Secretary Donovan promised us
a year ago he would correct through
legislation. In the midst of the sweat-
shop hearings, the Secretary told par-
ticipants in a dinner meeting of the
Business Roundtable that he would
recommend changes in the fair labor
laws to punish more severely those
employers who exploit their workers
by paying less than the wage rate re-
quired by Federal law.

This legislative proposal was to be
the cornerstone of the administra-
tion’s war on exploitation of workers.
Now, nearly a year later, no legislation
has been proposed. Five times the Sec-
retary has promised to send legislation
to the Congress. None has ever ar-
rived.

We can all judge for ourselves the
seriousness of the administration’s
commitment to prevent the exploita-
tion of workers. But we cannot wait
any longer—American workers cannot
wait, legitimate businessmen cannot
wait—for this administration to make
good on its promises to protect work-
ers. In fact, the only action by this ad-
ministration in the last year has been
to reduce drastically the number of
enforcement agents charged with pro-
tecting workers.

Mr. Speaker, I was under the impres-
sion that this is a law-and-order ad-
ministration. The law should be as vig-
orously enforced against the unscru-
pulous employer who exploits his em-
ployees as it is against the mugger in
the streets. The Secretary recognized
this when he promised to support leg-
islation to toughen penalties for viola-
tors, but he has done nothing to follow
up on that promise.

So, today, I am introducing the legis-
lation which I first recommended last
spring, and which is very similar to
legislation endorsed that very same
night by the Secretary before the
Business Roundtable.

My bill addresses the two fundamen-
tal flaws in the Fair Labor Standards
Act’s effort to protect workers from il-
legal wages. Under the current law,
when a lawbreaking employer is
caught paying subminimum wages, he
must pay only what he ought to have
been paying the worker initially., If
the Department of Labor cannot find
the underpaid worker, the back wages
are simply returned to the employer.

Where is the disincentive to exploit
labor? The worst that can happen is
that the employer pays the amount he
ought to have been paying all along.
The best thing that can happen, from
the lawbreaker's viewpoint, is that the
underpaid worker is never found, in
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which case the employer simply pock-
ets the additional wages and profits by
his exploitation.

The General Accounting Office has
confirmed that this weak enforcement
scheme encourages the exploitation of
workers. In May 1981, GAO concluded,

We found that many employers willfully
violated the Act and that current enforce-
ment actions have not resulted in penalties
that would deter these violations. Without
penalties, the worst that happens to em-
ployers when they are found in violation is
that they must repay the back wages they
should have paid initially.

Mr. Speaker, when a worker is paid
less than the legal wage, when the
Government has to undertake a
search for that worker, when legiti-
mate manufacturers and contractors
are undercut by unscrupulous employ-
ers who know that they run little risk
in exploiting their workers—when
these situations occur, the integrity of
the law has been challenged and a
grave wrong has been committed. A
tougher enforcement policy is essen-
tial.

My legislation requires an employer
who has underpaid his workers to pay
them three times the amount of the
underpayment. If the Labor Depart-
ment is not able to locate the worker
within 3 years, my bill requires that
the money be paid to the Treasury
rather than be returned to the law-
breaker.

Mr. Speaker, under the current pen-
alty provisions, crime pays. Nothing is
risked by cheating workers who are
often too frightened to challenge un-
derpayments. Under my bill, which
embodies the very concepts endorsed
by Secretary Donovan, the financial
lure to cheat workers is eliminated. I
was very critical of the Secretary’s
well-publicized raids on a few sweat-
shops last year because they struck me
as theatrical stunts rather than a com-
mitted policy of enforcing the law
against substandard working condi-
tions and substandard wages. If the
Secretary, if the Reagan administra-
tion are serious about protecting the
rights of workers, and if they are seri-
ous about enforcing the law of this
land, they will endorse this legislation
and exert influence to assure its enact-
ment.

The “bent-backed women of the
sweatshops” of whom a Labor Depart-
ment publicist wrote last year, and
millions of other working people
throughout this country who are la-
boring at subminimum and illegal
wages, are still waiting for the Secre-
tary to follow up on his commitment
to help them. This legislation provides
him that opportunity, and I look for-
ward to working with the administra-
tion in moving it through the Con-
gress this year.
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A bill to amend the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 to provide that an employer
who violates section 6 or 7 of that Act
shall be liable to the employee involved
for three times the amount of wages in-
volved in the violation, and for other pur-
poses

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 16(b) of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 216) is amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)” after “(b)";

(2) by amending the first sentence to read
as follows: “Any employer who violates sec-
tion 6 or T of this Act shall be liable to each
employee affected in the amount of three
times the unpaid minimum wages or unpaid
overtime compensation, as the case may
be.”;

(3) in the third sentence by striking out
“An action to recover the liability pre-
scribed in either of the preceding sentences"”
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) An action to recover the liability pre-
scribed in paragraph (1)”; and

(4) in the sixth sentence (A) by striking
out “this subsection” and inserting in lieu
thereof “this paragraph”, and (B) by redes-
ignating clauses (1) and (2) as clauses (A)
and (B) respectively.

(b) Section 16(c) of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 is amended—

(1) in the first sentence by striking out
“under subsection (b) of this section to such
unpaid minimum wages or unpaid overtime
compensation and an additional equal
amount as liquidated damages” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “to bring an action under
subsection (b)2) for such wages or compen-
sation”;

(2) by amending the second sentence to
read as follows: “The Secretary may bring
an action in any court of competent jurisdic-
tion to recover three times the unpaid mini-
mum wages or unpaid overtime compensa-
tion, as the case may be.”; and

(3) in the third sentence (A) by striking
out “the first sentence of such subsection”
and inserting in lieu thereof “the first sen-
tence of paragraph (1) of such subsection”,
and (B) by striking out “unpaid minimum
wages or unpaid overtime compensation
under sections 6 and 7 or liquidated or other
damages provided by this subsection” and
inserting in lieu thereof “the amounts”.

(e) Section 17 of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 217) is amended by
adding at the end the following: “Any sums
recovered by the Secretary on behalf of an
employee in an action under this section
shall be held in a special deposit account
and shall be paid, on order of the Secretary,
directly to the employee or employees af-
fected. Any such sums not paid to an em-
ployee because of inability to do so within a
period of three years shall be covered into
the Treasury of the United States as miscel-
laneous receipts.”@
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JERRY MOLLI-KING OF
TAILORS

HON. LOUIS STOKES

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

o Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, in the
city of Cleveland, quality tailoring,
competitive soccer, a love for police
work, and good opera have one impor-
tant link—my good friend Jerry Molli.
I take this opportunity to pay special
tribute to this master craftsman and
exceptional human being.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues from the
Cleveland metropolitan area in the
House are very familiar with the
legend and the man, Jerry Molli. I use
both of those words to describe Jerry
because he has become a legend in his
own ftime. More importantly, his pro-
fessional achievements and civic asso-
ciations have earned him the respect
of both people in high places as well as
the average Clevelander.

Mr. Speaker, just as important as his
almost instant name recognition
amongst the top male executives in
Cleveland is that this Italian-born im-
migrant has been able to mesh easily
dramatically different goals in his life.
As the song goes, Mr. Speaker, Jerry
Molli has dared to dream the impossi-
ble dream and succeeded. This fact
makes Jerry Molli a very rare kind of
human being.

Mr. Speaker, the backdrop for any
illustration of Jerry Molli literally can
be seen and heard by visiting his tailor
shop on West 6th Street in Cleveland.
As a customer walks across the thresh-
old of his shop, the first thing that
greets the person is soft opera music
in the background and almost life-size
pictures of Rocco Scotti, Enrico
Caruso, and Luciano Pavarotti.

The second thing that meets the
eyes of customers in Jerry Molli’s shop
are the numerous awards for excel-
lence in tailoring and plagques from
various groups, most notably police as-
sociations. The survival of the store
itself in the old garment district in
Cleveland is a trophy to the tailoring
achievements of Jerry Molli.

Third, Mr. Speaker, the element
which completes this backdrop is the
friendliness extended to each custom-
er.

Mr. Speaker, the pleasant atmos-
phere which I just painted is reflective
of the personality and dreams of Jerry
Molli. That is what this tribute is all
about—the dreams and achievement of
those dreams of Jerry Molli.

Although he is not an accomplished
opera singer, Jerry shares some of the
qualities of the opera great Luciano
Pavarotti. Pavarotti is the king of the
high “C’s” and Jerry is the undisputed
king of the tailoring business in Cleve-
land. Jerry Molli is also a noted soccer
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enthusiast, part-time policeman and
proud of his heritage as an Italian-
American citizen. Finally, Mr. Speak-
er, he is a shining example and the
source of energy for his entire staff.

With that backdrop complete, I
think that it would be appropriate to
give some biographical notes on Jerry
Molli. By doing so, his various goals
and the development of them will
become apparent to my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, Jerry Molli was born in
1932 in Pastene, Italy. Quite early in
his life, he began learning the art of
tailoring from craftsmen in Bene-
vento, Italy. Fate was an important
factor in his decision to pursue tailor-
ing and garment designing as a voca-
tion.

This desire, initially, to learn about
the tailoring business was not volun-
tary. Jerry Molli was urged by his
mother to take up some trade after he
accidentally broke the window of a
22-room palace with a soccer ball.

Thereafter, Jerry spent every after-
noon perfecting his craft as a tailor
and tailoring his skills as a garment
designer. At age 17, he left his home-
town and went to the big city to learn
more about designing suits from
master designers. After 1 year, Jerry
Molli returned to his hometown to
practice his craft.

However, unable to find work be-
cause of an overabundance of good
tailers, the young Jerry Molli devel-
oped a new dream. That dream was to
become a member of the “Carabi-
nieri”, a type of police in Italy. Unfor-
tunately, this dream never came true
for him while Jerry lived in Italy.

Shortly after that time, Mr. Speak-
er, Jerry Molli came to the United
States. Although he left his homeland
in Italy, he never lost sight of his
dream of becoming an accomplished
tailor or soccer player or policeman.

When he arrived in this country, Mr.
Speaker, Jerry Molli assumed a posi-
tion with the Cannon Tailors in the
garment district in Cleveland. Until
1962, he worked for Brinkman and
Cleary, which was another respected
tailoring establishment in the Cleve-
land area. By virtue of this experience
and exposure, Jerry Molli developed
the reputation as the man with the
prescription for any garment or cloth-
ing design problem.

After becoming one of the master
tailors and true craftsmen in Cleve-
land, Jerry Molli started his own firm
and moved to a location on West 6th
Street in Cleveland. It did not take
him long to attract customers from all
over the city of Cleveland. Those cus-
tomers include FBI officials, Federal
judges, Members of Congress, military
personnel, State officials, and some
media personalities.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I could easily end
the success story of Jerry Molli at this
point. However, there is still much
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more to tell about the legendary Jerry
Molli of Cleveland.

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned at the
beginning of this tribute, Jerry's en-
thusiasm for being a soccer player led
to his study of tailoring in the first
place. Therefore, it is not so difficult
to believe that he still belongs to a
soccer club. Jerry and some of his
friends, years ago, purchased a profes-
sional soccer franchise and named the
team the Cleveland Stars. His soccer
clubs have won numerous trophies in
athletic competitions.

Mr. Speaker, the fact that Jerry
reached two dreams is remarkable.
However, even more astonishing is the
fact that my friend has managed to
reach still another dream—the desire
to be a policeman.

In 1973, Jerry Molli became a
Deputy Sheriff through the Cuyahoga
County Sheriff’'s Department. He has
completed the Ohio Law Enforcement
Officer Training Course and received
full police power throughout the
county. Currently, he works under the
administration of Sheriff Gerald T.
McFaul in the motorcycle unit and is
an active member in other police orga-
nizations like the Metropolitan Crime
Bureau and the Buckeye Sheriff’s As-
sociation.

Mr. Speaker, the important link be-
tween guality opera, soccer, tailoring,
and police work should be evident.
That all-important link is my good
friend and living legend in Cleveland—
Jerry Molli. At this time, I ask my col-
leagues to join me in applauding the
achievements of Jerry Molli. He is one
of the very few people I know who
dared to dream seemingly impossible
dreams and made them realities.@

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT J. ZELLER

HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, last
month one of our distinguished lead-
ers of the banking industry, Robert J.
Zeller, retired as chairman and chief
executive officer of the Dollar Savings
Bank of New York. As one who has
worked closely with Bob Zeller on a
number of major economic develop-
ment projects for the Bronx, I know
that his effective leadership and genu-
ine concern for the community he has
so admirably served will be sorely
missed.

The best evidence of his abilities is
Dollar’s prominent position of
strength in the thrift industry as the
seventh largest savings bank in the
Nation. How many among us have wit-
nessed and nurtured the growth of a
company in the midst of the Great De-
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pression into a nearly $3 billion oper-
ation?

In addition, civic, banking and real
estate organizations have long sought
his talent and judgment in a variety of
roles. He is a member of the Bronx
Advisory Board of the Manufacturers
Hanover Trust Co. and plays a vital
role in the Savings Banks Association
of New York State serving on the com-
mittee on Federal Government regula-
tions, committee on New York City
government relations and committee
on legislation. Mr. Zeller is a director
of the Mutual Savings Bank Fund Inc.
and the Savings Banks Trust Co.

He has been active in civic affairs for
the past 40 years and is a prominent
leader in many health service and
fund-raising organizations. As New
York’s ranking member on the House
Select Aging Committee, I have been
especially impressed by Mr. Zeller’s
leading advocacy for improved health
care and programs for senior citizens.
He has personally and successfully in-
tervened in many cases where he has
received an appeal to preserve the in-
dividual dignity of a troubled senior
citizen.

Mr. Zeller serves as president and di-
rector of the Andrew Freedman Home,
chairman of the Bronx County Divi-
sion of the United Way of Tri-State,
chairman of the finance committee for
the committee for economic develop-
ment and a member of the New York
Urban Coalition Steering Committee.

In addition, he currently serves on
the Real Estate Board of New York,
Westchester County and Bronx
County, and as a past member of the
board of governors, he was cited in
i19?3 for outstanding community serv-
ce.

During Mr. Zeller’'s tenure, the
bank’s local community mortgage in-
vestment within its service area has
grown dramatically. He was a leading
proponent of the good repair clause
and this initiative resulted in both
State and Federal legislative efforts to
reinforce this law so that housing
decay would be prevented and elimi-
nated. Mr. Zeller's dedication to pre-
serve good housing stock championed
the early alert inspection program,
which mandates early and more regu-
lar inspections of mortgaged buildings,
and this has substantially promoted
neighborhood stabilization through-
out the metropolitan area.

Mr. Zeller was past post commander
of the Peter Minuit Real Estate Post
of the American Legion, past president
of the Savings Bank Auditors and
Comptrollers Forum, past president of
St. Thomas Lutheran Church. He has
provided invaluable guidance in devel-
oping the highly regarded community
service programs of the Resurrection
Lutheran Church Counecil.

Robert J. Zeller served with distine-
tion as an officer in the Medical Corps
during World War II, and continued to
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serve our country in the U.S. Army
Reserve where he retired as a lieuten-
ant colonel.

Mr. Zeller's deep concern for the city
of New York and particularly the
Bronx community has been an inspira-
tion to all who have known and
worked with him to build a better
quality of life for his fellow man.

Mr. Speaker, spirit and effort like
this can rebuild our cities. My col-
leagues, Representatives ROBERT
GARcIA, PETER PEYSER, and JONATHAN
B. BingHAM, join me in saluting Mr.
Zeller on his outstanding record of
service and achievement.e

SUPPORT GROWS FOR DISTRICT
HEATING LEGISLATION

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, on
March 15, the gentlewoman from
Rhode Island (Mrs. ScHNEIDER) and I
introduced H.R. 5833, a bill to broaden
the lending authority of the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation to include district
heating and cooling and municipal
waste to energy, or resource recovery
projects.

The legislation developed from two
hearings of the Northeast-Midwest
Congressional Coalition which Repre-
sentative SceEnEDER and I held last
year, and extensive discussions with
the Conference of Mayors and district
heating and cooling and resource re-
covery organizations.

The House Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Fossil and Synthetic
Fuels, chaired by the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. SHarp), April 2 held
hearings on the current status of the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation. I would
like to submit, for the Recorp, the tes-
timony presented by myself and the
gentlewoman from Rhode Island in
favor of H.R. 5833, as well as letters of
support from the National League of
Cities, National Association of Coun-
ties, Consumer Energy Council of
America, and the International Dis-
trict Heating Assoclation.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR

Mr. Chairman, we want to commend you
for holding hearings today on the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation and to thank you for con-
sidering our legislation. The future of the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation has been the
center of increasing debate in our country.
Your hearings, Mr. Chairman, provide
Members of Congress and representatives of
industry with the best possible forum for
discussing and studying some new directions
the Synthetic FPuels Corporation might take
in the years ahead.

On March 15, Rep. Claudine Schneider
and I introduced H.R. 5833, legislation
which would broaden the authority of the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation to permit the
Corporation to fund district heating and
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cooling and municipal waste-to-energy
projects. The legislation represents the
products of two hearings to the Northeast
Midwest Congressional Coalition which
Rep. Schneider and I held last year, and of
extensive discussions with the Conference
of Mayors and district heating and resource
recovery organizations.

The purpose of the legislation is to:

Broaden the lending authority of the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation to include district
heating and cooling. These projects would
be eligible for all forms of financial assist-
ance available from the Corporation.

Amend Section 132 of the Energy Security
Act, relating to loans made by the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation, by adding a new sec-
tion—Section 132a—authorizing price sup-
port loans for municipal waste to energy
projects.

Stipulate and require that 25 percent of
the financial assistance available from the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation be directed to
district heating and cooling and municipal
waste to energy projects.

Requires the Board of Directors of the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation to assure that
the Corporation is organized and staffed so
as to effectively evaluate, process and
review applications for district heating and
cooling and municipal waste to energy
projects.

District heating is an American technolo-
gy invented in 1877. It is a system of deliv-
ering hot or cold water or steam from a cen-
tral thermal source through pipes to cus-
tomers for space heating and cooling and in-
dustrial processes. District heating and cool-
ing is a flexible energy distribution system
that can obtain heat from any number of
fuels and deliver it to many different cus-
tomers. The central source may be from the
waste heat of an electric power plant, refuse
incineration, industrial process, geothermal
sources, manufactured sources or coal. This
technology is used widely in Denmark,
Sweden, West Germany, France, Italy, and
the Soviet Bloe. It is gaining acceptance in
Japan. West Germany has set a goal of 25%
of all residential heating from district heat-
ing/cogeneration in 10 years. District heat-
ing provides 60% of home heating in
Sweden and 75% reduction of sulphur in the
atmosphere.

District heating can achieve 85-90% fuel
efficiency and such systems can be cost-ef-
fective in 48 states. By comparison, kinetic
energy derived from an electric turbine uses
only 30% of the energy potential of a con-
ventional fuel burn. District heating har-
nesses the remaining by-product which
would otherwise be released into the atmos-
phere or waterways as waste,

District heating and cooling systems have
been getting increased attention in these
days of energy conservation and “appropri-
ate energy technology”, particularly in the
district and state I represent, which have
been ploneers in America’s use of district
heating. Minnesota is the home of some of
the oldest systems in the nation. Further-
more, my home area, the Mesabi Iron
Range, has some of the largest residential
systems in the world. In Virginia, MN, 80
percent of the commercial district and 75
percent of the residential area are linked to
the community's system. Virginia claims the
largest number of metered customers of any
district heating system in the world.

District heating, like so many other con-
servation efforts, was derailed by the dec-
ades of cheap oill and gas enjoyed in this
country during the post-war decades until
1873. The relentless increases in energy
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prices in the past seven years have forced a
revival of interest throughout the country,
in the private and public sectors in district
heating.

From the standpoint of energy cost and
availability, communities with district heat-
ing systems will look particularly attractive
to industries, businesses, and families that
need reliable sources of heat, electricity,
and cooling.

District heating and cooling also offer the
very attractive prospect of stabilizing heat-
ing and cooling costs for business, industry
and residential consumers, through Iits
broad-based distribution of costs. Only 25
percent of the annualized cost of supplying
thermal energy through district heating
and cooling is in fuel costs; 75 percent is in
capital costs. This suggests that fuel price
inflation will be less of a factor in future
energy pricing for district heating and cool-
ing customers than for other systems.

District heating and cooling systems can
be a means of promoting new technology in
the energy field. As the new technologies
mature, they can be incorporated into an
existing district heating and cooling system
at relatively low risk. District heating sys-
tems can become a convenient channel for
new suppliers and new users to enter the
energy market.,

I believe that the Synthetic Fuels Corpo-
ration should be broadened to include
energy options applicable to all regions of
the country in order to spread out this
much-needed investment capital. The entire
Northeast-Midwest is virtually eliminated
from consideration of Corporation-support-
ed projects. The regional inequity in Corpo-
ration spending will only strengthen grow-
ing oppostion to the Corporation within our
region.

There are benefits for states interested in
developing district heating and cooling sys-
tems. If district heating were developed in
all Minnesota communities over 5,000
people, the total heat delivered by the year
2000 would be 44 trillion Btus per year. This
is about 3.5 percent of the state’s projected
primary energy demand in the year 2000.
Since about 60 percent of this would be co-
generated, the heat would be produced by
fuel also used to generate electricity. Cogen-
eration would save 28 trillion Btus of energy
per year. This is equivalent to 200 million
gallons of oil per year.

So why isn’t every city in the United
States scrambling to convert to district
heating? Because of the high costs of fi-
nancing these projects. The assistance pro-
vided through the Synthetic Fuels Corpora-
tion would mitigate impediments and pro-
mote development of these innovative
energy technologies. I firmly believe that, as
a matter of public policy, government, fed-
eral, state, and local, has a responsibility to
stimulate the development of initiatives like
district heating.

Mr. Chairman, at a time when the Admin-
istration and Congress are telling America’s
cities that there will be no funds for new
programs, and less money for existing pro-
grams, your Subcommittee is appropriately
focusing on an energy source that is as old
as the century. District heating and cooling
are old processes that Congress, state and
local governments, and the American people
are wisely giving a new look.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAUDINE SCHNEIDER

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the oppor-
tunity to testify today. I think our presence
here indicates that the Synthetic Fuels Cor-
poration has run into trouble and is losing
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support here in the Congress. Before the
SFC commits billions of dollars to promote
synthetic fuels development, I believe that
we need to consider whether we are making
a balanced investment in energy supply.

I have joined with Congressman Oberstar
in introducing H.R. 5833, which would open
the SFC to allow financing for district heat-
ing and cooling, and waste-to-energy
projects. If the Synthetic Fuels Corporation
is to survive, I believe that it must provide
for a fairer distribution of federal capital
for energy development.

The SFC as it stands reserves its lending
authority for the fossil fuel industries—
which already seem to have plenty of cap-
ital—to underwrite their development of
synthetic fuels. Our bill would reserve some
of those loans for urban technologies, so
that our cities—which are always short of
capital, even in good times—can put people
to work to build their own innovative
energy supply systems.

The SFC as it is currently written does
not really address the chronic dependence
of oil-consuming cities on the actions of pro-
ducers and suppliers over which they have
no control. H.R. 5833 offers cities the
chance—by investing in district heating and
urban waste-to-energy projects—to take
their energy future into their own hands.

Waste-to-energy systems, otherwise
known as waste recovery plants, are like dis-
trict heating and cooling systems in that the
economics over the life-cycle of the plant
are very attractive. In addition, waste recov-
ery offers cities the advantage of being able
to burn garbage to produce steam for heat
or electricity, instead of dumping it in land-
fills, where it may contaminate groundwater
mﬂm. or pose other environmental haz-

Unfortunately, a serlous obstacle has
emerged to discourage investment in waste
recovery. If a recovery plant is to be eco-
nomical, it needs a large and steady supply
of waste for reprocessing. However, the fees
that a new plant would have to charge for
the garbage it processed into energy are rel-
atively expensive in the early years of oper-
ation. Right now, it is still relatively cheap
in the short run for most cities to dispose of
their waste in landfills. The volume of waste
that a recovery plant must receive to
become economical is therefore likely to be
reduced to a trickle, as its supply is diverted
to cheaper landfills.

The dilemma is compounded by the fact
that many cities are beginning to run out of
landfill space, and may face a waste disposal
crisis in the not-too-distant future. The
challenge we face is how to develop the so-
lution—waste recovery—before the prob-
lem—dwindling landfill space—gets out of

After several working sessions with repre-
sentatives from the Conference of Mayors,
we decided to direct the financial
avallable through our proposed legislation
for urban waste recovery to price support
loans. The loan would represent the differ-
ence between the set standard price of im-
ported oil, and the cost of the energy the
waste plant would displace.

This mechanism would allow the plant to
increase its revenues in the early years of
operation—the increased revenues would in
turn be used to help reduce the tipping fees
charged to the city for waste reprocessed at
the plant. Waste recovery would then be &
more economical alternative to landfill in
many cases, and could be developed before
existing landfills are depleted. The price
support loan would extend for seven years,
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which would give the recovery plant time to

become economically self-sufficient.

As Members of the Subcommittee are
aware, what we are proposing with regard to
waste recovery is not really new. The origi-
nal legislation authorizing the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation contained a title for fi-
nancing waste recovery plants. Unfortunate-
1y, the funding for that title got lost in the
shuffle—all we are left with is financing for
fossil fuel technologies which, although im-
portant, are probably not going to lower
energy costs in American cities at any time
in the near future.

The energy potential of waste recovery
plants—up to 220,000 barrels of oll-equiva-
lent a day—is great. That potential exists in
dozens of American cities—San Francisco,
New York, Hartford, Warwick, Baltimore,
San Diego, Trenton, Savannah, and Phila-
delphia, to name a few.

H.R. 5833 would help to make that poten-
tial a reality for the oil-dependent cities of
America's industrial heartland.

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES,
Washington, D.C., April 1, 1982.

Hon. PHILIP R. SHARP,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Fossil and Syn-
thetic Fuels, Committee on Energy and
Commerce, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing in
behalf of the National League of Cities to
urge your prompt and favorable consider-
ation of H.R. 5833, sponsored by Represent-
atives Oberstar and Schneider.

With the severe reductions proposed by
the administration in its EPA and energy
conservation and renewable resource budg-
ets, at a time when state and local govern-
ments have already been forced to accept
disproportionate reductions in federal
funds, it is difficult to understand continued
multibillion-dollar subsidies to the private
sector for profit-making initiatives. More
importantly, cities—as consumers—are im-
porters of energy. One of the few means
cities have to decrease energy prices Is to
become involved as suppliers through dis-
trict heating or cooling systems, or through
municipal waste-to-energy projects such as
Indianapolis is pursuing.

In our view, there should be a much great-
er sense of equity in allocating scarce
budget resources. Of particular concern to
our members is that those federal funds
which are utilized be directed to benefit
those most in need and least able to obtain
the necessary capital financing through the
private markets.

Consequently, we would urge your serious
consideration of the Oberstar-Schneider
proposal. It merits your Committee’s sup-
port and early approval

Sincerely,
GeorGe GRoOSS,
Director of Federal Relations.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES,
Washington, D.C., March 30, 1982.
Hon. PHIL SHARP,
Rayburn House Omce Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SHARP: The Nation-
al Association of Counties (NACo) would
like to commend you on holding hearings on
H.R. 5833, the “Synthetic Fuels Corpora-
tion, Amendments of 1982.” NACo has long
felt that in establishing the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation, Congress failed to include
within its scope of activities a number of sig-
nificant project types., High on this list of
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omissions are district heating and cooling

and municipal waste-to-energy projects.

NACo is strongly supportive of the provi-
sion of H.R. 5833 extending the Corpora-
tion's loan authority for the above projects.
We also feel that for this extension to have
a practical effect that the Corporation must
have staff which can evaluate these technol-
ogies and that a specified percentage of the
overall funding be set aside for these
projects. Both of these latter concerns are
positively addressed in H.R. 5833.

Again, we would like to commend you on
holding these hearings. We hope that they
are the beginning of timely consideration of
an important issue. NACo is very interested
in working with you on this matter and
hopes that we might be called upon for
advice and assistance,

Sincerely,
MARK I. CROKE,
Legislative Representative,
CoONSUMER ENERGY
COUNCIL OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., April 1, 1982.

Hon. PHILIP R. SHARP,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Fossil and
Synthetic Fuels, Washington, D.C.

DeEar MR. CHAIRMAN: The Consumer
Energy Council of America (CECA), a
broad-based coalition of major national con-
sumer, labor, farm, public power, rural elec-
tric cooperative, senior citizen, farm, urban,
and low income organizations, is writing to
express its support for HR. 5833, the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation Amendments of
1982,

H.R. 5833, which would earmark 25 per-
cent of Synthetic Fuels Corporation monies
for district heating and cooling and munici-
pal, waste-to-energy projects, would help to
ensure a broad mix of energy resources in
this country. Although the Energy Security
Act of 1980 recognized biomass as a signifi-
cant fuel source which deserves federal sup-
port, biomass programs have been eviscerat-
ed in the budget battles of the past year. As
a synthetic fuel which receives little federal
support, biomass should rightfully come
under the umbrella of the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation.

Of all the synthetic fuels, biomass is the
most readily available and technically
mature energy resource. Biomass is clearly a
cost-effective local resource that deserves
gle support of the Synthetic Fuels Corpora-

on.

The Consumer Energy Council of America
g;g;s you to lend your full support to H.R.

Sincerely,
ELLEN BERMAN,
Ezrecutive Director.
INTERNATIONAL DISTRICT
HEATING ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., April 1, 1982.

Hon. PHILIP R. SHARP,

U.S. House of Representatives,
House Office Building,
D.C.

DeAr MR. SHarP: The International Dis-
trict Heating Association is a not-for-profit,
incorporated, technical assoclation founded
in 1909 for the advancement of and ex-
change of information about district heat-
ing. IDHA represents utilities, municipali-
ties, universities and other physical plant
systems engaged in the supplying of ther-
mal energy in the form of steam, hot and
chilled water for heating, cooling and proc-
ess use. It also represents manufacturers of
equipment of district systems and engineers

Rayburn
Washington,
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involved in the design and development of
systems. The membership is involved in and
greatly concerned with the most efficient
use of energy, the planning and develop-
ment of central cities and other high densi-
ty areas, the conservation of investment in
the industry and the protection of the envi-
ronment in an intelligent and rational
manner.

IDHA would like to state its support for
H.R. 5833, the Synthetic Fuels Corporation
Amendments of 1982. The development of
district heating systems is highly capital in-
tensive, but their creation, particularly
those utilizing refuse for fuel, can have a
strong positive economic effect on the
growth of our cities. Jobs are created
through the building of systems and by the
industries attracted to stable energy
sources. In evaluating the economics of the
systems it must be kept in mind that most
district heating systems in the U.S. are over
50 years old and the economics of new sys-
tems should be based on similar long term
distribution of energy. With the provision of
capital for the initial development of dis-
trict systems through the amendments,
cities would gain new control over their eco-
nomic and energy futures.

The professionals represented by the
International District Heating Association
represent both the public and private
sector. They are all aware of the difficulties
in developing the financing for a major en-
terprise in these times of high interest rates
and tight money. Through the proposed
Amendments to the Synthetic Fuels Act,
greatly needed assistance would be provided
for the initial development of energy saving
district systems. Any new systems developed
should have strong economic feasibility, but
once that potential is clear barriers should
be removed to allow the system to make its
contribution to the community.

Sincerely,
NoORMAN R. TAYLOR,
Ezxecutive Director.@

H.R. 5750: A UDAG FOR HOUSING

HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, in
recent weeks we have heard a great
deal about the crisis that faces the Na-
tion's housing industry, and about the
need for an emergency stimulus pro-
gram to save the industry. To be sure,
with housing starts at their lowest
point and construction industry unem-
ployment at its highest point in the
postwar era, a crisis does exist. Beyond
the crisis in the industry, however, lies
a genuine housing crisis. This crisis is
nowhere more evident, nor more
severe, than in the rental housing
market, yet not one of the emergency
proposals that I have seen even men-
tions rental housing. An emergency
program for rental housing, such as
building out the section 8 pipeline,
would help ease the crisis and enable
the Government to fulfill funding
commitments that have already been
made, but it will not end the crisis, and
it will not provide the justification for
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ending all Federal assistance for the
production and rehabilitation of new
rental housing. An ongoing program
will still be required; our responsibility
should be to make that program as
workable and cost effective as possible.

On March 8, I introduced legislation
which addressed the unprecedented
crisis in the Nation's rental housing
market in a way that is fundamentally
different from current programs. The
bill, H.R. 5750, directs the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to
provide assistance to State and local
governments to finance the production
and rehabilitation of affordable rental
and cooperative housing. This pro-
gram, working in conjunction with an
adequately funded exisiting housing
support program, can form the basis
of a comprehensive, cost-effective
strategy for addressing the needs of
those citizens who are not being
served by the private market. In fact,
it has been included in, and dovetails
with, the comprehensive housing bill
introduced last week by Chairman
Henry GonzaLez of the Housing Sub-
committee.

The program I am proposing is a
fuller, more refined version of legisla-
tion I introduced in the last session.
This effort is the result of close col-
laboration with Senator CHRISTOPHER
Dopp, of Connecticut, as was last ses-
sion’s bill, and the House Housing
Subcommittee.

The symptoms of the rental housing
crisis are abundant. Vacancy rates are
at their lowest level since this statistic
has been recorded. Overcrowding is in-
creasing for the first time in many
years. Although the number of units
with serious defects has declined
steadily in the postwar era, over 5 mil-
lion lower income families still live in
physically inadequate housing. With-
out a doubt, insufficient income is a
major problem for these families, but,
as the number of insufficient units in-
dicates, it is not their only problem, as
the administration would have us be-
lieve. There is no shortage of demand
in any segment of the rental market.
The shortage lies in the supply.

Despite the large numbers of fami-
lies who prefer or are forced to rent,
virtually no unsubsidized rental hous-
ing is being built. Private capital has
sought other opportunities. Banks, in-
vestors, and developers no longer view
rental housing as an attractive invest-
ment. Recent changes in the deprecia-
tion schedules for rental housing have
made it more attractive than it used to
be, but changes in the depreciation
schedules of other assets have actually
made housing even less attractive com-
pared to these assets than it was previ-
ously. Upper income families have
opted for the inflation protection and
tax advantages of homeownership,
thus skimming off the only potential
source of demand for new unsubsi-
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dized rentals built at today’s interest
rates. At the same time, many fami-
lies, locked out of the single-family
market by high interest rates, are
forced to remain in rental units or in
houses they have outgrown, thus
choking off a vital source of rental va-
cancies. The National Association of
Home Builders estimates that at cur-
rent rates only 11 percent of American
families can afford to buy a home. The
inescapable conclusion is that the cur-
rent gap between the supply and
demand of rental housing will grow
larger. Experts ranging from the Na-
tional Association of Home Builders to
the Brookings Institution estimate
this gap at about 200,000 units per
year.

A comprehensive survey recently
completed in New York City—where
close to 70 percent of the population
are renters—presents a clear view of
the depth of the problem. Overall va-
cancy rates plunged from 3 percent in
1978 to 2.1 percent in 1981, For lower
income renters the vacancy rate was
even lower, at 1.8 percent. For moder-
ate-income renters the situation was
the worst of all, with vacancies at 1.6
percent. New York’s rental crunch got
worse even though there was a net in-
crease of 8,000 units in the city, the
first increase in a decade.

Yet, instead of assisting the produc-
tion of new rental units, the adminis-
tration has proposed to support fewer
units of existing housing with less as-
sistance per unit than ever before. It
views the housing crisis as an afford-
ability problem rather than a supply
problem. The potential success of a
strict affordability approach can be
predicted by considering what would
have happened in New York City if
there was no section 8 production pro-
gram operating for the past 3 years,
but only the section 8 existing housing
program. First, there would have been
a net decrease in the number of units
in the city, since the 8,000-unit in-
crease is more than accounted for by
the section 8 construction program.
More importantly, the existing certifi-
cate program itself would have been
less effective. The current waiting list
for section 8 existing certificates is 6
years long—the walit is similar in other
cities—and over 30 percent of those
who finally receive certificates must
return them because they cannot find
a unit that fits the program. The evi-
dence is clear: We must do something
to increase the supply of rental units
available in the market, or housing
vouchers will be ineffective, and will
only lead to higher rents, not new
units.

The goal of H.R. 5750 is to increase
the supply of rental housing available
in supply-constrained areas for fami-
lies without other reasonable and af-
fordable housing opportunities in the
private market. Briefly, the program
would work like this:
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HUD would make funds available to
State and local governments to assist
in the production and rehabilitation of
modest rental housing in areas experi-
encing severe shortages. Local govern-
ments would apply for these funds on
behalf of an in conjunction with hous-
ing developers, including nonprofit
and cooperative corporations.

Applications would detail the loca-
tion of the project, the cost, and work
to be performed. They would request
an amount of assistance sufficient to
reduce rents to a level affordable by
families with moderate incomes, and
to reduce rents in at least 20 percent
of the units to a level affordable by
lower income families without further
assistance. The application may call
for assistance to be used as a grant, a
loan, an annual interest reduction pay-
ment, or in any other way that will
reduce rents efficiently. This provision
gives local governments considerable
flexibility, allowing them to design
projects that fit their needs.

Projects would be judged competi-
tively. The selection criteria reward
those projects which do the most to al-
leviate shortages in areas of need, con-
tribute to neighborhood development,
and mitigate displacement, and those
applicants which have a demonstrated
record of meeting their assisted hous-
ing needs. In addition, the criteria pro-
vide incentives for minimizing the
amount of Federal assistance request-
ed and maximizing the local govern-
mental and private contribution.

This program will provide more
housing for less money than the sec-
tion 8 program. The $1.3 billion au-
thorized in H.R. 5750 will add between
60,000 and 100,000 units of rental
housing, depending on the mix be-
tween new production and rehabilita-
tion. In contrast, only 10,000 units
could be assisted with an equal
amount under the section 8 construc-
tion program. In addition, this pro-
gram does not require that the Feder-
al Government commit itself to spend
money 30 years in the future, which
has been one of the most persistent
and damaging criticisms of the section
8 program. Without these long-term
commitments, Congress will regain
control over annual housing expendi-
tures.

This program {is perhaps best
thought of as the housing equivalent
of the urban development action grant
program, because it brings the princi-
ples of that highly successful program
to a housing program for the first
time. First, assistance is provided only
to fill the gap between reasonable con-
struction or rehabilitation costs and
what the market can support. Second,
assistance is flexible. Third, projects
will represent a Federal-local-private
partnership, with the center of respon-
sibility for housing decisions shifted to
the local level. Fourth, Federal assist-
ance will leverage non-Federal govern-
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mental and private contributions in as
favorable a ratio as possible. Fifth, as-
sistance is targeted to areas most in
need, to be selected according to objec-
tive measures of housing need, such as
overcrowding, vacancy rates, and the
amount of substandard housing.

Some who oppose this program are
likely to argue that this is a middle-
income housing program and that we
should only provide assistance to the
lowest income families. I believe that
this argument is sincere, but that it
overlooks three important consider-
ations. First, the program is designed
to let localities determine their hous-
ing needs and use Federal assistance
to help meet them. It is assumed that
one major need is providing housing
for lower income families; for this
reason a locality’s record in meeting
this need is a principle factor to be
used in selecting projects to be assist-
ed. At least 20 percent of the units in
each project must be set aside for low-
income families, but this is an absolute
minimum; localities may design

projects which set aside whatever frac-
tion of the units they determine will
result in a viable project that fits into
their overall housing strategy.

Second, as noted earlier, there is a
desperate need to increase the basic
supply of modest rental housing.
Renters are simply not being served by
the private market. Tight markets put
upward pressure on rents, pressure
which hurts lower income families the
most. Given that, unfortunately, hous-
ing assistance is not likely to become
an entitlement program soon, if we
can put some slack into excruciating
tight markets, we will alleviate some
of this pressure, and serve all renters
well—those low-income families who
do not receive Federal assistance as
well as those who do.

Finally, this program represents a
fundamental departure from the cur-
rent approach to assisted housing. Al-
though it stands alone as a production
vehicle it is designed to serve as one
element in a comprehensive housing
assistance strategy. As outlined in the
bill Chairman GonzaLEz introduced
last week, that strategy includes fund-
ing for section 8 existing housing
certificates, loans for the construction
of elderly and handicapped housing,
sufficient funding for public housing
modernization, operating subsidies,
and production, and a single-family
production assistance program. I be-
lieve that this strategy is a sound ap-
proach to meeting the Nation's hous-
ing needs in a balanced, fair, and effi-
cient manner,

Mr. Speaker, I include the text of
H.R. 5750 in the RECORD:
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H.R. 5750
A bill to stimulate the production and
rehabilitation of multifamily rental housing
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE
SecrioN 1. This Act may be citied as the
“Rental Housing Production and Rehabili-
tation Act of 1982,
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY

Skc. 2. (a) The purpose of this Act is to in-
crease the Nation's stock of rental and coop-
erative housing and to reduce the housing
costs of the residents of such housing by en-
couraging the construction and rehabilita-
tion of multifamily rental housing projects
and cooperative housing projects for fami-
lies and individuals without other reasona-
ble and affordable housing alternatives in
the private market.

(b) The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development (hereafter referred to in this
Act as the “Secretary”) shall, to the extent
approved in appropriation Acts, provide fi-
nancial assistance to carry out the purpose
of this Act with respect to multifamily
rental housing and multifamily cooperative
housing if such cooperative housing is
owned by limited dividend corporations, pri-
vate nonprofit corporations, or other non-
profit corporations or limited dividend enti-
ties eligible under section 221(dX3) or (e) of
the National Housing Act.

(e) Such assistance shall be made available
by the Secretary to states, units of local gov-
ernment, or designated agencies of States or
units of local government which apply for
such assistance in a form and manner pre-
scribed by the Secretary and which are se-
lected for such assistance on the basis of the
eligibility and selection criteria and other
conditions set forth in this Act.

(d) States, units of local government, or
agencies thereof which receive such assist-
ance shall utilize it to stimulate the con-
struction or rehabilitation of rental or coop-
erative housing projects described in subsec-
tion (b) by providing—

(1) capital grants;

(2) loans;

(3) interest reduction payments;

(4) grants to finance the purchase of land;
or

(5) other comparable assistance, which
the Secretary deems appropriate to carry
out the purposes of this Act, designed to
reduce project debt service cost.

AREA ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

Sec. 3. To be eligible for assistance under
this Act, a project must be located in an
area which is experiencing a severe shortage
of decent rental housing opportunities for
families and individuals without other rea-
sonable and affordable housing alternatives
in the private market. The Secretary shall
issue regulations, consistent with the pre-
ceding sentence, which set forth minimum
standards for determining areas eligible for
assistance. Such standards shall take into
account the extent and change in the level
of poverty, housing overcrowding, the
amount and duration of rental housing va-
cancies, the amount of substandard rental
housing, the extent of rental housing pro-
duction lag, and such other objectively
measurable conditions specified by the Sec-
retary which are consistent with the first
sentence of this section.

PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA

Sec. 4. In selecting projects for assistance
under this Act from among the eligible
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projects, the Secretary shall make such se-
lection on the basis of the extent—

(1) to which the project or projects de-
scribed in the application reduce the severe
shortage of decent rental housing opportu-
nities in the area for families and individ-
uals without other reasonable and afford-
able housing alternatives in the private
market,

(2) of non-Federal public and private fi-
nancial or other contributions which reduce
the cost of the project or projects;

(3) to which the project or projects con-
tribute to neighborhood development and
mitigate displacement;

(4) to which the applicant has established
a satisfactory performance in meeting as-
sisted housing needs; and

(5) to which the assistance requested from
the Secretary will provide the maximum
number of units for the least cost, taking
into consideration cost differences among
different areas and differences among the
types of projects and tenants being served.

ALLOCATION OF ASSISTANCE

Sec, 5. In providing assistance under this
Act, the Secretary shall seek to assure a rea-
sonable distribution among eligible areas in
different geographic regions, between met-
ropolitan and nonmetroplitan areas, and be-
tween States and units of local government
or their designated agencies, based on the
Secretary's determination of the prior and
current capacities of those entities to devel-
op and implement housing initiatives. In ad-
dition, the Secretary shall make a reasona-
ble distribution of assistance among newly
constructed, substantially rehabilitated, and
moderately rehabilitated projects on the
basis of local housing needs and prevailing
local housing market conditions identified
in the application for assistance.

AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE

Sec. 6. The amount of assistance provided
under this Act with respect to a project
shall be the least amount which the Secre-
tary determines is necessary to provide,
through the construction or rehabilitation
of such project, decent rental or cooperative
housing of modest design which is afford-
able for families and individuals without
other reasonable and affordable housing al-
ternatives in the private market, including
an amount necessary to make rents for
units described in section 7(a)(2) affordable
for persons and families whose income does
not exceed 80 per centum of the median
income of the area.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF ASSISTANCE

Sec. 7. (a) Assistance under this Act may
be provided with respect to a project only

(1) the owner has entered into such agree-
ments with the Secretary as may be neces-
sary to assure compliance with the require-
ments of this section, to assure financial
feasibility of the project, and to carry out
the other provisions of this Act;

(2) the owner agrees that, during the 15-
year period beginning on the date on which
50 per centum of the units in the project are
occupled (or in the case of a moderately re-
habilitated project, are completed), at least
20 per centum of the units the construction
or rehabilitation of which is provided for
under the application shall be occupied, or
available for occupancy by, persons and
families whose income does not exceed 80
per centum of the area median income;

(3) the owner agrees—

(A) to pass on to the tenants any reduc-
tion in the debt service payments resulting
from the assistance provided under this Act;
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(B) not to discriminate against prospective
tenants on the basis of their receipt of or
eligibility for housing assistance under any
Federal housing assistance program; and

(C) not to convert the units to condomini-
um ownership (or in the case of a coopera-
tive, to condominium ownership or any form
of cooperative ownership not eligible for as-
sistance under this section),

during the 15-year period beginning on the
date on which the units in the project are
available for occupancy (or in the case of a
moderately rehabilitated project, are com-
pleted),

(4) any mortgage secured by the proper-
ty—

(A) has a principal amount which is not
more than the amount which could be in-
sured for the project under section 207 of
the National Housing Act; and

(B) bears a rate of interest and contains
such other terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary determines are reasonable;

(6) the project is newly constructed or
substantially or moderately rehabilitated,
contains five or more dwelling units, and is
used predominantly for residential pur-
poses; and

(6) the State or unit of local government
which receives the assistance certifies to the
satisfaction of the Secretary that the assist-
ance will be made available in conformity
with Public Law 88-352 and Public Law 90-
284,

(b)1) The Secretary shall provide that if
the owner or his or her successors in inter-
est fail to carry out the agreements de-
scribed in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of sub-
section (a) during the applicable period, the
owner or his or her successors In interest
shall make a payment to the Secretary in an
amount which equals the total amount of
assistance provided under this Act with re-
spect to such project, plus interest thereon
(without compounding), for each year and
any fraction thereof the loan was outstand-
ing, at a rate determined by the Secretary
taking into account the average yield on
outstanding marketable long-term obliga-
tions of the United States during the month
preceding the date on which the assistance
was made available,

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any assistance provided under this
section shall constitute a debt, payable in
the case of any event described in para-
graph (1), secured by the security instru-
ments given by the mortgagor to the Secre-
tary.

(cX1) A mortgage on & project assisted
under this Act may be insured under title II
of the National Housing Act.

(2) Section 817 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974 is amend-
ed—

(:l&} by striking out “and” after “1966,”;
an

(B) by inserting after “and 1970” the fol-
lowing: “, and the Rental Housing Produc-
tion and Rehabilitation Act of 1982".

(dX1) Rents charged for units described in
subsection (a)(2) in any such project shall
be approved by the Secretary. In approving
such rents, the Secretary shall provide that
tenants of such units are charged not more
than 30 percent of their adjusted income for
rent, including utilities, and shall require
that not less than 30 days prior written
notice of any increase in rents be provided
to such tenants.

(2) Any schedule of rents submitted by an
owner to the Secretary for approval shall be
deemed to be approved unless the Secretary
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informs the owner, within 60 days after re-
ceiving such schedule, that such schedule is
disapproved.
LABOR STANDARDS

Skc. 8. Any contract for assistance pursu-
ant to this Act shall contain a provision re-
quiring that not less than the wages prevail-
ing in the locality, as determined or adopted
(subsequent to a determination under appli-
cable State or local law) by the Secretary,
shall be paid to all architects, technical en-
gineers, draftsmen, and technicians em-
ployed in the development, and all mainte-
nance laborers and mechanics employed in
the operation, of the lower income housing
project involved; and shall also contain a
provision that not less than the wages pre-
vailing in the locality, as predetermined by
the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the
Davis-Bacon Act (49 Stat. 1011), shall be
paid to all laborers and mechanics employed
in the development of the project involved,
and the Secretary shall require certification
as to compliance with the provisions of this
section prior to making any payment under
such contract.

AUTHORIZATION

Skc. 9. There is authorized to be appropri-
ated for assistance under this act not to
exceed the sum of $1,300,000,000 for fiscal
year 1983.@

CONGRESSMAN FORD OF TEN-
NESSEE SALUTES THE 125TH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE AMERI-
CAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHI-
TECTS

HON. HAROLD E. FORD

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, as we approach the 125th anniver-
sary of the American Institute of Ar-
chitects, the organized voice of our
country’s architectural profession, it is
appropriate to reflect upon the enor-
mous contribution this profession has
made to our society.

Who can imagine our Nation's great
cities without such landmarks as the
Empire State Building or the Wash-
ington Monument? This fine tradition
began with the colonists. On the east-
ern seaboard, the predominant style
was English, but the French, Spanish,
and Dutch added their stylistic influ-
ences as the counfry grew. A number
of monumental projects—the estab-
lishment of Washington in 1800, the
Philadelphia Centennial Exposition in
1876, and the 1893 World’s Columbian
Exposition in Chicago reflect the na-
tional aspirations of the 19th century.
The strong-willed independent person-
alities of the Chicago school artistical-
ly exploited the new building tech-
niques of iron, steel, glass, and con-
crete. The most dramatic result of
these developments was the skyscrap-
er, a quintessence of American ingenu-
ity that reflected the dramatic rise in
land values and business concentration
cllsauring0 the great building boom of the

'S.
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This spirit of prosperity alternated
with the turmoil of the early part of
the 20th century to form contempo-
rary architectural thought. The new
wave of immigrants brought many dis-
tinguished architects to our shores.
Their logic and search for perfection
of form developed the international
period, which was eagerly sponsored
by corporations desirous of expressing
their corporate images architecturally.
Modern architects have continued to
combine building technologies with
design innovations to create exciting
new visual forms. In many urban cen-
ters, lobby atriums literally re-create
the outdoors inside. Plazas bring
people together for every imaginable
public celebration, and fountains and
sculpture gardens provide a restful al-
ternative to the day’s busy work
schedule. The architect's achieve-
ments touch every aspect of our lives.

In my great hometown of Memphis,
Tenn., architects have designed shop-
ping malls, industrial parks, and resi-
dential subdivisions that blend well
with our natural terrain and environ-
ment. Perhaps most exciting is the re-
vitalization of our downtown area. Ar-
chitects are currently working on sev-
eral important projects. One of the
foremost is the restoration of Beale
Street, home of the blues. This four-
block area has been designated a na-
tional historic district by the National
Trust for Historic Preservation. The
area is famous for its influence on W.
C. Handy, father of the blues. When
completed, restaurants, music halls,
and boutiques will please visitors from
around the world. It took a team of
dedicated architects many hours to
conceptually link the development’s
disparate elements. Tirelessly, they
held many public meetings to explain
their concepts and solicit community
support. Without them, the Beale
Street project would not be a reality
today.

Plans are also underway to revitalize
our magnificent riverfront along the
mighty Mississippl River. Highlighting
this effort is the development of Mud
Island, a $60-million undertaking
which features the world’s only
museum dedicated to a river. A 4,000-
seat amphitheater, a marina, and a
river walk add to the experience. Mud
Island will open July 4, in what surely
will be one of the summer’s most ex-
citing events. Once again, local archi-
tects made it happen.

Nationwide, many new design vistas
are ahead of us. Our country contin-
ues to face the limitations of our natu-
ral and economic resources. We have
expanding urban populations that re-
quire housing, recreational, and em-
ployment opportunities. Our suburbs,
too, are growing older and more trou-
bled. Architects stand ready to address
these problems, competently and
imaginatively. The architect’s creative
use of new materials and construction
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methods continue to meet the de-
mands of inflation without compro-
mising the quality of our environment.
They inspire and challenge us to look
toward the next century, while re-
membering the proud accomplish-
ments of our design heritage.

We can be thankful, Mr. Speaker,
that yesterday’s architects respected
their environment. For a glimpse into
the environment of tomorrow, we have
only to examine the architect’'s draw-
ing boards of today. Our design profes-
sionals are a national treasure no less
than the great architectural forms
they create. It is my honor to salute
them on the occasion of their 125th
anniversary.e

FORT WORTH PLANT MARKS
40TH YEAR IN KEY ROLE OF
NATION'S DEFENSE

HON. JIM WRIGHT

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

e Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, on a
tranquil spring day in 1941, a cow
grazed in a muddy pasture west of
Fort Worth and had the place pretty
much to herself.

To a fisherman on Lake Worth just
to the north, there was no sign that
the peaceful meadow stretching south-
ward from the shoreline was about to
fulfill a date with history.

Yet it was here, on April 18, 1941,
that ground was broken for an aircraft
factory whose planes would form
America’s first line of defense for dec-
ades to come.

Exactly 1 year later, the plant went
into feverish wartime production of
the legendary B-24, whose wings were
to blacken the skies over America’s en-
emies in both Europe and the Pacific
in World War II.

Today that same plant, operated
continuously since its opening by Gen-
eral Dynamics Corp., and its predeces-
sor companies, is preparing to observe
its 40th anniversary of service to the
defense of our country. A special cere-
mony will be held in the plant on
Monday, April 19.

Few of the plant’'s personnel today
were on hand for the groundbreaking
back in 1941. Taking part in the his-
toric ceremony that day were Fort
Worth's Mayor, Amon G. Carter, offi-
cials of the U.S. War Department, and
Maj. Reuben H. Fleet, founder and the
president of Consolidated Aircraft
Corp.

Consolidated was one of the compa-
nies that was later merged to form
General Dynamics, whose Fort Worth
division, headed by Herbert F. Rogers,
operates the mile-long assembly plant
today.
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Still known by oldtimers in the area
merely as “the bomber plant,” the in-
stallation bears the official title of Air
Force Plant No. 4. Since its opening in
1942, the plant has produced nearly
5,000 military aircraft for the United
States and friendly nations.

The gigantic plant has been the
anvil on which superb teams of design-
ers, engineers and craftsmen have
built each new generation of aircraft—
the B-24 Liberator, the B-32 Domina-
tor, the B-36 Peacemaker, the B-58,
the F-111, and finally the F-16 Fight-
ing Falcon, the most versatile fighter-
bomber in the world today.

The F-16, which is manned by only
one pilot and flies at more than twice
the speed of sound, can carry nearly
twice the munitions load of its historic
old forebear, the B-24, which required
a crew of 10.

The maneuverability, versatility, and
economy of the F-16 have prompted
the U.S. Air Force to order 1,985 of
the Fighting Falcons, and nine friend-
ly countries have announced plans to
buy 600 more. The industries of five
nations—the United States, Belgium,
Denmark, the Netherlands, and
Norway—are jointly building various
parts of the plane. Besides the one in
Fort Worth, assembly lines for the F-
16 are in operation in Belgium and in
the Netherlands.

Thus the F-16, conceived, designed,
and built in Fort Worth, constitutes
the largest international military co-
production program in history. The
new fighter will be, in the years ahead,
the free world’s first line of defense.

Since its opening 40 years ago, the
Fort Worth plant has had an annual
average employment level of 16,648
men and women. These employees
have earned a total of more than $5.6
billion. The average annual employee
salary has increased nearly tenfold
since the first B-24 rolled off the line.

Sales during the four decades have
exceeded $20 billion and, because of
sound management and a dedication
to quality work, the division has
earned nearly $1.2 billion.

The annual payroll today is $406
million. Each payroll dollar generates
approximately $3 in other jobs, busi-
nesses and benefits for the Fort Worth
regional economy. Thus the impact
from the payroll alone will be $1.2 bil-
lion this year.

Thousands of subcontractors across
the Nation also benefit. In 1981, the
Fort Worth plant purchased $895 mil-
lion in materials and services in 48
States and the District of Columbia.

Texas clearly receives most of the fi-
nancial benefits from the plant. A
total of 2,238 Texas businesses re-
ceived $168 million in contracts in
1981. This amount, combined with the
$406 million payroll, directly intro-
duced $574 million into the Texas
economy. It is estimated that the
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plant thus generates more than 40,000
jobs for Texans.

But these economic benefits, as im-
pressive as they are, would be less
than welcome unless we, as neighbors
of General Dynamics, knew that it was
fulfilling its basic fundamental role of
providing the best possible value for
America’s defense dollar. We are
Texans, but first we are Americans.

We are proud to have the General
Dynamics plant as our neighbor be-
cause we believe it builds for our Na-
tion's defense the best military air-
planes in the world.

So as our friends and neighbors who
work in this important defense instal-
lation prepare to observe the 40th an-
niversary of their plant, their fellow
citizens in Tarrant County, in Texas
and in the United States at large, can
offer them a well-deserved salute for
their outstanding contribution to the
defense of our country.e

RICHSTONE CENTER: A COMPRE-
HENSIVE APPROACH TO CHILD
ABUSE

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, the
existence of child abuse in our society
is a tragic fact whose frequency is too
often overlooked, for it is an uncom-
fortable subject of which people do
not like to be reminded. The abused
child is in a particularly difficult situa-
tion, for his or her problem is not one
that can be solved by dealing exclu-
sively with the child. If a child suffers
from acute appendicitis, the mother or
father recognizes that a problem
exists, takes the child to a doctor and
then to a hospital where the offending
appendix is removed. In the case of
the abused child, however, the mother
or father would perhaps not recognize
the problem or would be ashamed and
not seek assistance., Even if the prob-
lem is acknowledged and assistance
sought, the solution is still difficult for
it is the parents as well as the child
who must be treated.

The South Bay area in California is
fortunate to be served by the Rich-
stone Family Stress Center for the
Prevention of Child Abuse, a private,
nonprofit organization dedicated to
the treatment of the abusive family.
The peculiar, vague nature of the
problem of child abuse demands the
bold and comprehensive solution that
Richstone provides under the leader-
ship of Executive Director Dorothy
Courtney and Clinical Director Elaine
Struhl. Rather than dealing exclusive-
ly with the child or the parents, Rich-
stone approaches the problem from
the perspective of treating the family
as a unit. Although Richstone offers
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individual counseling for parents and
individual counseling for children, the
goal is to improve the overall commu-
nication and relationships of the
family. Other services offered by Rich-
stone include a therapeutic nursery
program for the preschoolers, a
parent-support group with child care
provided, dinners to provide the op-
portunity for social interaction, house
calls from staff members, and a 24-
hour telephone line for all families.

Richstone is a model center and
more than willing to share its experi-
ence and knowledge with others. Last
year, for instance, members of the
staff made more than 31 presentations
to community and professional groups.
Richstone has also offered, in conjunc-
tion with El Camino College, a parent-
ing class, an excellent way to intro-
duce hesitant parents to the Rich-
stone agenda.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that Rich-
stone offers an excellent example of a
private, community-based approach to
dealing with one of society’s ills, and I
offer it for my colleagues’ consider-
ation as a model organization.e

HEAD START PARENTS APPEAL
FOR PROGRAM

HON. GEORGE MILLER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

e Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I continue to get letters from
Head Start parents who both testify to
the ways in which this program has
dramatically improved their lives and
those of their children, and express
their concerns about Head Start’s
future. We know that Head Start
works; that Head Start is cost-effec-
tive. And yet, even today, it serves
only 25 percent of the eligible chil-
dren, and faces substantial erosion
from inflation and cutbacks in sup-
portive services (CETA, title XX, child
care, food, medicaid). We need to
listen to the parents of Head Start
children and keep this exemplary pro-
gram working. Another letter from a
Head Start parent follows:

Head Start has made my child more aware
of the different races and to accept them
without prejudice. He learns a lot of educa-
tional things he wouldn't learn at his age if
it weren't for Head Start. Head Start has
made us more aware of the things our child
does when we are away. It brings us closer
together and makes us appreciate being to-
gether after a long day. If there were no
Head Start I could not manage financially.
My husband is temporarily disabled and if I
had to pay regular day care fees I wouldn't
even make enough to pay rent and utilities.
If there were only a half-day program, 1
would have no one to pick my child up or
nowhere for him to be the rest of the day. I
could not take off work at that time every-
day because I also work in a day care center
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and the children could not be left. The best
thing about Head Start is that it gives the
parents the opportunity to work and still
have a say in the care of their child.
HEeAD START PARENT,
Russellville, Arkansas.@

ANTISEMITISM—ALL, ANTIRELI-
GIOUS VIOLENCE AND VAN-
DALISM MUST BE STOPPED

HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, last year
I introduced H.R. 2085, a bill to
impose stiff new Federal penalties
against those persons who carried on
acts of antireligious violence and van-
dalism. My bill was prompted in many
respects by the proliferation of anti-
semitism in this Nation. This problem
has shown tremendous growth in the
past 2 years, especially in the North-
east.

Antisemitism takes many forms—
some as blatant as the painting of a
swastika on a sacred synagogue or as
subtle as the publishing of a telephone
directory which purposely excludes
Jewish names. Such a publication has
been discovered in Saco, Maine, ac-
cording to an article in a recent Jewish
Press.

I find this type of antisemitism as
deplorable as all other types. It has no
place in a democratic society which
prides itself on allowing its citizens the
freedom of religion. All those who
seek to interfere with the free exercise
of these beliefs should be punished se-
verely.

I assure my colleagues that this is
but one example of a very large and
burgeoning national problem. We in
Congress cannot escape our responsi-
bilities any longer than we need to
pass strong legislation, such as my bill
H.R. 2085.

At this point in the Recorp I wish to
insert the aforementioned article: New
Christian Directory: Sorry, No Jews
Allowed.

The article follows:

NEw CHRISTIAN DIRECTORY: SoRRY, No JEWS
ALLOWED
(By Yaakov Rodan)

8aco, MaINe.—It's no different from any
other telephone directory: There's superma-
kets, legal advice—even blueberry pie fea-
tured in this publication.

One catch however, If the product or
owner is Jewish, it won't appear in the di-
rectory.

It's called the Christian Telephone Direc-

tory and around here Barry J. Hough and
his friends are publishing it.

Mr. Hough does not claim that the serv-
ices in his directory will be any cheaper of
better than those in different publications.

Just Christian.

“It's miracle,” said Mr. Hough, a layman
“It's our first publication.”
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“I'm not saying that anybody who listed
has rates any more reasonable than other
businesses.

“But with the ideals of Christians they
should perform to the best of their ability,”
he said.

Apparently, Mr. Hough's ideal is striking a
sympathetic chord in many. Already, the
born-again Christian and his associates have
published 30,000 copies of the directory.
The men charge advertisers $35 per every
three lines of copy.

Mr. Hough's directory may be unique for
New England but it is just one of many such
publications in the United States. Christian-
only directories have been published in nu-
merous locations in the South.

The main opposition to such publications
come from Jewish leaders. In San Francisco,
the Anti-Defamation League sued the
owners of a Christian directory operating in
that area.

The ADL and the publishers came to an
agreement which halted the exclusivity of
the directory.

Opposition to the Saco directory appears
mild, however. “To tell you the truth. I
didn’t know anything about it,” an employ-
ee of Saco’s Temple Beth-El told THE
JEWISH PRESS.

But the rabbi of the congregation, Harry
Z. Sky, is aware of the directory—and he's
bothered by it.

“All of it is divisive,” he said.

“I just can't believe the ordinary citizen of
Maine will go for that kind of stufi."e

ONE VOICE FOR DEMOCRACY: A
HOUSE UNITED

HON. BERNARD J. DWYER

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to insert for the record the
speech of Susan E. Beck of Wood-
bridge, N.J., our State’s winner in the
recent Voice of Democracy contest
conducted each year by the Veterans
of Foreign Wars.

Susan’s message is at once simple
and profound. She strikes a telling
analogy between the efforts made rou-
tinely in building and maintaining a
home, and those waged in founding
this great Nation of ours. Her words
must strike a responsive chord in all of
us who value our democracy and real-
ize the responsibility we all share in
protecting it.

A vacant lot stood near my home for
nearly a year. I would pass this patch of
green every day, and it remained untouched,
until one day a “sold” sign appeared on the
lawn. Only a few days later, the area bus-
tled with activity. The sign was gone, and
the green covered with men and machin-
ery—all sharing a common interest—the
construction of a home. As these men had a
goal, so did our forefathers—the building of
a democracy, the building of our United
States.

The laborers, each skilled in a different
area, began working together to build the
foundation of the house. They all held the
same dream, despite their differing abilities.
Our forefathers were too a diverse group,
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for each possessed talent in a different area.
They were united, however, by their desire
to build the foundation for a democratic
America. The result: the Constitution of the
United States has withstood the years well,
having been designed to last through gen-
eration after generation as a concrete
symbol of our nation’'s beliefs.

The crew then began to build the wooden
frame of the house. Piece by piece, the skel-
eton of this dwelling took shape. In this
way, we built upon our Constitution and
formed a government of the people, by the
people, and for the people.

Traditions, morals, and values formed the
brick, plaster, and paint on our home—the
United States. These beliefs enhanced and
enriched our lives, for as each house on a
block has a different appearance than an-
other, so each family on a block holds dif-
ferent beliefs than another. Through the
different traditions present in our country,
we have been able to adapt our governmen-
tal system to the needs of all.

Since the building of the house, some of
the paint has peeled, but the area has
always been quickly repainted. The family
living in the house has committed itself to
the maintenance of their home. We, too, by
living in the United States have committed
ourselves to the maintenance of our democ-
racy. This is a strong responsibility, and we
have accepted its challenge well.

We maintain our democratic system, and
thus build America together, by following
the traditions handed down to us from our
parents. These traditions exemplify the mo-
rality that first built America. By following
these tradtions, we set an example for
others to follow. It is only through a deter-
mined, unified effort by all that the free-
doms and privileges we enjoy can be pre-
served. These privileges can and are some-
times taken advantage of or misused, but by
our commitment to building America to-
gether, we can suppress this immorality and
injustice.

Many citizens of the United States help to
build America without even realizing it.
Simply by obeying the law, a citizen enables
others to enjoy their freedom without
danger or worry. Others gave their most
precious possession, their lives, in order to
build America. For these people, the build-
ing of a better America was their only com-
mitment—a quality we should all try to ex-
emplify.

In the foundation of our nation—the Con-
stitution—we are granted certain inalienable
rights; among them—the right to vote. This
is one of our most powerful tools in the
building of America together, for by voting
carefully, we can select representatives who
will promote and build on our great demo-
cratic system.

In conclusion, we are building America to-
gether in the same way that our forefathers
built America during the beginning of our
nation. Through the unified commitment of
each and every American to uphold our
values and traditions, we can continue to
maintain the greatness of the United States,
and to build America together.e@
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NATIONAL ECONOMIC POLICY
FOR THE EIGHTIES: WHERE
DO WE GO FROM HERE?

HON. NORMAN F. LENT

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
direct the attention of my colleagues
to a most interesting and learned dis-
cussion of this Nation's economic
problems. I refer to the remarks of
Mr. Willard C. Butcher, chairman of
the Chase Manhattan Bank of New
York at a recent alumni business con-
ference at New York University’s
Graduate School of Business. In his
address Mr. Butcher provided an inci-
sive analysis of the reasons for our
present economic woes, and offered
some thoughtful advice on dealing suc-
cessfully with them.

I call attention to Mr. Butcher’s
main premise which holds that the
Reagan administration’s economic pro-
gram of tax cuts, tax incentives, and
Federal fiscal restraint does offer hope
of return to economic stability growth,
if continued. Mr. Butcher’s thorough
discussion of this premise gives con-
crete evidence that thoughtful and in-
formed members of the business com-
munity appreciate the value and valid-
ity of the President’s economic pro-
gram.

I commend to my colleagues the full
text of Mr. Butcher’s remarks, in the
belief that his words will contribute a
great deal of solid information to our
ongoing discussion of economic policy.

NaTiONAL EcoNoMIc POLICY FOR THE

E1GHTIES: WHERE D0 WE GO FroM HERE?

President Brademas, Dean May, distin-
guished alumni and friends of the Graduate
School of Buciness: I am honored by the in-
vitation to address this distinguished confer-
ence, and I salute New York University on
its 150th year.

The Chase Manhattan Bank has had a
long and warm relationship with NYU, and
each year we draw some of our finest “exec-
utive timber” from the ranks of GBA.

We find that graduates of this business
school are particularly well suited to a
career at Chase, primarily for three reasons.
One, they are exceptionally well trained.
Two, they display a continuing eagerness to
learn. And three, they already possess that
most elusive of commodities—a New York
City apartment.

So for all these reasons then, I'm delight-
ed to share my Saturday afternoon with
you.

Today, as advertised, I would like to dis-
cuss the U.S. economy and our present eco-
nomic policy; to consider recent achieve-
ments and failures and, in essence, raise the
question: where do we go from here?

I might say that “Economic policy” is one
of those subjects about which a political col-
umnist once advised, “If it looks complicat-
ed—immediately lose interest.” Until recent-
ly, many Americans seemed to apply this
;ﬂctum to their mounting economic prob-

ems.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

They seemed content with a national eco-
nomic policy that encouraged lavish spend-
ing for Government services and discour-
aged investment for productive purposes.

And they seemed resigned to the depress-
ing drone of new “highs”: High interest
rates; high inflation rates; and chronically
high unemployment,

In the 1970s, the situation became far
more critical than most people realized. For
example, during the decade just past:

Our Nation’s average business investment
as a percentage of gross national product
sank lower than Japan’'s, lower than that of
France, Germany, Belgium, and Italy—and
even lower than that of Great Britain,
which, until recently, was hardly the model
of an economy to which we would aspire.

The increase in average annual productivi-
ty in the U.S. also dewindled to a level far
below that of most other industrialized na-
tions.

At the same time, government spending in
the U.S. climbed to over 20 percent of
GNP—more than double the rate in Japan
and higher than any other industrialized
nation, again with the exception of the
U.K., with whom, however, we are in a vir-
tual last-place tie.

Fortunately in my view—and not a
moment too soon—in the late 1970s. The
American people seriously began to question
previous policy initiatives. Gradually,
through the elections of 76, 78 and certainly
1980—the American people expressed their
will to reverse the dangerous direction in
which our economy was headed.

And that’s exactly what our new govern-
ment set out to do. Certainly the so-called
Reagan economic program has as its overall
objective. A change in policy direction. In its
first year, the Administration implemented
a program of tax cuts, tax incentives, and
fiscal restraint—a policy direction, if contin-
ued, and a program, if allowed to work, does
offer the hope of a return to economic sta-
bility and growth.

I underscore the phrases: “if continued”
and “if allowed to work.”

Regrettably, a number of elements in our
society—including too many members of the
business community—have risen up in oppo-
sition to the basic policy directions of the
new economic program. Clearly, the Admin-
istration’s program offers no panacea, and
in a moment, I'll touch on several areas
where I believe improvements are badly
needed. But there is no doubt in my mind
that the program’s goals are correct, and
eminently better for our society than the
well-meaning but misguided policies that
preceded them,

Obviously, the economic program has not
been helped by the recession—which began,
by the way, before any of the new policies
became effective. Business conditions today
are not good. And as unemployment rises,
the hue and ery of the critics intensifies.

But I believe we must steadfastly resist ca-
pitulating to these skeptics. If we forfeit
this opportunity to reverse our economic
course, I fear we may not soon get another
chance.

Whatever the doubters and skeptics say,
the broad majority of our citizens, in the
final analysis, belleve the Administration's
objectives are irrefutable.

i We have to encourage more capital forma-
on.

We have to stimulate more investment.

And we have to reinforce a flagging pri-
vate sector.

Stated another way, we have to retrieve
our nation's economic resources from the
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Government and return them to their right-
ful owners—namely, 228 million individual
Americans.

And that, in a sentence, is what I believe
the Administration’s economic program is
all about and why it is so critical that we
not lose our resolve to see the program
through.

Rather than naysaying the program, I
think we should concern ourselves with
trying to improve it. Here, I would concen-
trate on three critical areas; the Federal
deficit, Government overregulation and
monetary policy.

The Federal deficit last year reached $58
billion. It now seems likely that the 1982
deficit may be in the area of $80 to $90 bil-
lion, with some analysts forecasting that a
$100 billion deficit is reachable.

“Reachable” maybe. But if sustained for
several years, intolerable.

Intolerable not because I say so, or be-
cause David Stockman says so, or because
the phrase “national debt” is such a handy
excuse for failure.

A deficit of that size is intolerable because
it brings massive Federal borrowing, strains,
the Nation’s credit resources, and depletes
capital for productive use.

It invites higher interest rates, renewed
inflation, and further economic stagnation.

To my mind, the answer lies not in in-
creasing taxes but rather in continuing a de-
termined reduction of Government spend-

ing.

To put this spending in some perspective,
20 years ago during the Kennedy Adminis-
tration, total Government expenditures did
not exceed $100 billion. That’s less than we
now pay for interest alone on the national
debt. More important, today’s budget is 7%
times as high as the last budget of the Ken-
nedy Administration.

So clearly, our challenge today is to cut
back spending. Let’s take a look at our na-
tilon's 1982 federal budget of some $725 bil-
lion.

As I mentioned, $100 billion of that
budget—about 14 percent—pays the interest
on the national debt—and I think we can all
agree that we can't default on that. But if
sizable deficits continue, I can see the day
when the total income of the U.S. will go
just to service this debt. So it's imperative
that we begin to attack the spending which
results in federal deficits.

Spending on defense this year is about
$190 billion. The whole question of how
much to spend on national defense is a diffi-
cult one. On the one hand, it seems clear to
me that we have neglected our defense in
recent years. Few people realize that under
President Kennedy, defense represented
almost 48 percent of total government
spending. This year, by contrast, defense
represents about 26 percent of total govern-
ment spending. Perhaps more important,
defense spending in the EKennedy Adminis-
tration equaled 9 percent of GNP. Today, it
equals less than 6 percent of GNP. On the
other hand, the defense budget should not
be immune from the same kind of thorough-
going examination for waste and duplica-
tion to which all government programs
must be subject.

Beyond defense, 13 percent of the budget
or $96 billion is for the general functions of
the government. A category from which
we've done most of the cutting so far and
where there is a limit on how much more we
can cut.

And that leaves 47 percent or $342 billion
in the largest single budget category—the
so-called entitlement programs. These pro-
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grams experienced staggering cost increases
during the decade of the 70s. For example:

Social security programs increased by 381
percent.

Civil service retirement programs in-
creased by 548 percent.

And the food stamp program increased by
an incredible 1,783 percent.

In this fiscal year alone, entitlements are
expected to rise by another $50 billion or 16
percent—when the underlying inflation rate
has declined to around the 7 percent level.
Clearly, entitlement expenditures are out of
control.

1 am not suggesting that we abruptly ter-
minate such programs of necessary assist-
ance. Not at all. But I am suggesting that
escalator clauses and liberalized definitions
of who qualifies for what have crept into
these programs and pushed their cost far
beyond intended—or affordable—limits.

And if the Administration’s program is ul-
timately to succeed, it must bring these
costs back to reality. The answer is as
simple—and as complex—as that.

A second key area for renewed Adminis-
tration effort is dealing with excessive Gov-
ernment regulation.

The clarion call by citizens everywhere to
“get the government off our backs"” finally
has registered with elected officials. A great
many more politicians today understand
that while some government regulation is
necessary and proper, much is not. And
each carries a cost. ““A billion here and a bil-
lion there,” as Senator Dirksen used to say,
“and pretty soon it adds up to real money.”

The Reagan Administration has capital-
ized on this new recognition by registering
some notable gains:

Vice President Bush's Task Force on Reg-
ulatory Relief claims to have helped save
close to $7 billion through modifications of
existing regulations.

Unnecessary pollution standards in the
auto industry have been rescinded—which
may save $1.5 billion in equipment costs on
U.S. cars.

And the government has ended its probe
of TV advertising, dismissed legal action
against IBM, and dropped its 10-year-old
suit to break up a so-called “shared monopo-
1y” of breakfast food producers. (Apparent-
ly, the threat of Alpha-bits and Sugar Snaps
cornering the market had been greatly ex-
aggerated.)

While these gains are a good start, much
more must now be done.

Speaking now purely as an “impartial ob-
server,” I think one industry that could ben-
efit mightily from a fortified dose of deregu-
lation is banking. For years, the banking in-
dustry has been weighted down by anachro-
nistic laws and regulations that deprive con-
sumers of a fair return on their savings and
inhibit U.S. banks from competing equally
with foreign banks and non-bank competi-
tors. The result has been a steady diminu-
tion in the amount of the nation’s financial
resources in the hands of the banking
system.

Here again, federal authorities recently
have begun to ease regulatory burdens on
banks. Indeed, with technological and com-
petitive pressures increasing and with con-
sumers becoming more sophisticated in fi-
nancial matters—bank regulators have had
little choice to do otherwise.

I could spend the rest of the weekend de-
tailing our nation’s pressing need to mod-
ernize its financial structure, but that's an-
other lecture—for which I'm available, Dean
ﬁﬁ' if you've got the nerve to invite me
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Let me just say here that in banking, as in
other industries, one would hope that the
pace of deregulation accelerates rapidly in
the near future.

Now, let me turn to a third economic issue
I believe we must confront immediately—
namely, establishing a credible monetary
policy.

This has a couple of elements. First, the
Federal Reserve Board has a clear responsi-
bility to maintain a monetary policy that
guards against inducing “cheap moner.”
But now is not the time for the Fed to oe
dogmatic in its monetarist zeal. Interest
rates today are too high—unnecessarily
high, in my judgment, especially in view of
the way inflation has come down.

The Administration too, in my view, must
share the blame. On the one hand, it has
called on the Fed for greater monetary re-
straint. And on the other hand, it has called
for lower interest rates. Obviously, the Fed
can respond to either request—but not to
both at once.

What has resulted from this schizo-
phrenic approach to monetary policy has
been an economy thwarted by yo-yoing in-
terest rates at historically high levels.

The most recent example came this past
Monday, when my bank reluctantly had to
increase its prime commercial lending rate
because the cost of our funds over the past
week had significantly increased.

I believe a monetary policy—more sensi-
tive to the level of interest rates and less
sensitive to short-term fluctuations in mon-
etary aggregates—would be a better course.

Again, what our nation desperately needs
now is lower interest rates. The longer that
interest rates remain high, the longer it will
take for our economy to recover and for the
Administration’s program to be given a
chance to work.

In calling for a monetary policy more sen-
sitive to the level of interest rates. I am not
for a moment advocating either *“loose
money” or increased inflation.

Monetary growth that reflects productive
investment and economic expansion does
not carry the same inflationary conse-
quences as money growth that feeds con-
sumption.

This argument was amply demonstrated
in the 1950s and 60s in Germany and Japan.

During this period, Germany’s average in-
flation rate was low—about 2 percent, the
same as the United States. Japan's inflation
rate was & bit higher at 4 percent. Monetary
growth rates in the three countries, howev-
er, were strikingly different: a low 3 percent
in the U.S., and a much higher 8 percent in
Germany, and 12 percent in Japan.

The high rates of monetary expansion in
Germany and Japan did not spur high infla-
tion because they were accompanied by
rapid, real economic growth—more than
double that of the U.8. growth rate of about
3 percent. So in both Germany and Japan, a
higher rate of money growth was not infla-
tionary.

Thus, I belleve, we need to allow the
money supply to grow in tandem with the
ﬁoonomrmdnotbeadruonlt or a prod to

We should not let the current recession
distort the fact that we as a Natlon have
embarked on a bold, new course of action.
The policies implemented last year were de-
signed to halt a ruinous economic decline
and spare the Nation greater poverty and
pain. To reinstate discredited programs, to
reinstitute regulations, or to reimpose bur-
densome taxes would be a tragic mistake.

With a concerted effort to improve In the
areas I've touched on this afternoon, I be-
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lieve the economic policies enacted last year
can work.

But they need time, and they will require
the patience of all of us. I, for one, believe it
will be worth the wait.@

A SALUTE TO PAUL M. WELLS

HON. LOUIS STOKES

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure for me to join with the mem-
bers of the Laborers’ Union Local 1099
of the Municipal, County, and State
Employees Laborers’ International
Union of North America, AFL-CIO, in
tribute to its president and business
manager—Mr. Paul M, Wells. On May
14, 1982, there will be a testimonial in
Cleveland for Mr. Paul M. Wells. I
take this opportunity to congratulate
him on an exemplary job.

Mr. Speaker, my good friend, Paul,
has worn many hats within this great
local union organization. With every
position he assumed, Paul carried
three goals with him.

The first was to serve the best inter-
est of the union members. The second
goal, Mr. Speaker, was to perform his
job to the best of his ability. The third
and final goal was to make the motto
“In Union There Is Strength” a reli-
able tool for each member.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to report
today that holding steadfastly to
those goals, Paul M. Wells has made
an indelible mark on the union and
the lives of the union members in
Cleveland.

In many respects, Mr. Speaker, Paul
Wells has been the tower of strength
for the Laborers’ Union Local 1099
starting from the days when the union
movement in Cleveland was in its in-
fancy to the present. He has nurtured
and guided the development of the
local 1099 for the past 20 years.
During that time, Paul has been one
of the major forces facilitating the
growth of the union.

Mr. Speaker, for countless years,
Paul M. Wells has been a strong and
faithful union man. He served as
steward for over 6 years and became
the local’s president in 1970 and busi-
ness manager in 1974.

At this juncture, I think that it
would be appropriate to share perti-
nent biographical information on this
distinguished union man with my col-
leagues.

Paul Wells attended the Ohio State
University Labor Education and Re-
search Service and graduated from the
Harvard University School of Business
trade union program in 1972.

A lifetime resident of Cleveland,
Ohio, Paul’s dedication to aiding the
community, in many respects, mirrors
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the kind of community involvement he
encouraged the union and the mem-
bership to undertake. He is a board
member of the Cuyahoga County Re-
publican Executive Committee, the
Blue Cross of Northeast Ohio, Labor
Advisory Council, the Cuyahoga
County employee referral program
and the Carnegie Roundtable. His
name is associated with many worth-
while and productive organizations in
Cleveland.

Mr. Speaker, in terms of the union,
for his dedication and achievement,
Paul Wells has received both local and
national recognition by union mem-
bers. He is a delegate to the Cleveland
AFL-CIO Federation of Labor, the
Cleveland Building and Construction
Trades Council and the Laborers’ Dis-
triet Council of Ohio.

It is evident, Mr. Speaker, that Paul
M. Wells has been the guardian and
force behind the Laborers’ Union
Local 1099 in Cleveland for many
years. Just as important, Mr. Speaker,
is the fact that Paul M. Wells,
through his actions in the community,
epitomizes the principles of the union
movement. He has held steadfastly to
those goals and helped to make them
a reality for his union members.

At this time, I ask my colleagues to
join with me, the testimonial commit-
tee and the members of the Laborers’
Union Local 1099 in saluting Paul M.
Wells for a job well done and best
wishes for continued achievements for
the union, the city of Cleveland and
the Nation.e

OVERTURNING EXCLUSIONARY
RULE NO PANACEA FOR CRIME

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, one of
the proposals recomended by the At-
torney General’s Task Force on Vio-
lent Crime, and endorsed by the ad-
ministration as part of its anticrime
effort, is a legislative attempt to
modify the constitutional rule that
prohibits prosecutors from profiting
by use of evidence illegally seized by
the police. This proposal, unfortunate-
ly, is just another example of the ad-
ministration attempting to improve its
public image by taking advantage of a
common misperception that the so-
called exclusionary rule will have sub-
stantial effect on the ability to arrest,
charge, or convict criminals. Rather,
as the following column by Prof. Wil-
liam Greenhalgh of Georgetown Law
Center (chairperson of the committee
on legislation of the ABA Criminal
Justice Section) so aptly demonstrates,
this proposal will have no substantive
impact other than a diminution of the
rights and welfare of the citizens of
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this country. I strongly recommend
this article to my colleagues who are
interested in achieving real progress
against crime, rather than just the ap-
pearance of progress.

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 30, 1982]

TH1s Is No Way To FigHT CRIME
(By William W. Greenhalgh)

As crime and the fear of crime increasing-
ly govern the public’s daily lives, the search
for solutions has understandably become
more and more desperate. Nevertheless, we
should remain alert to the dangers of an-
swers that not only offer false promise, but,
more important, trample on cherished con-
stitutional principles. The current legisla-
tive movement to eliminate or modify the
federal 4th Amendment exclusionary rule is
a case in point.

The 4th Amendment provides: “The right
of the people to be secure in their persons,
houses, papers and effects, against unrea-
sonable searches and seizures, shall not be
violated, and no warrants shall issue, but
upon probable cause, supported by Oath or
affirmation, and particularly describing the
place to be searched and the persons or
things to be seized.”

Few advocates of a free and orderly socie-
ty would dispute this principle in theory.
While on the one hand it guarantees all citi-
zens protection against unreasonable gov-
ernment searches and seizures, on the other
it provides a system for searches an seizures
when probable cause for them exists. Unfor-
tunately, however, power is a heady thing.
Experience has demonstrated numerous in-
stances in which state and federal law en-
forcement officers have tried to limit the
amendment’s applicability by illegally
searching—that is, searching without a war-
rant—those they would like to see convicted
of criminal activity.

In 1914, the Supreme Court attempted to
remedy this situation on the federal level.
Its Weeks v. U.S. decision required the feder-
al courts to exclude from consideration at
criminal trial all evidence collected in viola-
tion of the 4th Amendment. In 1961, in
Mapp v. Ohio, the court used the 14th
Amendment’s ‘“due process” clause to
extend this “exclusionary rule” to the
states,

Now Congress is considering several bills
and the administration is proposing to spon-
sor another to modify the rule, arguing that
it allows criminals to escape federal convic-
tion when the excluded evidence is crucial
to the prosecution's case. The American Bar
Association vehemently opposes such ef-
forts as unconstitutional, unwarranted and
unnecessary.

Because Congress has no authority to pass
legislation that violates the Constitution, it
lost its power to legislate the abolition of
the exclusionary rule when the Supreme
Court in Mapp declared the rule to be an es-
sential part of the 4th and 14th amend-
ments. Now the rule can only be nullified by
constitutional amendment or a reversal of
the Mapp decision.

A less radical approach pending in the
Senate recognizes the rule in cases where
there is an “intentional or substantial” vio-
lation of the 4th Amendment but not in
other cases—in effect, sanctioning some ille-
gal searches and seizures. This legislation,
like the broader proposal to abolish the rule
outright, is a violation on its face because it
effectively abolishes the objective standard
of reasonableness that has been the law for
67 years.
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The administration has recommended leg-
islation to admit evidence illegally obtained
in the course of a reasonable, “good faith”
search. The rationale is that since applica-
tion of the exclusionary rule is not antici-
pated by the offending officer in such cases,
it will not act as a deterrent to his actions.
The ABA again objects. For over 100 years
the Supreme Court has consistently reject-
ed the so-called “good faith” test. Objectivi-
ty—not subjectivity—must be the rule of
law.

Since Congress has no authority to legis-
late a change in the exclusionary rule, are
we “‘stuck” with a rule we would be better
off without? Our response is an emphatic
“no.” Public policy alone militates against
the proposed legislation. By creating a
lesser standard in federal courts, its passage
would exhume the “silver platter” doctrine
that allowed federal courts to admit evi-
dence illegally seized by state officers, or
vice-versa, thereby destroying any sem-
blance of uniformity of 4th Amendment
decisional law in federal and state criminal
proceedings.

Moreover, the exclusionary rule should be
retained because it works. Since its imposi-
tion, federal law enforcement has come a
long way toward living and working well
without the need of unlawful searches and
seizures.

Not only does the federal exclusionary
rule work, it works without greatly affecting
the disposition of cases. The overwhelming
percentage of guilty pleas and convictions in
federal courts provides ample proof that the
rule has not stultified either federal law en-
forcement or judicial determination.

The current rhetoric that the rule is re-
sponsible for legions of criminals going free
on “technicalities” is absolutely refuted by
several recent studies. In one survey under-
taken by the prestigious Institute for Law
and Social Research “less than 1 percent of
all arrests were refused by the prosecutor
with an indication that the police failed to
protect the arrestee’s right to due process.”
In another, due process questions appeared
to have “little impact on the overall flow of
criminal cases after arrest.,” A General Ac-
counting Office report confirms this mini-
mal impact of the exclusionary rule on con-
viction rates.

The American Bar Association joins with
the administration, Congress and the public
in recognizing the need to undertake con-
certed and effective measures to reduce
crime in America. But it emphatically op-
poses legislation to abolish or modify the
exclusionary rule as an easy answer to our
crime problem. Constitutional issues aside,
congressional changes in the rule will un-
dercut law enforcement professionalism, en-
gender decades of litigation over various
new tests and result in very few additional
criminals ending up behind bars.

And in the bargain, we will—perhaps for-
ever—have casually tossed aside a valued
constitutional protection on which this
country was founded.e@
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TIME TO REVAMP THE FED’'S
MONETARIST POLICIES

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I
am distressed by the persistence of ex-
tremely high interest rates in our
economy even after inflation has
cooled and the economy has grown
very weak. Although the President's
budget is partly to blame, the Federal
Reserve’s continued adherence to
monetarism, which dictates that there
must be a rigid limit imposed on the
growth in some arbitrarily defined fi-
nancial statistics called the money
supply, is, I believe, an important con-
tributing factor to the persistence of
repressively high interest rates.

What makes the present situation so
distressing is that I see no early reso-
lution of the problem, no easy return
to economic prosperity. On the con-
trary, the Federal Reserve, in its rigid
adherence to the theory of pure mone-
tarism has lost touch with its public
responsibilities to promote economic
prosperity. Inflation control is not the
only objective of monetary policy. Eco-
nomic prosperity and stable financial
markets are equally important objec-
tives of sound monetary management.
But the Fed appears not to care about
these important concerns.

The Fed is surely not blind to what
is happening to the economy. Unem-
ployment is at 8.8 percent and rising.
Business failures and mortgage delin-
quencies are occurring at rapidly in-
creasing rates. Interest rates, meas-
ured in real terms adjusted for infla-
tion, are currently at the highest
levels since the Great Depression.
Under these conditions, it is economic
suicide for the Fed to maintain inter-
est rates at such levels in spite of the
rapidly deepening economic slump.

A growing body of opinion shares
this same conclusion. A very impor-
tant recent expression of this is found
in Hobart Rowen’'s column entitled,
“It Is Time To Relegate Monetarism
to a Museum” that appeared in the
Washington Post on Sunday, March
28, 1982, which I commend to my col-
leagues.

The article follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 28, 1982]
IT 1s TIME TO RELEGATE MONETARISM TO A
MuUsEUM
(By Hobart Rowen)

Milton PFriedman, the noted economist,
has made a career of jumping on the Feder-
al Reserve Board. It almost never does any-
thing right, in the Friedman view—and over
a long stretch, going way back to the Big
Depression, there is plenty of blemish on
the Fed record.

Professor Friedman, a Nobel award
winner, gets a lot of attention not only be-
cause he is one of the nation’s most distin-
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guished economists, but also because he is
one of the most articulate. And as the
founder of the monetarist school of econom-
ics, he has had a profound effect on the
thinking of economists and governments all
over the world.

The Reagan administration adopted his
basic belief that a slow, stable growth in the
money supply is the correct—and only—
strategy necessary to control inflation. If it
grows too fast, inflation is the result. If it
doesn't grow enough, the economy doesn't
grow enough. If the growth is erratic, then
financial markets are erratic.

Friedman is said to be the president's fa-
vorite economist, telling him it's okay to
slash taxes as the best way to reduce the
size of government—even a 25 percent maxi-
mum rate would work. It's a mutual admira-
tion society: on “Meet the Press" last week,
Friedman labeled Reaganomics “a great tri-
umph.”

But the truth is that Reaganomics has led
the nation to the brink of economic disaster,
and the monetarist approach blueprinted by
Friedman, endorsed by Reagan and carried
out by the Fed has acted not just to squeeze
out inflation in the economy, but also to
crunch real growth to the point of creating
a recession.

So Friedman has to find an excuse for
failure of the monetary policy, and his
excuse is that the Fed hasn't been doing
what it was supposed to do. The Fed's over-
all money growth targets are okay, but he
complains that one week the money policy
is too tight, and the next week it is too easy.
By pursuing such a “roller-coaster” or “yo-
yo" approach, he argues, the Fed has
eroded the confidence of the business com-
munity in the Reagan program, and thus
should take the blame for economic instabil-
ity and high interest rates.

Even when confronted with evidence that
he may have overstated the case—or, God
forbid, may actually be wrong—he won’t
admit it. Federal Reserve Chairman Paul
Volcker, for example, testified before the
Senate Banking Committee that there is no
“obvious link" between the growth rate of
monetary aggregates and “our current eco-
nomic problems.”

If there were, Volcker asks, how come
countries whose economic performance we
tend to admire—like Japan, Switzerland,
and West Germany—have so much wider
swings in their rates of monetary growth?

Volcker supplied committee Chairman
Jake Garn (R-Utah) with figures for the
narrowly defined money supply growth last
year that showed a range between minus
and plus of 138 points for Japan, 60 for
West Germany, 56 for Switzerland, and only
29.5 points for the United States. The only
better record among industrial powers—if
stability is some kind of virtue—was Italy
(which, incidentally, had one of the highest
inflation rates!).

On “Meet the Press,” Friedman brushed
these statistics aside as “wholly meaning-
less.” He told a questioner that Germany,
Switzerland, and Japan can get away with
wide fluctuations, because “over a period of
years, [they have] demonstrated the credi-
bility of their long-run patterns. You can
have the widest fluctuations in a short run,
provided everybody is confident that over
the longer run you will attain your target.

“The Federal Reserve has not, in fact,
achieved its targets over the longer run. It
has no credibility, and the real harm which
these fluctuations is doing is that it destroys
the credibility of the Fed's targets.”

But the record shows that the Fed has
pretty much done what Reagan demanded
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of it. True, in 1980, it slightly overshot the
target range for M1, the narrowly defined
money supply that Friedman now focuses
on. And in 1981, it considerably undershot
it. However, looking at M2, a much broader
measure of the money supply, the Fed was
just about on the mark last year.

Interestingly enough, after having said a
year ago that M2 was the be-all and end-all
of money measurement, Friedman has re-
verted to M1 as his guide, although many
other experts think that the vast innovation
that has taken place in financial markets
makes M1 much less meaningfull.

For example, there was a huge bulge in
M1 in January that agitated Friedman and
other monetarists. But as Boston Federal
Reserve Bank President Frank Morris point-
ed out recently at a conference in Atlanta,
most of the bulge occurred in interest-
paying checking accounts. This was prob-
ably “a defensive buildup of precautionary
balances ... that in earlier times would
have been largely reflected in an increase in
savings accounts.”

In other words, people edgy about the
economy may have decided at that time to
hold extra money in “NOW"”-type checking
accounts, which are federally insured rather
than in higher yielding money market
funds, at least temporarily. The bulge, as
Morris says, didn't mean that an inflation-
ary surge was under way, or that the Fed
had lost control, or had to rush to change
its policy.

“, . . it seems to me that the monetary ag-
gregates, particularly M1, have been ren-
dered obsolete by innovation and the com-
puterization of the financial system,”
Morris said.

The Fed's recent scorecard has certainly
not been perfect, but on the whole, consid-
ering the difficulties of combatting an infla-
tionary White House fiscal policy, it’s not
bad. Even if it were physically possible to
hold the supply of money rock steady in the
exact middle of a target range (which many
respected monetary analysts doubt), there is
no reason to believe that there is a predict-
able relationship between a stable money
supply and the economy.

Gyrations in interest rates are not due to
short-t.erm money supply fluctuations, but,

Henry Kaufman says, to monetarism
Itsel! It'’s the monetarist fixation with the
money supply that “creates interest rate
volatility.”

But given the monetarist mania created
by Friedman and his followers, and which
has swept up the Fed itself (and large seg-
ments of the press), the panicky money
markets have gotten “hooked” on the
weekly M1 growth figures published every
Friday. Any big bulge—regardless of the
reason—sends interest rates soaring.

If there is a ray of hope, it is that the slav-
ish devotion to monetarism is finally being
questioned. Ferment for a change is reflect-
ed not only in the Morris speech, but also in
an earlier one by New York Federal Reserve
Bank President Anthony Solomon, and in
testimony by Kaufman.

What’s needed is not a new set of techni-
cal measures (as demanded by Friedman) to
make money growth patterns even more
rigid, but a complete breakaway from mone-
tarism so that the nation once again can
follow a sensible monetary policy that
doesn't focus exclusively on interest rates or
the money supply.

In today’s computerized era, with a whole
new range of money market and other fi-
nancial instruments that can constantly
shift in their composition, no one knows
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how to define money, much less control it—
not even Milton Friedman. It’s time to move
monetarism out of the Fed to a quiet histor-
ical study corner in the Smithsonian.

The most important thing the Con-
gress can do now is make the Fed more
accountable for its actions. As an inde-
pendent agency whose members have
14-year terms, the Federal Reserve
cannot effectively be held accountable
by the electorate. It is very timely,
therefore, that the Congress give
prompt consideration and passage to a
measure recently introduced by Mr.
Conyers, the Federal Reserve Reform
Act (H.R. 5066), which I am cosponsor-
ing.

This bill will shorten the terms of
the Fed Board members to 5 years,
make the Fed chairman’s term of
office coincide with that of the Presi-
dent, and eliminate the present voting
role of the presidents of certain Feder-
al Reserve Banks in the policymaking
Open Market Committee. In this way
the administration in control of the
White House will exercise direct con-
trol over the Federal Reserve Board’s
membership and can in turn be held
accountable by the voters.e

A TRIUMPH OF DETERMINATION:
RUTGERS LADY KNIGHTS

HON. BERNT\R.; J. DWYER

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend to my colleagues the outstand-
ing achievements of the Rutgers Uni-
versity women’s basketball team, vie-
tors in this year’s Association of Inter-
scholastic Athletics for Women na-
tional basketball championships.

The Lady Knights of Rutgers, our
State university, upset top-seeded
Texas, 83-77, to capture the national
title—the first ever won by a Rutgers
athletic team, men’s or women'’s.

Rutgers Coach Theresa Grentz at-
tributed the victory to determination,
leadership, and maturity.

All that and more were in evidence
on that last Sunday in March when
our team defied the odds and emerged
the victors both in numbers and in
spirit.

The Lady Knights’ singular achieve-
ment deserves our warmest apprecia-
tion and commendation. They are a
tribute to the State of New Jersey and
‘national athletics.@
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BUILDING AMERICA TOGETHER

HON. CECIL (CEC) HEFTEL

OF HAWAII
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. HEFTEL. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to share with my colleagues a
speech written by the Hawaii State
winner of the Voice of Democracy con-
test, sponsored by the Veterans of For-
eign Wars of the United States and its
Ladies Auxiliary. James Walter Mat-
thews (Jimmie), an 11th grader living
in Honolulu, wrote this speech, and
has won a trip to Washington, D.C.,
and a chance to compete for a national
scholarship. I am proud to submit Jim-
mie’s speech in the Recorp, and rec-
ommend it to my colleagues.
1981-82 VFW VoIcE oF DEMOCRACY
SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM

HAWAII WINNER: JAMES W. MATTHEWS

The easiest way to consider how we “build
America together” is to think of our coun-
try as a large mansion under construction.
Technically the house has been completed,
but the inhabitants work constantly to
revise and improve upon the existing con-
struction. The mansion has 50 separate
wings, some large and some small, but none
with control over the others. Each of the
wings sends members to the central plan-
ning committee, which in turn directs the
continuous work being done. The plans that
this committee adopts are carried out by a
head foreman, at this moment Ronald
Reagan. He exerts a powerful influence on
the direction of the construction, but nei-
ther he nor the committee may deviate
from the original blueprint for the mansion,
our Constitution. This document sets cer-
tain restrictions on the builders so that the
work done will not violate the intentions of
our founding fathers. These men broke the
ground and laid the foundation. It has
proven to be a strong base, one without seri-
ous faults or deficiencies. We have stood on
it for over 200 years, and it is as strong now
as it was first laid. So this mansion of the
United States has the advantages of good
organization and solid structure.

Even then, final success depends on the
workers. They work most ambitiously, for
they know that what is good for the man-
sion is also good for them. And this is the
significance of the word ‘“‘together”, for this
great cooperation has made possible the
prestiglous accomplishments of our nation.
For example, in 1060 our President, John
Fitzgerald Kennedy, committed the total
force of our 200 million people to an effort
that culminated in Apollo 11, The mind,
body, and spirit of a nation were behind the
space program, an example of voluntary co-
operation that few countries have been able
to match, When Neil Armstrong set foot on
that dusty surface of the Moon, it was not
only his personal triumph, but a triumph of
all Americans.

Another example of successful coopera-
tion, though on a much smaller scale, came
to light in 1978, Experts verified then that
two Illinois high school students, after hard
work, had discovered the world's largest
prime number. This had been & puzzle with
which professional mathematicians has
struggled to no avall. In accomplishing this
feat, the two teenagers showed the world
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the power of cooperation, and made other
nations respect the educational system that
produced them.

However, our successes have come not
only in the field of science. There have been
notable triumphs in the field of team ath-
letics. Our teams have dominated men's bas-
ketball ever since it was introduced as an
Olympic sport. And just last year the spirit
of the entire country was aroused by the as-
tounding victory of our Olympic hockey
team. Those young men, through their sin-
gular determination, were able to change
the mood of a nation. People flew Old Glory
with pride. The Star-Spangled Banner was a
hit again. And “I Love America” became the
slogan of the day. But it couldn't have hap-
pened without teamwork and cooperation.
Without people working together. In each
of these triumphs a labor was accomplished.
A leak in the roof was patched, a furnishing
replaced. Bit by bit, the mansion is im-
proved. And we build America together.e

TRIBUTE TO NORMAN A. BERG

HON. ED JONES

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, a distinguished American last
week completed nearly four decades of
exemplary service toward improving
the natural resources and economic
livelihood of our continent.

Norman A. Berg has been a career
civil servant of the USDA Soil Conser-
vation Service for all those years,
Chief of the agency for almost 3 years,
and the second-ranking leader of the
agency for a decade before that.

The contributions he has made to
strengthen agriculture, improve water
quality, and to the intelligent expan-
sion of communities are truly remark-
able. His retirement from active Feder-
al service on April 2 we hope is merely
& steppingstone to continued strong
involvement in helping resolve impor-
tant natural resource issues.

Mr. Berg has helped make the Soil
Conservation Service the finest corps
of dedicated, responsive professional
conservationists in the world. He has
enhanced its capabilities for action,
improved its performance toward ac-
complishing conservation objectives,
achieved wider public understanding
of conservation needs, and maintained
excellent working relationships with
organizations and agencies at every
level.

At the same time, Mr. Berg has
proven a skilled diplomat in Depart-
mentwide efforts to redirect conserva-
tion programs, as well as in joint
United States-Canadian efforts over a
6-year period to demonstrate the rela-
tionships between land use practices
and Great Lakes water quality.

In my years on the House Agricul-
ture Committee, I have never known a
more open, responsive, and creative
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leader of Federal agency. He has been
unfailingly helpful to the Congress in
providing technical information on
which to base new legislative initia-
tives, such as the special areas conser-
vation program for targeting Federal
assistance to those geographic areas
with the most urgent soil erosion and
related problems, and several other
concepts now embodied in the Agricul-
ture and Food Act of 1981. He has pro-
vided wvaluable testimony in formal
hearings as well as in day-to-day brief-
ings, and he has generously provided
knowledgeable employees of the
agency to aid in developing concepts
that meet both congressional and ad-
ministration objectives.

A charter member of the Senior Ex-
ecutive Service, the top of the U.S. ci-
vilian leadership, Mr. Berg was among
the first to receive the Presidential
rank award as a meritorious executive.
At the time of his retirement he was
under consideration for the SES’s
highest accolade, the distinguished ex-
ecutive rank award. He also has won
the USDA'’s highest honor, the Distin-
guished Service Award.

Throughout his career, Mr. Berg has
been prolific as a speaker, writer,
teacher, and student and has proven
himself unusually adept at translating
new ideas, methods, and technical de-
velopments into agency and depart-
mental action. He also has excelled in
working with soil and water conserva-
tion districts as well as State conserva-

tion agencies to increase their effec-
tiveness and sharpen their program

capabilities, greatly improving both
the accomplishment of the present
and the promise of the future in local
soil and water conservation achieve-
ment.

I know that my colleagues join me in
saluting Norman A. Berg for an emi-
nent career that, in the words of his
Canadian counterparts, has represent-
ed “admirable service not only to agri-
culture in Canada and the United
States, but to society generally.”e®

REAGANOMICS—DEJA VU?

HON. MICHAEL D. BARNES

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to submit for the Concres-
SIONAL REcORD an analysis of the his-
torical antecedents of Reaganomics
written by Rick Heyman, who recently
won the U.S. Capitol Historical Soci-
ety’s Historian of the Year Award in
Montgomery County, Md.

Mr. Heyman is a senior at Charles
Woodward High School in Rockville,
Md. His work, “Reaganomics—Deja
Vu?”, demonstrates that the supposed-
ly novel “supply side” economics prac-
ticed by the administration is closely
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related to the “trickle down" econom-
ics of the past. I commend it to my col-
leagues as valuable reading:
REeacanoMIcs—DEJA VU?
(By Rick Heyman)

The Reagan administration describes its
economic plan as “a major departure from
past policies,” Although the Administra-
tion’s policy employs the “futuristic” theo-
ries of supply side economics, in reality the
President’s plan differs only slightly from
the Revenue Acts of 1824-1928 (which em-
ployed the “trickle down” theory) and the
Tax Reduction Act of 1964 (which employed
demand side economies). All three plans cut
expenditures and slashed taxes.

REAGAN ECONOMICS

The program the President presented to

Congress focused upon five major changes
in governmental policy which the Adminis-
tration deemed essential to economic recov-
ery:
1. Cut the growth of Government spend-
ing. From 1977 to 1981 Federal spending in-
creased at an annual rate of 13.3%. The Ad-
ministration estimates that the growth in
spending between 1981 and 1984 will be re-
duced to 5.5% per year.

2. Reduce taxes to remove disincentives to
work, save, invest and produce. The center-
piece of the Administration’s program is the
Kemp-Roth tax bill which proposes a 30%
tax reduction over 3 fiscal years:

These [the 30% tax cut] reductions are es-
sential to restoring strength and growth to
the economy by reducing the existing tax
barriers that discourage work, saving, and
investment. Individuals are the ultimate
source of all savings and investment.

The President feels that:

The most insidious tax increase is the one
we must pay when inflation pushes us into
higher tax brackets. As long as inflation is
with us, taxes should be based on real
income. * * * Federal personal income taxes
should be indexed to compensate for infla-
tion, once tax rates have been reduced.

Thus to reward work, higher taxes via
“bracket creep” must be reduced. By re-
warding work, the Administration feels it

‘will be rewarding savings, and therefore “re-

duced tax burdens and increased private
saving will provide funds for productive in-
vestment.” To reward investment, deprecia-
tion reform and business tax reductions will
“inerease incentives for capital expansion,
resulting in higher productivity.”

3. Remove “tentacles” of excessive govern-
ment regulation.

4, Work with the Federal Reserve Board
to “establish a stable, sound, and predict-
able monetary policy.” The Administration
feels that “stable monetary supply, com-
bined with expanding productive capacity,
;11';1e brl.ng about a reduction of the inflation
5. Balance the Budget. The Office of Man-
agement and Budget estimates that if the
President's program is implemented, the
Budget totals between 1880 and 1986 would
be as follows:

BUDGET TOTALS
[in bilions of doliars)

BUDGET TOTALS—Continued
[In billins of dotiars]

Recerpts

These estimates reflect tax and spending
reductions proposed as part of the Presi-
dent's program for economic recovery, pro-
posed increases in defense spending; and re-
vised estimates of receipts and outlays re-
sulting from revised economic assumptions.

The Administration feels that the pro-
gram, if enacted as proposed, will lead the
U.S. into an economic promised land:

The decline in tax rates is likely to gener-
ate both strong economic improvement and
impressive gains in receipts, paving the way
for a balanced budget. . . . The reduced size
of the public sector will free up the re-
sources for a strong, rapidly growing private
sector. . . . The reduced Federal share of
GNP under the new budget plan, reinforced
by monetary stability, will signal a sharp re-
duction in future rates of inflation, and will
thus have beneficial effects on financial,
labor, product, commodity, and foreign ex-
change markets. As inflationary expecta-
tions moderate, interest rates will decline
and business confidence will improve. Long-
term capital markets will recover, making
possible the refinancing of corporate bal-
ance sheets. Wage and price demands will
become less aggressive, Commodity prices
will stop rising, and the dollar will strength-
en in forelgn exchange markets. Tax bur-
dens will ease. Better fiscal policies will
become the basis for economic revival.

An equally important part of the Presi-
dent's domestic policy is his commitment to
“restore our defenses.” In 1962, defense ex-
penditures accounted for 47.8 percent of the
budget. The President plans to reverse
recent trends by increasing defense spend-
ing from 24.7 percent of the budget in Fiscal
‘lfge&r 1981 to 33.2 percent in Fiscal Year

This naturally will change the balance be-
tween spending for domestic programs and
spending for defense. As shown below, the
emphasis in Federal spending has been
moving sharply away from defense to do-
mestic programs. For every dollar spent on
defense:

Domestic program spending per dollar of

defense spending
Fiscal year:
1961
1964
1965
1980 4.32
1985 (Proposed)......cisemmssassersssssses 3,00

By cutting social programs and expanding
defense spending, the President is attempt-
ing to keep both his campaign promise to
reduce Federal spending and to increase na-
tional preparedness. At the same time, these
policies have definite but sometimes contra-
dictory implications for the economy.

MELLON ECONOMICS

Contrary to what the Administration and
proponents of Kemp-Roth infer, many of
the President’s “new"” theories have direct

antecedents in those of Secretary of the
Treasury Andrew Mellon, who served under

$1.70
1.90
2.10
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Presidents Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover.
Mellon based his tax policy on what has
become known as the “trickle down effect”
that “if recipients of the highest incomes
were sufficiently free of restraint and tax-
ation, investment of their savings would
insure prosperity filtering down through
the economy."”

The economy in 1923 was just starting to
recover from the economic ills following the
demobilization after World War I. Mellon
urged in that year that the whole tax pro-
gram be revised. He argued that the
wealthy would not invest in industry when
the government was taking so large a per-
centage of their profits. Without invest-
ments by the rich, “new fields of economic
enterprise” could not be developed. Presi-
dent Harding agreed, saying that a tax cut
was “a requisite to the revival of business
activity in this country.”

The death of President Harding gave un-
certainty to the prospects of a tax cut.
When Calvin Coolidge reviewed the situa-
tion, he too agreed that a tax cut was neces-
sary, but only if it were accompanied by tax
reform. The Coolidge-Mellon Revenue Act
of 1924 was proposed to Congress to reduce
private and corporate tax rates and to enact
a series of tax reforms. The Coolidge Ad-
bml.msm tration received strong criticism on the

The conservatives desired the burden to
be lifted most quickly from the wealthy,
who could thereby use the amounts hither-
to earmarked for taxes to develop national
industry and therefore national income.
The liberals, on the other hand, believed
that excess-profits, estate and inheritance,
and income taxes should be continued at
the high rates, with the primary alleviation
given those in the lower brackets. President
Coolidge and Secretary Mellon were subject-
sid to bitter attacks for not sharing this

ew.

The Revenue Act of 1924 was a compro-
mise between the two factions. Coolidge and
Mellon got a 25 percent rebate on earned
income, yet corporate taxes remained the
same and estate taxes increased. Coolidge
felt that it did not “represent a sound per-
manent tax policy” because it was “tax re-
duction not tax reform" and both reduction
and reform should be promoted “upon an
economic and not a political basis.” He con-
cluded that the act would “throttle initia-
tive and new enterprise.”

Despite his strong reservations, Coolidge
signed the bill. The prosperity which fol-
lowed the enactment of the Revenue Act of
1924 gave him the political leverage he
needed to pass several revenue acts between
1926 and 1928. Unlike the taxcut of 1924,
these acts included tax reform: personal and
corporate taxes were lowered and the estate
tax was cut in half. Moreover, the excess-
profits and automobile sales taxes were
eliminated.

Federal income tax receipts showed that
Mellon's plan to cut taxes in order to in-
crease future receipts proved to be effective.
The Federal government received $1.842 bil-
lion in taxes in 1924; in 1925, after the
taxcut, only $1.762 billion; but by 1929,
income taxes brought $2.331 billion into
government coffers.

While they were cutting taxes, Coolidge
and Mellon were also cutting expenditures:
from $3.697 billion in 1923 to $3.506 in 1924
and down to $3.483 billion in 1927. Good
fiscal planning, high tariffs, and the ab-
sence of the post-New deal social safety net
allowed the Federal government to operate
on a surplus during most of the 1920's.
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KENNEDY-JOHNSON ECONOMICS
The only other time both taxes and ex-
penditures were cut was in 1964 with the
Tax Reduction Act of 1964. Personal income
tax rates were reduced from a 20-81% scale
to 14-70% over a two year period; corporate
rates went from 52% to 48%, and small cor-
poration taxes dropped from 30% to 22%.

Kennedy entered office during a reces-
sion. Inflation was high and unemployment
was at 6.7%, up from 5.3% in January 1960.
Many theories on economic recovery were
put forth during 1961 and 1962, but the
President and his economists settled on tax
reduction in mid-1962.

Kennedy unveiled the basic outline for his
tax and budget proposals before the con-
servative Economic Club of New York. In
this landmark speech he said that the big-
gest problem confronting the economy was
“the burden on private initiative imposed by
our present tax system . .. that ... reduce
the financial incentives for personal invest-
ment, effort, and risk-taking.” Kennedy
promised reduction of non-defense spend-
ing, emphasizing his own interest in balanc-
ing the budget, and “held out the vision of
tax reduction as the surest route to budget-
balancing.” Herbert Stein, a noted econo-
mist, made the following insightful com-
ments on the economy and President Ken-
nedy’s plan:

The emphasis was no longer, as it had
been in the summer of 1962, on the danger
of an imminent economic decline. The econ-
omy was rising and the object of the tax
program was to insure and accelerate the
continuation of the rise. This would be done
by removing the drag caused by an exces-
sively burdensome wartime tax structure
which both siphoned off purchasing power
and stifled incentives to invest and produce.
Tax reduction would promote the expansion
of production, employment, and incomes,
thereby raising the revenues despite the re-
duction of the tax rates. It was the best and
probably the only route to a balanced
budget.

Although the Kennedy plan seemed revo-
lutionary, it was only partially so. Kennedy
mixed the “new economics of the flexible
use of fiscal policy to achieve high employ-
ment” with the “old Puritan ethic of balanc-
ing the budget and the old Mellon philoso-
phy of reducing taxes to stimulate growth.”
This mix of old and new formed the core of
President Kennedy's proposals.

Once again, the death of a President
caused a drastic change in the nature of a
landmark tax bill. When passed, the Act
contained as much Johnson's demand side
theories as Kennedy’s supply side econom-

cs.

Johnson faced a dilemma when he entered
office: he too felt that the country sorely
needed a tax cut, yet the budget was already
in the red (by $9 billion) and Congress was
unlikely to pass a tax cut during a deficit.
Johnson said: “In my judgement, we could
have our budget intact or we could have our
tax cut, but Congress would not give us
both.” Therefore, he ordered cabinet mem-
bers to “Start reviewing the budget, start
cutting expenditures; nothing is sacred.”

On January 20, 1964, Johnson presented
the finished package to Congress. In his im-
pressive speech, he outlined the plan for tax
reduction and fiscal restraint:

By combining efficiency with expansion,
frugality with compassion:

1. We shall hold the fiscal
below the fiscal 1964 budget,
deficit in half;

2. We shall strengthen our
meet pressing human needs,

1965 budget
and cut the

programs to
fully satisfy
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our defense requirements and respond to
the demands of economic progress;

3. And we shall, at the same time, provide
an unparalleled fiscal stimulus to the econo-
my.

Speedy passage of the tax cut.

1. Will cut tax collections by $8.8 billion in
1964,

2. Will cut corporate tax . .. by $1.5 bil-
lion in 1964.

3. Will in fact provide a greater net stimu-
lus to the economy in terms of production,
income and profits than any other peace-
time year in history.

These gains [in Gross National Product,
consumption and profits] will at long last
lead to a balanced budget in a balanced
economy at full potential. . . . The $11 bil-
lion tax cut will challenge American busi-
nessmen, investors, and consumers to put
their enlarged incomes to work in the pri-
vate economy to expand output, investment,
and jobs....If we are to master these
problems [unemployment, lack of productiv-
ity advancements, labor force growth,
unused capacity, wasting potential, and bal-
ance of payments deficits] we must above
all enact the tax bill not in one or two or
three months, but now; not in diluted but in
strengthened form.”

President Johnson got the bill passed, but
when enacted if differed from Kennedy's
original plan. Kennedy proposed the cut be
“spaced over three fiscal years and
a ... reduction in the budget—excluding
defense, space programs, and interest.” Yet
Johnson's plan spaced the cut over two
years and cut the Defense Department
budget.

The main difference between the two
plans, however, was how Kennedy and
Johnson wanted people to spend their tax
cuts. Kennedy included savings incentives,
hoping that the public would invest their
tax savings and thus provide the necessary
capital for business expansion. Johnson,
however, was more concerned with full em-
ployment and increased production. John-
son felt that increased private spending in
the private sector would provide the neces-
sary stimulus to the economy.

OLD PRINCIPLES IN NEW TIMES

President Reagan has often been accused
of proposing simplistic solutions to complex
problems. His economic program is no dif-
ferent. “Our program for economic recov-
ery,” the President said, “does not rely upon
complex theories or elaborate government
programs, . . . The principles are easily un-
derstood.” He goes on to state that only
“politics-as-usual stands in the way of lower
inflation, increased productivity, and a
return to prosperity.”

In a campaign speech, Candidate Reagan,
referring to his proposed tax cut, said: “It
has worked before and it will work again.”
By saying this, Mr. Reagan acknowledges
that his plan is not new. The majority of it
is simply rehashed Coolidge-Mellon and
EKennedy-Johnson.

Mellon’s idea of cutting taxes to increase
future receipts is the theory behind Kemp-
Roth. President Coolidge was the first to
cut taxes and expenditures at the same
time, which is what the Administration pro-
poses to do now. This approach to budget
balancing has been proven effective, so the
Administration’s adoption of this theory is
quite sound.

President Reagan's tax proposals follow
Mellon's trickle down theory. The policies
assume that the wealthy and big business
are likely to invest the most, spurring eco-
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nomic growth, thus aiding everyone. Howev-
er, the role of the wealthy in accumulating
investment capital has changed consider-
ably in the past 50 years (considering the
much larger and more sophisticated nature
of the middle class in the 1980’s), thus intro-
ducing doubt as to the validity of the theory
in today's economy.

The theories behind the President’s pro-
gram may be Mellon's, but the actions
behind the proposed program are heavily
from Kennedy and Johnson. Again, adher-
ence to the past may not have the desired
consequences, because conditions are consid-
erably different today.

First, the economy in 1964 was beginning
to recover from a recession and only needed
a boost to achieve prosperity. In 1980, the
economy is much sicker, with high inflation,
high unemployment and high interest rates.
Moreover, steep rises in oil and other energy
prices combined with increased costs due to
environmental protection measures have
created a situation recognized by President
Reagan as being “historically unique.”

Second, President Johnson wanted people
to spend their tax cut and thus offered no
incentives to save. Reagan, like Kennedy,
wants people to save their money, yet unlike
Kennedy offers no incentives to save. With-
out these incentives, people will most likely
spend their tax cuts, which was healthy in
1964 but would be highly inflationary now.
Mr. Reagan may have recognized this, for in
recent discussions with the Democratic op-
position the President implied that he may
lower taxes on investment returns, thus pro-
viding reasons for private savings.

Third, the drastic increases in defense
spending that the President proposes may
be highly inflationary. After the initial suc-
cess of the Tax Reduction Act of 1964, infla-
tion rose because of the increased war effort
in Vietnam. The President’s plan to double
defense spending between 1981 and 1986
could so fuel inflation that the President’s
optimistic economic assumptions would be
grossly mistaken.

President Reagan’s plan is based on sound
economic theories. However, the economy in
1981 is not the same as it was in 1924 or
1964 and thus the results will be different.
Moreover, the President’s mix of economic
theories with his demands for less govern-
ment regulation and more defense spending
is potentially dangerous. Only time will tell
if Reagan’s historically-based plan will bring
prosperity or depression.e

SUPPORT FOR S. 2333

HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I fully
support the action taken by this
House last week when it adopted S.
2333 permitting an official or employ-
ee of the U.S. Government injured
during an assault on or assassination
of the President, Vice President or
Member of Congress to receive contri-
butions from charitable organizations.
Dedicated public employees, injured
while serving their country, should
not have to face the financial burden
of their injuries alone. These people
are deserving of the support and ap-
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preciation of the American public. S.
2333 is designed to help women and
men such as the press secretary of the
President, Mr. James Brady, who has
suffered greatly since he was injured
during an attempt on the life of the
President last year. Mr. Brady's con-
tinued courage and sense of humor
throughout his ordeal is a reminder of
the fine qualities shared by the many
women and men who work hard every-
day on behalf of the people of the
United States. I applaud the action of
Congress and urge the President to
sign this legislation.e

MAR LIN CITIZENS HOSE
COMPANY

HON. GUS YATRON

OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 6, 1982
® Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to the Mar Lin
Citizens Hose Company, who will be
celebrating their golden anniversary
this year. Fifty yvears ago in May, the
Mar Lin Citizens Hose Company was
chartered and they began providing
their community with effective fire
protection services, Since that time,
this volunteer fire company has made
an outstanding contribution to the
protection of individuals and property
of their area.

At the beginning of their service,
this excellent hose company partici-
pated in numerous local fund-raising
events in order to generate the neces-
sary funds required to purchase a fire-
truck and a firehouse. In the fall of
1941, a 1928 Cadillac pumper was pur-
chased and construction was started
on a new building. This structure was
completed and occupied in January
1942. In 1946, a new truck was pur-
chased which served the company
until 1978. In order to better facilitate
the needs of the community, they de-
termined that a new, better equipped
truck would be necessary in conjunc-
tion with a larger building. They pur-
chased a new 1979 FMC, 750 gal/min
pumper, financed by a combination of
the company’s savings and two sepa-
rate loans. Payments for the loans are
totally provided from allocations given
to the company from the local town-
ship government which are provided
from the Federal Revenue Sharing
program.

At the same time, the Mar Lin Com-
pany broke ground for the construc-
tion of a new firehouse. Funds for this
project have been provided totally
from accrued savings and from contin-
ued fundraising projects. Almost all
the construction has been performed
by the members themselves thereby
limiting the costs of construction to
basically the cost of the materials.
The completion of this building is co-
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inciding with their 50th year celebra-
tion.

A banguet will be held Saturday,
April 24, 1982 and a building dedica-
tion and truck house celebration will
be held on Saturday, June 12, 1982.

At the banquet, the Mar Lin Citizens
Hose Company will honor three char-
ter members who, for the past 50
years, have provided dedicated, faith-
ful service to their organization and
community. These outstanding indi-
viduals are: Mr. Louis Dallago, Mr.
Frank Dallago, and Mr. Frank Or-
losky, Jr. A fourth member to be hon-
ored is Metro Wyda who has given
over 40 years of service to the compa-
ny and who served as their first truck
foreman and later as fire chief for a
number of years. He presently is ac-
tively involved as both trustee of the
organization and self-proclaimed care-
taker and custodian of the new build-
ing. The fifth award will be presented
to the wife of deceased member, Peter
Zedonick, in appreciation for the 40
continuous years he served as treasur-
er and his diligent fiscal management.

I know my colleagues will join me in
wishing the Mar Lin Citizens Hose
Company continued success and in ap-
plauding the outstanding service they
provide in their community.e

BATAAN DEATH MARCH

HON. PAUL FINDLEY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. PAUL FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker,
on April 1, the House passed House
Joint Resolution 435 to pay special
tribute to the 36,000 Americans cap-
tured by the Japanese during the fall
of Bataan and Corregidor in the Phil-
ippines.

Forty years ago in April these Amer-
icans, along with the captured Filipi-
nos, were made to march for up to 10
days without food, water, or medicine
on what is referred to as the “Bataan
Death March.” Before they reached
Camp O’Donnell, more than 10,300
people, including women and children,
died.

The survivors of this horror were
then taken to Cabanatuan, where in-
credibly cruel and inhumane treat-
ment continued, and 3,000 more died
between May of 1942 and February of
1945. On September 2, 1945, the re-
maining prisoners were freed. Of the
original 36,000 captured Americans,
fewer than 7,000 survived this tragic
ordeal.

Forty years later there are 3,015 sur-
vivors who still remember this painful
time in their lives. For them and for
the families of those who did not sur-
vive, Congress passed this resolution.
In addition, the President of the Re-
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public of the Philippines, Ferdinand
Marcos, himself a survivor of Bataan,
has declared April 12 as the “Ruby Re-
union for Peace” in the Philippines,
inviting all Americans who took part
in this tragic event to return to his
country for a week-long commemora-
tion of this important time in both our
histories. Further, he has agreed to
build a memorial in honor of the
Americans who died at Cabanatuan.

Certainly these people who endured
such a tragic and horrid experience de-
serve our recognition as well, as do the
families of those who did not survive.
It is important that we not forget
their suffering. The “American Salute
to Cabanatuan Prisoner of War Memo-
rial Day” is indeed a fitting and appro-
priate tribute to all involved.e®

A RESIDENCE FOR PAGES

HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my support for pro-
viding a residence for pages so as to al-
leviate their continual housing prob-
lems.

On the weekend of March 20 to 21,
the pages were once again involved in
their annual mock congress. The
pages, who so ably serve us in the
House and Senate, debated in subcom-
mittees to determine what legislation
they would like to see brought to the
House floor. The first and foremost
legislation to be considered by the
mock congress was a bill to establish a
residence for pages, and it passed by a
unanimous vote. I believe that all who
have sponsored pages recognize the
difficulty of obtaining housing for
them. At the moment there are only a
few boardinghouses in the area. Sever-
al pages have been forced to seek lodg-
ing in expensive and inadequate apart-
ments.

The time is ripe to provide the
pages, both male and female, with a
dormitory-style residence. The total
amount of rent paid each month by
the pages would surely help defer the
cost of this structure and provide a
safe and more unified atmosphere for
these hard-working young people. The
legislation authorizing such a page
home was passed in 1970, and it is time
to get on with building this project. I
certainly hope the Appropriations
Committee will fund it this year.@
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PRIVATE SECTOR ROLE IN JOB
TRAINING

HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, as the
Congress deliberates employment and
training proposals, there are some pro-
ponents who endorse the idea of
giving the business community carte
blanche approval to run public job
training programs without serious
regard to whether businesses are capa-
ble or willing to undertake this vital
social responsibility. This is a heavy
burden for most private businesses to
carry, given the reality of the shrink-
ing public dollar targeted for these
programs. Businesses generally are
preoccupied with the short-term profit
motive and have not demonstrated en-
thusiastic commitment to long-term
job training programs on their own
initiative, particularly those programs
targeted to the economically disadvan-
taged.

Active participation of the private
business community in public job
training programs is, however, a key
component to insure permanent un-
subsidized private sector jobs for pro-
gram participants. Indeed, I am in
favor of giving the private sector
greater responsibility in job training
programs—H.R. 5320, my employment
initiative pending before the Congress,
reflects this. A cooperative partner-
ship between local government and
local business, I believe, is the most
sensible role for the private sector in
shaping manpower policies. This part-
nership concept provides an opportu-
nity for greater local flexibility by the
government and business leaders who
are most knowledgeable and sensitive
to local needs. In concert, they can ap-
preciate the economic and social reali-
ties of their local communities and can
best devise programs to address their
local problems.

The threat of dismantling the cur-
rent local delivery system in employ-
ment and training programs for one
that is controlled by the States and
the private sector is a risky proposi-
tion. I urge the proponents of probusi-
ness involvement in job training to
divert their energles away from trying
to discredit a system that works and
instead seek a more effective partner-
ship between business and local gov-
ernment.

Following are a few of the letters
the Subcommittee on Employment
Opportunities has received from the
private sector reflecting some of the
concerns outlined above:
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Union O1L Co. oF CALIFORNIA,
Santa Rosa, Calif.,, March 25, 1982.

Hon. DAN QUAYLE,

Chairman, Senale Subcommittee on Em-
ployment and Productivity, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

Hon. AvcusTtus F, HAWKINS,

Chairman, House Subcommittee on Employ-
ment Opportunities, Rayburn House
Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR QUAYLE AND CONGRESSMAN
Hawkins: A few days ago, I wrote to you of-
ficially as Chairperson of the Private Indus-
try Council in Sonoma County here in Cali-
fornia. At that time, I presented our Coun-
cil's general perspectives on issues pertain-
ing to the development of new job training
legislation to replace the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act. I am writing
today to address one specific concern.

I have heard reports that, in last week's
testimony at the joint hearings held by your
Subcommittees, the National Alliance of
Business (NAB) spoke in support of S. 2184,
the Administration’s job training bill. NAB
representatives evidently stated that S. 2184
reflected the view point of American busi-
ness on the need for a new federal job train-
ing system.

Please be aware the S. 2184 does not re-
fleet our Council’'s perspective. We strongly
support the important principles of 1) a
partnership for job training, based on con-
currence, between local government and
local business and 2) program flexibility and
control in and by local communities. S. 2184
does not establish a strong private sector
role at the local level; would create a new,
unneeded state bureaucracy; could result in
eliminating services in many areas of the
Country; severely limits flexibility to design
programs to meet the needs of local areas;
and denies local government and business
leaders the opportunity directly and effec-
tively to plan the services which would be
delivered in their own communities. Worst
of all, 8. 2184 does not strengthen, but in
fact weakens, the cooperative partnership
for job training which have been estab-
lished between local business and govern-
ment.,

Of the four bills before the Congress, I
would like to state my personal support for
H.R. 5320, the Community Partnership for
Employment and Training Act. This bill re-
spects the principle of local control, signifi-
cantly reforms the federal job training
system without wasting the expertise which
now exists with local Private Industry
Councils and other structures, and provides
for a strong private sector role in a coopera-
tive partnership with local government.

I urge you and other members of the Sub-
committees to work toward a final bill
which permits program planning and deci-
sion making by local government and busi-
ness people working together in a partner-
ship at the local level.

Very truly yours,
DiaNE K. PARDINI.
ConNTROL DATA CORP.,
Minneapolis, Minn., March 22, 1982.
Hon. AucusTus F, HAWKINS,
House of Representatives, Rayburn House
Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN HAWKINS: Your efforts
to secure timely enactment of national em-
ployment and training legislation this year
deserve strong support. Creation of a
public/private partnership to reduce unem-
ployment by improving basic skills and pro-
viding jobs training is clearly in the national
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interest, and Control Data has already dem-
onstrated its feasibility. The benefits to the
economically disadvantaged, local communi-
ties and business, particularly at a time of
rising unemployment, have been evident.

Hopefully your committee will authorize
sufficient appropriations to make a substan-
tial national training effort possible. Given
the very sharp cuts in the CETA program in
1981, it is especially important that budget
authority not be reduced below fiscal year
1982 levels. In addition, careful consider-
ation should be given to the relative respon-
sibilities of the federal, state, and local gov-
ernments in the arrangement of an appropri-
ate national delivery system.

Sincerely,
WiLriam C. NORRIS.

TAcoMA-PIERCE COUNTY
PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL,
Tacoma, Wash., February 22, 1982.

Hon. AucusTus F. HAWKINS,

U.S. House of Representatives, Chairman,
Employment Opportunities, Raybumn
House Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

DeAr CHAIRMAN HAwWKINS: As chairman of
the Tacoma-Pierce County Private Industry
Council (PIC) I would like to share the
thoughts of the business community on the
reauthorization of employment and training
legislation soon to be considered by Con-
gress. Our local PIC is a subcommittee of
the area Economic Development Board
(EDB) which is comprised of representatives
of business and industry as well as govern-
ment who are interested in promoting the
development of Tacoma-Pierce County. It is
the lead business-backed group in the com-
munity and provides input in planning
Urban Development Action Grant projects,
Housing and Urban Development projects,
Economic Development Administration ini-
tiatives, as well as programs under the cur-
rent Title VII of CETA. Over the years, the
EDB and the PIC have developed consider-
able expertise in the area of economic devel-
opment including federal employment and

training programs.

The PIC has considerable interest in the
future of employment and training pro-
grams as part of an overall economic policy
revitalizing this country's economy. Such
programs must address the training needs
of both business and industry and the labor

force participants, including our low-
income, unemployed citizens. Key to eco-
nomic recovery is an increase in worker pro-
ductivity. The PIC is in a position, organiza-
tionally and experience-wise, to ensure that
federal dollars will address these needs at
the local level.

At a recent work session, PIC members
studied the existing proposals for reorganiz-
ing the employment and training system.
While the PIC supports the concept of a
single block grant, it is preferable that the
grant be allocated to local governments, not
to the states. Since the initiation of Title
VII, we have developed excellent relation-
ships with the prime sponsors of Tacoma
and Pierce County. We do not see a need to
add the state to the system at this time and
feel that allocating funds to local govern-
ment will ensure that the greatest amount
of resources will reach the eligible clients as
intended. Additionally, we have long advo-
cated the reduction of the administration
and red tape which deter business from ac-
tively participating in training programs.
This can best be accomplished at the local
level, and allocating money through the
state will only add to this administrative
burden.
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The PIC desires to maintain its role in de-
signing local programs and evaluating those
efforts under the future employment and
training system. As I stated before, we now
have the expertise to achieve results. We
are not, however, interested in administer-
ing or operating programs directly. We have
neither the financial capacity nor the will-
ingness to assume the potential liability. As
essentially volunteers, we are willing to
leave this function to the existing prime
sponsors’ professional staffs.

The funding mechanism and the role of
the PIC are the two major issues. We do
support the concept that maximum flexibil-
ity be afforded local governments to define
policy and operational procedures appropri-
ate for their areas. Flexibility should be ex-
tended to determining whether stipends are
to be paid to individuals in training, meth-
ods of client selection for training, and the
types of programs to be funded. The deter-
mination of performance standards should
be the prerogative of the PIC and be based
upon local economic conditions. The actual
standards could be negotiated with the De-
partment of Labor.

I would like to emphasize that the issues
I've discussed here resulted from thoughtful
deliberations by the PIC members them-
selves, particularly those representing busi-
ness. We feel the most logical approach to
reauthorization is to build on the best of
what we have learned by participating in
Title VII

Sincerely,
LinN E. LARSEN,
Chairman.

PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL,
Canton, Ohio, February 12, 1982.
Congressman AvcUusTUs HAWKINS,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CoNGRESSMAN HAwKINS: We are writ-
ing to communicate our views after review-
ing the major elements of legislation pro-
posed to replace the Comprehensive Em-
ployment and Act of 1973, as
amended.

Our Council has been in existence as an
organization for nearly three years after a
fairly lengthy and in-depth process of deter-
mining the degree and scope of our involve-
ment in local employment and training ef-
forts. In cooperation with local elected offi-
cials we have been planning and overseeing
such efforts for approximately two years
under Title VII of CETA. Day to day admin-
istration and operations have been carried
out by a Managing Director with the bulk of
services, administration, and evaluative
analysis provided by local Prime Sponsor
staff. We find this arrangement to be effec-
tive, efficient, and results-oriented. There-
fore, we are concerned when we interpret
some of the legislative proposals as disman-
tling a fairly-well organized structure and
replacing it with something as yet to be ade-
quately defined.

In our opinion, employment and training
policy is something that requires definition
at the national level in terms of establishing
overall goals and intent, generally outlining
suggested services, specifically defining the
reciplent population, and providing ade-
quate funding. To move this responsibility
to the state level would insure no policy at
all, guarantee fragmentation of goals, and
cause confusion as to the definition of “ade-
quate funding.” It is our bellef that Federal
legislation and funding should provide long-
term continuity for these major elements
while it respects the flexibility and ability
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of local communities to identify local needs
and priorities and provide for them within
the parameters of both the spirit and intent
of the broader legislation. These basic ele-
ments appear to be quite adequately cov-
ered through Titles II abc and VII of the
existing CETA legislation while at the same
time significant consideration is given to
special Federal and States’ needs and pro-
grams.

We would like to provide the following
specific information regarding the major
elements of employment and training legis-
lation based on our experience here:

Period of authorization: As contained in
the Hawkins and Quayle Proposals we
concur with the concept of “permanency” to
provide continuity for national policy and
goals. Should the need ever cease the legis-
lation can be rescinded. In the meantime,
funding levels can be determined by increas-
ing or decreasing need. Simultaneously, we
urge a stability of funding to enhance long
range planning concepts.

Funding process: We subscribe to the
Hawkins proposal for direct appropriate re-
sponse to the concept of national policy and
goal-setting which is implemented locally.
Some funds should be earmarked for special
Federal and States' needs as they have in
the past.

Planning and operational authority: We
support the notion of a single joint Council
as representative of the local Prime Spon-
sorship specified in the current CETA Act.
We envision the composition of the Council
as that presently defined under Title VII of
CETA with decisions subject to the Govern-
ing Board of local elected officials as the ini-
tial source of accountability.

Services: We are in agreement with those
specified in CETA which are paralleled
closely in replacement proposals. We think
the concept contained in the Quayle Bill for
limited work experience for youth in the
private sector should be expanded to in-
clude adults. We urge renewed emphasis on
cooperative relationships among occupation-
al training institutes, school systems, em-
ployers organized labor, government, and
community agencies with each recognizing
appropriate roles without fear or jealousy.

Service delivery areas: We subscribe to the
current Prime Sponsor structure as both
viable and proven. Labor market area lines
are invisible to job seekers and political ju-
risdictional boundaries are not barriers to
employment in the next county. The signifi-
cance of structure and definition is one of
accountability, not service. Residency is im-
portant to the client in terms of service rela-
tionship, but it is more important in light of
employment opportunities. For example,
residents of Canton work in Akron and vice-
versa. Each uses the other's training facili-
ties and placement opportunities, The fact
that they are separate Prime Sponsors cre-
ates no obstacles to the effectiveness of
both. The idea of less Prime Sponsors cover-
ing larger areas may be initially attractive,
but it has yet to be proven that it is admin-
istratively less costly. Service only takes
place where an individual lives and strug-
gles. In the main, industry views its plant lo-
cations as relatively self-contained, individ-
ual profit centers.

Broad policy is made at corporate or re-
gional offices, but local control of oper-
ations and administration is essential for
continued effectiveness and profitability.
We submit this concept as the most suitable
for a national employment and training
system.
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Accountability and liability: Since we are
dealing with the trust of public funds, we
believe that this is properly placed in the
hands of local elected officials who know
best the ramifications and how best to ac-
count for it. Shifting such accountability
into the hands of the private sector moves
the funds into different accounting systems
and into a realm where the additional re-
sponsibility is neither sought or desirable.
The private sector has much to offer by way
of management consultation, training ef-
forts priorities, and job market projections,
but has no more to offer than the govern-
ment by way of securing ultimate account-
ability. This rests on the basic integrity of
the people responsible. We believe that the
merging of public and profit accounting sys-
tems is a bad idea. For the same reason staff
personnel should be employed by local gov-
ernment to ensure clear-cut local lines of re-
sponsibility, accountability, operational and
administrative authority.

Performance standards: We agree with
both Congressman Hawkins and Senator
Quayle that performance standards and
measurements need to be different for
adults and youth., We side more with the
Hawkins provisions on this point but would
like the Quayle proposal of “achievement in
employability competency” for youth incor-
porated. We also see the need for including
some productivity/cost standards.

Stipends (allowances): We suggest the
consideration of a mid-point concept be-
tween the Quayle and Hawkins proposals on
this issue. In addition to providing minimum
wage for limited work experience, we sub-
scribe to the need for payment of supportive
services. However, in terms of allowances
for training we suggest local option pay-
ment at up to 60 percent of minimum wage
under a weekly maximum, provided that no
other forms of adequate subsistence are
available.

Recipient population: We support the con-
cepts of a single Title serving adult and
youth specifically and separately. We also
concur with the present eligibility measure-
ment of 70 percent of the lower living stand-
ard income level which overall does a credit-
able job of indentifying that 7 percent or
less of the population most in need. “Dis-
placed” workers will eventually and appro-
priately become eligible under -current
methods of computation of income. Local
priority ranking does well in singling out
those individuals requiring the most assist-
ance. However, we believe that too many
mandatory set-asides for particular pro-
grams and population segments, as provided
in the Jeffords Bill, will create an unman-
ageable and untrackable system. If it is
deemed desirable to mandate a youth/adult
ratio we suggest that this be done on a level
of participation rather than a percent of
funds. Costs vary greatly for similar services
in different parts of the country.

For whatever form the finished product
may take, we close with one final thought.
Government oversight of such programs
tends to focus on administrative and regula-
tory compliance with productivity effective-
ness and results seemingly as an after-
thought. This approach guarantees top-
heavy and unnecessary administrative costs.

Local plans submitted to the Federal level
should consist of overall concepts, needs,
and priorities; basic budgets; and an outline
of projected results. Detailed planning
occurs only within the local level. Systems
audited and found to be in compliance and
procedurally sound need not be monitored
and audited as frequently as those that are
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not. Structures assessed as solid and with-
out mismanagement, abuse, and relatively
free of inexperience and human error do
not require the same management attention
from the Federal level as those that are not.
A change in management emphasis by the
government can significantly reduce admin-
istrative costs.

This correspondence is submitted with the
hope that the information it contains is
helpful in designing effective employment
and training legislation.

Sincerely,
JoHN C. THOMPSON,
Council Chair.
Attachment.
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Superintendent,

PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL,
OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES,
January 13, 1982.

SusaN GRAYSON,

Subcommittee on Employment Opportuni-
ties, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING CETA REAUTHOR-

IZATION FROM LOS ANGELES AREA PRIVATE IN-
DUSTRY COUNCILS

Over the past three months, representa-
tives from the six Private Industry Councils
in the Los Angeles area—Glendale, Long
Beach, Los Angeles City, Los Angeles
County, Pasadena, and Torrance—have met
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to develop a consolidated position statement
on issues related to the reauthorization of
legislation governing Federally-funded em-
ployment and training programs.

The Los Angeles area Private Industry
Councils strongly endorse the continuation
of Federally-funded employment and train-
ing programs. This endorsement reflects the
conviction of the majority of PIC members
(including business representatives) that
such training programs represent a valuable
resource for the business community, as
well as for disadvantaged persons.

The area Private Industry Councils have
agreed that the following principles should
form the basis of future employment and
training legislation:

Continued high priority should be given
to serving primarily the economically disad-
vantaged. (Glendale dissents.)

Funds should be allocated in block grants
awarded to local Prime Sponsors and should
not be awarded through the states.

Programs should be developed and admin-
istered at the local level.

Maximum flexibility and latitude should
be allowed at the local level, consistent with
broadly-defined Federal guidelines and re-
quirements for program accountability to
meet planned objectives. Grants should be
administratively simplified, with a minimum
of regulations and paper work.

The private sector (including labor, small
and minority businesses) must continue to
play its partnership role in program devel-
opment, planning, and administration.

In addition to these general principles, the
area Private Industry Councils endorse the
following recommendations (with individual
dissents as noted):

There should be a system of additional in-
centives to encourage more systematic link-
ages among Prime Sponsors (wherever there
is an overlap of Prime Sponsors serving the
basic labor market area).

Prime Sponsors should develop a system
for coordinating the participation of the pri-
vate sector (business and labor), schools, vo-
cational education, state employment serv-
ice, and economic development.

Coordination of planning and implemen-
tation between employment and training
programs and economic development should
be especially encouraged.

Commitment of Federal funds on a multi-
year basis is needed to enable PICs and
Prime Sponsors to fund training programs
in higher skilled occupations which require
a longer training period, to make commit-
ments on training support to companies
which are planning for future expansion or
diversification, and to participate in eco-
nomic development projects which have a
multi-year timetable.

Employment and training programs
should be assessed in terms of their success
in placing participants in unsubsidized em-
ployment and/or in meeting other locally-
established program outcomes which are
employment-related. Quality as well as
quantity of job placements should be con-
sidered in the assessment criteria.

Performance contracting should be en-
couraged under employment and training
programs.

A portion of block grant funds should be
designated for services to youth. A commit-
ment should be obtained from the school
system and vocational education, specifying
how each would participate in the program.
Prime Sponsors should be permitted to
work out agreements with local educational
institutions in terms of a locally developed
plan, and no specific proportion of funding
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should be mandated for school districts in
the legislation.

The Councils believe that a valuable and
necessary role for community-based organi-
zations is to serve as intermediaries between
business and program participants by per-
forming recruiting, providing orientation,
job preparation, and training, and arranging
supportive services for the economically dis-
advantaged. They may also work directly
with private industry. Individual communi-
ty-based organizations should have equal
opportunity, based on their individual capa-
bilities and the service delivery composition
of the Prime Sponsor, to play a role in the
implementation of programs and delivery of
services through the PIC.

The program of tax credits for employers
who hire the disadvantaged should be con-
tinued, but it should be broadened to cover
all economically disadvantaged groups.
(Glendale dissents.)

It is suggested that tax credits might be
given to employers who provide training
without direct Federal subsidy. (This would
be of particular relevance to larger employ-
ers).

Union concurrence on employment and
training programs (where there is a collec-
tive bargaining agreement) should be re-
tained, and review and comment provisions
should be maintained for all other employ-
ment and training programs. (Glendale dis-
sents.)

New legislation should continue to require
that all employment and training partici-
pants who receive wages while in training
(i.e., on-the-job training and work experi-
ence participants) should be paid the pre-
vailing wage. (Glendale dissents.)

All labor standards in the current law
should be retained.

It is recommended that the new employ-
ment and training legislation encourage co-
ordination between the Department of De-
fense and Department of Labor. Appropri-
ate provisions should be made to include the
economically disadvantaged, wherever possi-
ble, in job opportunities and training pro-
grams created in defense (Glendale dis-
sents.)

Publicly supported work programs should
be an allowable activity for individual Prime
Sponsors under the new employment and
training legislation to the extent that the
PICs ‘or their equivalent) give their concur-
rence on plans and spending of federal
funds.

The views of individual Private Industry
Councils which are in dissent from recom-
mendations above, or which endorse addi-
tional recommendations, are attached. If
you need any further information, please
contact Kathy Schreiner, Executive Direc-
tor of the Los Angeles City Private Industry
Council at (213) 485-6120 or 65186.

CHARLES F, HORNE, Jr.,
Chair, Los Angeles County Private In-
dustry Council.
JOE SAUCEDO,
Chair, Long Beach Privale Industry
Council.
JEAN ANDERSON,
Chair, Private Industry Council of the
City of Torrance.
LEsSLIE N, SHAW,
Chair, Private Industry Council of the
City of Los Angeles.
AULDEN SCHLATTER,
Chair, Glendale Private Industry Coun-
cil
DowNaLDp PFEIFFER,
Chair, City of Pasadena Private Indus-
try Council.
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ADDENDUM FROM TORRANCE PIC

There must be maximum flexibility in de-
signing employment and training programs
to be responsive to the needs of the local
business community and the unemployed. It
is essential that employment and training
programs provide services to those most in
need; but individual groups to be targeted
must be determined by each community
based upon local conditions, rather than
mandated nationally.

The Glendale Private Industry Council
strongly endorses the continuation of Fed-
erally funded employment and training pro-
grams, The preceding recommendations are
endorsed with the following modifications:

(1) The definition of disadvantaged be ex-
panded to include other criteria in addition
to economic.

(2) Tax credits for employers who hire the
disadvantaged continue to be targeted and
not broadened to cover all economically dis-
advantaged.

(3) Union concurrence not be mandated
for all employment and training programs.

(4) New legislation not require that par-
ticipants in training be paid prevailing wage.

(5) Department of Defense contracts not
require any jobs or training programs to be
filled by economically disadvantaged.e

KEEP EDUCATION STRONG

HON. IKE SKELTON

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 6, 1982

e Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, the
administration is jeopardizing the
future security and livelihood of the
United States through its drastic and
shortsighted cuts in Federal education
spending.

Since coming to office, the adminis-
tration has been taking systematic
steps to dismantle the entire Federal
commitment to education, a commit-
ment which recognizes that education
is fundamental to the best interests of
our Nation. Federal spending on edu-
cation, under the administration’s
plan, would be reduced to $10.3 billion
in fiscal year 1983, and cut by another
$1 billion in fiscal year 1984. These fig-
ures are in comparison to nearly $15
billion committed to education pro-
grams just 2 years ago. Budget author-
ity for a number of programs, includ-
ing title I, the education block grants
enacted last year, Pell grants and
work-study programs for college stu-
dents, would be cut to less than half
their 1981 levels by 1984. Several other
programs of aid to college students
would be abolished, including guaran-
teed student loans for graduate and
professional students. The administra-
tion is also proposing discouraging re-
ductions in funding for vocational and
adult education and handicapped edu-
cation.

Mr. Speaker, we all recognize the
need to control the Federal budget
and to eliminate the national debt. We
also believe that education must
remain under local authority and con-
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trol. Unfortunately, however, the ad-
ministration cannot see that the edu-
cation which we provide our children
today will determine the strength and
vitality of our Nation tomorrow. In
the interest of our Nation’s future, we
cannot afford the cuts the administra-
tion is proposing for American educa-
tion.e

ANDREW J. BIEMILLER

HON. TED WEISS

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican labor movement and the working
people of this country lost a good
friend and valiant servant when
Andrew J. Biemiller passed away on
Saturday. I want to take this brief op-
portunity to honor Mr. Biemiller, pay
tribute to his many achievements and
express sympathy to his family and
many friends.

To those who mistakenly perceive
the labor movement as simply just an-
other special interest group, I strongly
urge that special attention be given to
Andrew Biemiller’'s career as chief lob-
byist for the AFL-CIO. During his 22
years of service in this capacity, Mr.
Biemiller was honest, clear, and objec-
tive in advocating full employment
measures, worker safety protection,
and many other labor issues important
to all working people. Perhaps more
important, however, was his advocacy
of legislative measures that contribut-
ed to the improvement of the general
welfare of the Nation, sometimes even
at the immediate expense of labor’s
own objectives.

Several examples demonstrate his
strong humanitarian commitment and
determined leadership. Mr. Biemiller
played a significant role in encourag-
ing liberal Members to add an equal
employment provision to the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, despite the opposi-
tion of the Kennedy administration.
He also played a key role during the
Johnson administration in assisting
the passage of much of the Great So-
ciety legislation and opposing Senator
Dirksen’s. attempt to overturn the
Baker against Carr equal population
decision of the Supreme Court. In
both cases, Mr. Biemiller and the lead-
ership of the AFL-CIO sacrificed their
organization’s immediate goals to pro-
mote and defend major social reform
which was in the best interests of the
general public. Indeed, Mr. Biemiller
felt that his greatest accomplishment
was his strong opposition to President
Nixon’s Supreme Court appointments
of Clement F. Haynsworth and G.
Harold Carswell—hardly what one
might expect of labor’s chief lobbyist.
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Andrew Biemiller was conscientious,
thoughtful, honest, and committed.
He cared about the people he encoun-
tered in Congress, the people he repre-
sented, and the working people whose
lives were improved by the legislation
he sought. His life serves as one of the
finest examples for young people who
wish to enter a career of public serv-
ice. He was deeply loved and respected.
He will be deeply missed by all who
ki'ew him.e

FIREARM OWNER'S
PROTECTION ACT

HON. DAVID DREIER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I believe
that ‘this Congress must make every
effort to protect the constitutional
right of all law-abiding citizens of the
United States to keep and bear arms.
The misguided attempts by legislators
and proponents of so-called gun con-
trol to ban the sale or possession of
handguns must not be allowed to suc-
ceed given the mandate of the second
amendment.

H.R. 3300, the McClure-Volkmer
Firearm Owner’s Protection Act, takes
major steps toward protecting citizen’s
second amendment rights. I was an
early cosponsor of this important bill
and continue to support it strongly. I
am outraged that the House Judiciary
Committee has not held hearings on
this bill, and I urge my colleagues on
that committee to do so immediately.
Government harassment of legitimate
gun owners and dealers must be
brought to an end.

Furthermore, I believe that outlaw-
ing handguns would not cause a redue-
tion in violent crime. Instead, stiffer
penalties and tougher criteria in set-
ting bail are needed if crime is to be
reduced. I have cosponsored a bill that
would establish a mandatory 5-year
prison term for anyone convicted of
committing a Federal crime involving
the use of a firearm. Additionally, I
am cosponsoring legislation that au-
thorizes a judge to consider the danger
to the community posed by a person
charged with a noncapital offense
when determining whether to release
that person on bail.

This Congress must promptly take
actions such as these if we are to deal
effectively with violent crime while at
the same time defending the right of
citizens to keep and bear arms. I am
firmly committed to supporting legis-
lation which will maintain and protect
the rights of gun owners in the United
States.@
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BOY SCOUT TROOP 379—A
DISTINGUISHED 50 YEARS

HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, next
month, one of the outstanding Boy
Scout troops in the Nation, Troop 379,
sponsored by the Koyasan Buddhist
Temple in Los Angeles, will celebrate
its 50th anniversary.

Comprised primarily of Japanese
American youths, Troop 379 was
founded in 1931 and within 4 years, at-
tained the distinction of being named
the outstanding Boy Scout troop in
the United States. As a signal honor to
the troop in 1935, President Franklin
D. Roosevelt, through the national
headquarters of the Boy Scouts of
America, invited the entire troop to
the 1935 National Jamboree. The jam-
boree, which was to be held in Wash-
ington, D.C., was later canceled by the
President due to an outbreak of polio
in the East.

Many of the Scouts from Troop 379
served in the U.S. Armed Forces
during World War II and two were
killed in action in Italy while serving
with the famed 442d Regimental
Combat Team. They were Cpl. Yoshi-
haru Aoyama, who received posthu-
mously the Bronze Star, the Silver
Star, and the Purple Heart for gallant-
ry in action, and Lt. Kei Tanahashi,
who was a scoutmaster with Troop
379.

During its 50 years of service to the
community, Troop 379 has had a total
of 680 Scouts in its program. Probably
the most outstanding record of the
troop is the number of Eagle Scouts in
its ranks. A total of 177 Scouts at-
tained the highest rank of the Boy
Scout program, or 26 percent of all the
youths became Eagle Scouts during
the troop’s long history. The ratio of
Eagle Scouts to the number of Scouts
in the program is one of the highest in
the Nation, and the high percentage
was maintained for 50 years.

Another national standard may have
been set in 1956 when 15 Scouts from
Troop 379 became Eagle Scouts at a
single court of honor.

Of special interest is the drum and
bugle corps of the troop. Organized in
1932, the corps is considered the oldest
continuous Boy Scout drum and bugle
corps in the Nation. The group has
consistently won State drum and bugle
corps competitions against older non-
Scout groups and has marched in most
of the famous parades throughout the
State.

In addition to attending many na-
tional jamborees, the troop has also
participated in International Boy
Scout Jamborees. In 1837, the troop
made a goodwill tour to Japan and has

April 6, 1982

since made similar trips to Japan in
1962, 1968, 1971, and 1978. The troop
is planning to attend the Eighth
Nippon Boy Scout Jamboree in Japan
during the summer of 1982,

Boy Scout Troop 379 will celebrate
its golden anniversary on May 22,
1982, in Los Angeles. Expected to
attend are hundreds of former mem-
bers of the troop, including some of
the original members of the 1931
group. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of all
my colleagues, I want to heartily con-
gratulate Boy Scout Troop 379 on its
50 years of distinction.e

ANTONIN SVEHLA

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as
we will be in adjournment on the 15th
of April, I would like to bring the at-
tention of the Members to the 109th
anniversary of the birth of Antonin
Svehla, the Prime Minister of Czecho-
slovakia from 1922 to 1929.

Antonin Svehla was largely responsi-
ble for the successful development of
the first free Czechoslovak Republic.
Under his leadership, the nation of
Czechoslovakia flourished and became
one of the most prosperous countries
in Eastern Europe. One of the greatest
achievements was his land reform
policy which made it possible for thou-
sands of small farms to develop and
grow.

Upon achieving the distinction of
Prime Minister of Czechoslovakia,
Svehla began a distinguished career as
a statesman and a successful leader of
his people. Although he never received
the international recognition that he
richly deserved, Svehla led his country
in accordance with the democratic
principles which he had studied.

The memory of Antonin Svehla lives
on in the minds and hearts of his
countrymen to whom he dedicated his
life, and he remains a symbol of inspi-
ration to all who value freedom and
true national independence. Although
he served his country for a short time,
Antonin Svehla is one of the greatest
statesmen in the history of Czechoslo-
vakia.e@

BUILDING AMERICA TOGETHER

HON. GENE CHAPPIE

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982
® Mr. CHAPPIE. Mr. Speaker, each
year the Veterans of Foreign Wars of
the United States and its ladies auxil-
fary conduct a Voice of Democracy
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contest. This year over 250,000 second-
ary school students participated in the
contest. The theme of the contest this
year was “Building America Togeth-
er."

I am pleased to submit for the
REecorp the winning speech from Cali-
fornia which was written by Todd M.
Turner of Millville, a student at Enter-
prise High School.

1981-82 VFW Vo0ICE OF DEMOCRACY
SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM

Building America Together. A New Eng-
land harpooner, calmly and carefully coiling
his whale line in preparation for the chase.
A New York shopkeeper, busily scooping
out flour for a waiting customer. A Wiscon-
sin school marm, textbook in hand, ready-
ing her students for the day's lesson. A
tough, brawny, absolutely fearless miner,
digging for silver in the Comstock Lode. It
was men and women like these who, togeth-
er, built the foundation for this country.
People of diverse skills and talents from
every corner of the land. And they were the
backbone of our bustling young nation, con-
tributing day in and day out, to America’s
spectacular growth and progress.

The building of a nation is no new thing
in world history. Many were built long ago
that are still around today. But many rose
to colossal power and just as quickly, fell
back into the dust from whence they came.

The building of America is a story of
movement, of travel and transportation. It
is a story of people spreading out across a
vast unexplored continent and building a
mighty nation of men and women who are
not afraid of new places or strange sur-
roundings.

The building of America is a story of com-
munication, of town criers and newspapers,
The Pony Express and the United States
Mail, of radio, television and satellites. If
the railroads bound the nation together
with bands of steel, the telephone and tele-
graph bound the people together with
copper wires.

The building of America is also a story of
business, big business and small. It is the
story of giant corporations and huge indus-
tries, of mail order houses and department
stores, of supermarkets and chain stores
with branches in a hundred cities and it is a
story of the old-fashioned, small-town gen-
eral stor -, where you could buy almost any-
thing a1 the world you need, or just sit
around aad chat with your friends.

Finally, the building of America is a story
of traffic, of shiploads of immigrants cross-
ing the sea lanes to the new world, of long
lines of prairie schooners trekking westward
across the continent, of steam boats snort-
ing up and down the Mississippi. Today,
sleek automobiles streak endlessly across
the broad highways that crisscross the
nation, and in the skies above America the
rumble of mighty airplane jets never ceases.
In the cities, traffic clogs the streets so seri-
ously that many shake their heads in de-
spair. Horns blow, brakes squeal, and en-
gines sputter, but traffic continues to move.
The progress of America will also face ob-
stacles and delays, but it is my concern that
we continue to go forward as we have
throughout history.

What it all narrows down to, the building
of America is a story of people. Before con-
structing a mighty nation, our ancestors
had to fight for and win our independence.
This success aroused a feeling of unity. This
togetherness inspired the dedicated, hard-
working men and women to build our cities,
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tend our farms, tame our wildernesses and
shape our nation's proud heritage. And this
unity is what makes America special.

Now, in the eighth decade of the twenti-
eth century, the New England harpooner
has been replaced by the Longshoreman,
the school marm has given way to the
trained specialist. The brawny miner's work
has been made easier with heavy equipment
and the shopkeeper may spend more time
punching the keys of a computer than
scooping flour. But the spirit of free enter-
prise still flourishes, and the common goals
of freedom, love, peace, and prosperity still
unite the people of this great land. These
goals were not easily acquired, nor are they
easily retained. It is up to you and me to see
to it that the unity of this nation is a candle
whose flame never flickers, dims, or weak-
ens. Its light must be eternal. As long as
there is an America, there must be a candle,
and as long as there are Americans, there
must be that light.

PAULINE LONG LOWMAN

HON. JOHN L. NAPIER

OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. NAPIER. Mr. Speaker, one of
the stalwart institutions of the Nation
is its fourth estate. The great, diverse
mass of newspapers, magazines, broad-
cast facilities, and other journalistic
efforts which our Constitution not
only protects but inspires exists as a
true statement of our dedication to
the principles of democracy. When we
mention news media or press, we often
think in terms of the Washington Post
or CBS News, but while those organi-
zations are among the largest and
most famous members of the fourth
estate, they tower over much of the
Nation’s media only in terms of size
and recognition.

Out there in the hinterlands, the
small presses grind on and the local
broadcast stations meet their dead-
lines, providing the truth much closer
to home. South Carolina has a long
and proud history of journalism, as old
and as solid as this Nation itself.

One point of history I would like to
feature is the recent election of Pau-
line Long Lowman of North Myrtle
Beach as the first woman president in
the 108-year history of the South
Carolina Press Assoclation. Another
point I would like to make is that
Polly Lowman could not give her
North Myrtle Beach Times newspa-
pers away 11 years ago. Today, that
publication has become one of the
leaders in the State's weekly newspa-
per ranks,

Polly Lowman began her newspaper
career 11 years ago, February 24, 1971,
with the first issue of the North
Mpyrtle Beach Times, a weekly newspa-
per that has won 42 State press asso-
ciation awards in the last 8 years and
10 national awards for advertising and
community service.
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Among the top awards won by the
Times are: General Excellence as the
State’s best weekly newspaper, Best
Special Edition, Best Advertising Pro-
motion, First Place for Community
Service, Best News Photo, Best Fea-
ture Photo, Best Sports Photo, First
Place for In-Depth Reporting, and
First Place for Best News Story. The
Times has won eight blue ribbon desig-
nations by the National Newspaper
Foundation for service to the commu-
nity.

Polly Lowman has a long track
record of leadership in professional
and civic organizations. For most of
her 35 years before starting her own
newspaper, Polly had been extremely
active on the State and local level in
garden club work.

Ms. Lowman was born in Little
River, S.C., and has lived in North
Mpyrtle Beach for 28 years. She is the
mother of two sons, Robert Reeves
Lowman, Jr., 27, and Michael Duane
Lowman, 20.

Among her lists of accomplishments
and honors are:

In 1970 selected Outstanding Young
Woman of America.

Career Woman of the Year by
Grand Business and Professional
Women’s Club in 1971-72 for North
Myrtle Beach.

King Award recipient as South Caro-
lina Newspaper Woman of the Year in
1973 by the SCPA.

She is a member of Myrtle Beach
Area Chamber of Commerce, charter
member of the Grand Strand Press As-
sociation, member of the South Caroli-
na Press Association, National News-
paper, and member of Society of Pro-
fessional Journalists (SDX) on the
State and national level,

In 1977 she received the Gaughf-
Thompson Award from the Grand
Strand press Association for outstand-
ing service to the community.

In 1979 first honorary member of
the collegiate division of the South
Carolina Press Association (SCPA).

Elected to the South Carolina Press
Association board of directors in 1977
then treasurer of that organization in
1979, second vice president in 1980 and
first vice president in 1981; and now,
1982 first woman president of the
South Carolina Press Association in
the organization’'s 106 years.@

OPERATION DRIVER
EXCELLENCE

HON. ROY DYSON

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982
® Mr. DYSON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to bring to the attention of my
distinguished colleagues a worthwhile
program entitled ‘“‘Operation Driver
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Excellence.” This program, sponsored
by the American Veterans of World
War II, Korea-Vietham (AMVETS), is
in its 16th year.

Maryland’'s AMVETS are holding
the program in Maryland. Mr. J. Hugh
Nichols, a Howard County executive,
is the host for this year's program. It
will be held on Sunday, April 18, 1982,
10 am. at the County Government
Building Center, 3430 Court House
Drive, Ellicott City, Md.

This competition is open to all high
school students in the State who have
completed an approved drivers train-
ing course within the past year. The
winner of Maryland’'s finals will com-
pete for scholarships totaling $25,000
at the National Final held in Rose-
mont, Ill.,, May 15 and 16.

Driving an automobile is a privilege
and encompasses many responsibil-
ities. Proper training and education is
a critical component for the beginning
driver if safe driving records are to be
assured. “Operation Driver Excel-
lence” promotes an alert, able, and re-
sponsible driver through education,
awareness, and competition.

Mr. Speaker, I most heartily support
this program and the efforts of
AMVETS in promoting it. I urge my
distinguished colleagues to support
“Operation Driver Excellence” in their
own States and I would encourage
Marylanders to attend.e@

THE HAZARDS OF
OVERCLASSIFICATION

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, only
a few months after his controversial
Executive order which allows the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency to conduct ac-
tivities within the United States, Presi-
dent Reagan has issued an even more
disturbing order. Effective in August,
it will alter the way we classify sensi-
tive information and will reverse many
sound policies of classification which
have remained essentially unchanged
through several administrations.

The system of classification now in
effect was instituted by President Roo-
sevelt and expanded by President
Truman in response to a sharp in-
crease in the volume of sensitive infor-
mation during World War II and the
cold war. However, it soon became ap-
parent that a system devised to pro-
tect our secrets was also being used to
hide waste, abuse, and embarrassment;
moreover, it was denying Congress and
the public the opportunity to debate
both domestic and international issues
in an informed manner. The dilemma
was, and still is, that the dangerous,
fast-paced nature of current events
makes two conflicting demands: More
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secrecy in Government and better
access to information for policymak-
ers, including Congress.

Ever since the days of the Truman
administration, Presidents have em-
phasized the hazards of overclassifica-
tion. President Eisenhower’s order of
1953 reduced the number of agencies
authorized to classify; President Ken-
nedy’s order of 1961 established the
concepts of automatic declassification
and downgrading; President Nixon's
order of 1972 led to a policy best sum-
marized by the statement, “When in
doubt, do not classify”; and President
Carter’s order of 1978 required declas-
sifiers to use a balancing test to deter-
mine whether public interest in disclo-
sure might outweigh the need for se-
crecy.

Each of the changes in this series of
executive orders have arisen from a
recognition of the evils inherent in
overclassification—evils which are not
always what they seem to be. Ironical-
ly, overclassification results in the dis-
closure of too little and too much in-
formation at once. Justice Stewart
may have stated the point most suc-
cinetly:

* * * when everything is classified, then
nothing is classified, and the system be-
comes one to be disregarded by the cynical
or the careless and to be manipulated by
those intent on self-protection and self-pro-
motion * * * the hallmark of a truly effec-
tive internal security system would be the
maximum possible disclosure, recognizing
that secrecy can best be preserved only
when credibility is truly maintained.

Under current procedure, a docu-
ment is classifiable if it falls into one
of several categories and if its unau-
thorized disclosure could reasonably
be expected to cause indentifiable
damage to national security. The gen-
eral presumption is that doubt wheth-
er the document should be classified
implies that it should not be. Presi-
dent Reagan’s new order will over-
throw this scheme by adding several
new categories, dropping the require-
ment that expected damage be identi-
fiable, and making the general pre-
sumption that classification is in order
where there is doubt. Also, it will
eliminate the balancing test.

Of greater importance than specific
provisions of the new order is its de-
parture from the overall direction
taken by previous administrations.
President Reagan has undone with a
stroke of the pen the years of work to
create an aura of Presidential support
for the principles that declassification
is as important as classification, that it
is wrong to overclassify, and that deci-
sions to classify should be thoughtful-
ly taken. In addition, he will in effect
be rewriting legislation tied to the
system of -classification, including
some espionage laws, the Freedom of
Information Act, and the pending In-
telligence Identities Protection Act.

Overclassification has more of an
effect on the proper functioning of
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Congress than one might imagine. In
principle, Members of Congress are
supposed to have access to classified
material, and constitutionally they are
allowed to discuss sensitive material in
public if it pertains to valid legislative
duties. In practice, however, overclassi-
fication makes quite a difference.
Many legislators hesitate to discuss
secret documents even if they think
the classification is unjustified. Given
the tight schedules on Capitol Hill,
most lawmakers are unwilling to spend
time getting such documents declassi-
fied. Also, the level of classified infor-
mation presented in closed briefings
varies with the Members of Congress
who attend, and Members who have
direct access to most classified materi-
al, such as those who serve on the In-
telligence Committees, are restricted
by internal rules in what they may dis-
cuss with their colleagues. Overclassi-
fication breeds mistrust between Con-
gress and the administration, friction
grows when legislators can find out
more from the newspaper than they
can from the administration. Overclas-
sification also increases the likelihood
that claims of executive privilege will
lead to a constitutional clash.

As a member of the House Intelli-
gence Committee, I appreciate the fact
that access to certain information
must be restricted. But as a member of
the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
I know how difficult it is to formulate
and explain foreign policy when the
administration acts on undisclosed in-
formation, when the access to sources
is overly restricted, or when the re-
lease of information is unnecessarily
delayed. My impression is that Con-
gress’ current access is not what it
should be. The President’s proposal
will impair it further.

Since the President is determined to
proceed by fiat toward greater secrecy,
it may be wise for Congress to re-
fashion the way it handles sensitive in-
formation. We might also follow the
suggestion of three congressional com-
mittees and enact, for the first time, a
statutory system of classification—one
which would embody the ideas that
protecting and disseminating informa-
tion are not sole prerogatives of the
President and that national security is
well served when Congress has ready
access and is able to share information
with the public.

Congressional access to information
is no mere convenience; it is a neces-
sary condition of effective democracy.
In general, a democracy simply cannot
be governed well if the citizenry and
its elected legislature are kept in igno-
rance. Only in rare circumstances is in-
formation so sensitive that it should
be withheld.

Those who would withhold informa-
tion by classifying it should bear the
burden of proof that its disclosure
would compromise national security. I
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am convinced that President Madi-
son’s words still retain their vitality
and cogency today:

A popular government without popular in-
formation or the means of acquiring it, is
but a prologue to a farce or a tragedy; or
perhaps both. Knowledge will forever
govern ignorance; and the people who mean
to be their own governors must arm them-
selves with the power which knowledge
gives.@

TRIBUTE TO VICTOR BLANCO

HON. JOHN H. ROUSSELOT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to pay tribute to the accomplish-
ments and leadership of Victor Blanco,
a dedicated American and astute busi-
nessman, who has made many out-
standing contributions to the Hispanic
community, the Republican Party and
California.

Victor was the prime mover behind
the first Hispanic movement on behalf
of the California Republican Party.
During his years of distinguished serv-
ice to Republican politics, he has been
chairman of “Latin Americans for
Reagan” in 1976, and of “California
Hispanics for Reagan” in 1980, Victor
is currently coordinator of the Nation-
al Hispanic Advisory Committee to the
Republican National Committee, and
recently served as chairman of the
Hispanic Republican Convention,
which boasted over 1,000 participants.

In addition to his outstanding contri-
butions to the world of politics, Victor
has been in the forefront of the revo-
lution in medical technology; the ap-
plication of this technology has done
much to alleviate suffering. He is
president and chief executive officer
for Blanco Laboratories and Automat-
ed Biochemical Analysis. In 1979,
Victor founded Blanco and Allaina
Partnership, for the purpose of provid-
ing state of the art technology in the
clinical laboratory field. Victor is a
former president of the California As-
sociation of Medical Laboratory Tech-
nologists, Los Angeles Chapter; he has
also served on the National Advisory
Council of the Small Business Admin-
istration.

Accomplished in everything he un-
dertakes, Victor Blanco is an asset to
all the organizations he has most gen-
erously shared his time with. Recently
the Orange County chapter of the
California Republican Hispanic Coun-
cil honored him for his commitment to
excellence. Well wishers at the dinner
included: Representative DORNAN,
Julio Gonzales, Tom Fuentes, Mrs.
Lois Lundberg, Cruz F. Sandoval and
Richard Hernandez, among others.

I, too, would like to congratulate
Victor Blanco on his contributions to
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the betterment of our community and
our world. I think I can speak for the
entire House of Representatives in
commending Victor Blanco for his pur-
suit of excellence, and wishing him the
best of suceess in the future.e®

CYPRUS SPECIAL ORDER
APRIL 22

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE

OF MAINE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, on April
22, my colleagues on the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, Mr. BROOMFIELD, the
ranking minority member; and Mr.
YaTroN will be holding a special order
to address the need to a prompt and
peaceful settlement to the Cyprus con-
flict.

It has been 8 years since the Turks
invaded the island and displaced
200,000 native Cypriots and occupied
40 percent of the land. The time is
long overdue for a solution to this
problem. I commend my colleagues for
taking this special order and I urge all
Members to take part in this impor-
tant discussion.e

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. LAWRENCE J. DeNARDIS

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. DENARDIS. Mr. Speaker, a
speaking engagement prevented me
from participating in two rollcall votes
on Thursday, April 1, 1982. I wish to
have the Recorp show that, had I
been present, I would have voted “no”
on rollcall No. 50 and “yes’” on rollcall
No. 52.¢

INVESTMENT IN THE HUMAN
MIND

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speak-
er, the secret of America's greatness
from its very beginning has been its
insistence on education for everybody.

An organization has just been
formed in Baltimore County, Md., to
protest cuts in the Federal education
budget.

The Baltimore County Coalition on
Federal Funding for Education in-
cludes 24 organizations which have
joined to form Project HELP (help
education lobby politicians). Members
of Project HELP are: Americans for
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Democratic Action; Archdiocese of
Baltimore; Association for Children
with Learning Disabilities; Baltimore
County Board of Education; Baltimore
County Chamber of Commerce; Balti-
more County Coalition or Handi-
capped and Children’s Council; Balti-
more County Public Schools; Balti-
more County Special Educations Advi-
sory Committee; Coalition of Public
Employees; Coalition on Zoning; Con-
gress of Administrative and Superviso-
ry Educators of Baltimore County;
Council for Exceptional Children; De-
partment of Recreation and Parks;
District Advisory Council of Baltimore
County ESEA Title I, League of
Women Voters; Maryland Congress of
Parents and Teachers, Inc.; Maryland
Home Economics Association; Mary-
land State Board of Education; Mary-
land State Teachers Association;
Parent Teachers Association Council
of Baltimore County; Private Industry
Council; Retired Teachers Association
of Baltimore County; Teachers Asso-
ciation of Baltimore County; and Vo-
cational Education Advisory Council.

The goal of the coalition is simple:
“To support Federal funding for edu-
cation at the level appropriated in
fiscal year 1981 and encourage no fur-
ther cuts in education.”

I share Project HELP’s concern
about the lack of wisdom in these cuts.

The interest of this administration
in stimulating investment in modern-
ization and expansion of private indus-
try is commendable. It makes little
sense, however, to stimulate invest-
ment in machinery and equipment if
we curtail the investment in the
human mind, for it is this investment
that has given us the greatest return—
not only economically, but also in
terms of political stability and social
Drogress.@

DR. ISADOR GITTELSOHN HON-
ORED FOR MEDICAL SERVICE

HON. HAROLD C. HOLLENBECK

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

e Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker,
on April 17, Dr. Isador Gittelsohn of
River Edge, N.J., will be honored as
“Man of the Year” by the Cpl. Charles
M. Wallach Post of the Jewish War
Veterans of the U.S.A. As a practicing
physician for 53 years, Dr. Gittelsohn
has earned a distinctive reputation as
a compassionate and dedicated medi-
cal professional. Forty-nine of those
years have been spent in River Edge
where he has delivered several genera-
tions of babies and has been featured
on a major New York City TV news
program as one of the few doctors who
still makes house calls.
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Evidence of Dr. Gittelsohn's hu-
manitarianism goes back to World
War II when, because of a shortage of
doctors in Bergen County, he worked
as a volunteer at Hackensack Hospital
once a week from midnight to 8 a.m.

During the war years and again from
1978 through 1980, he served as police
surgeon in River Edge and was a
member of the borough's civilian de-
fense department. Over the years, his
dedication to his community has
brought him honors from the River
Edge Women’s Club and the River
Edge mayor and city council. He also
received the Police Benevolent Asso-
ciation’s Good Citizen Award, the
Crime Detectives’ of New York and
New Jersey Award, the Pascack Valley
Hospital Appreciation Award and the
Hackensack Hospital Award for long
and meritorious service.

Dr. Gittelsohn is a member of the
Bergen County Medical Society, the
New Jersey Medical Society, the
American Medical Association, the
American Geriatric Association, and is
a charter member of the American
Academy of Family Physicians and of
the Pascack Valley Hospital where he
was director of pediatrics for 9 years.

I am proud to offer Dr. Isadore Git-
telsohn my congratulations on his
well-deserved recognition for his
achievements and to express my sin-
cere appreciation for his continued ef-
forts to make our communities a
better place in which to live.@

HUMAN RIGHTS—AFGHANISTAN

HON. DON BONKER

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, more
than 2 years have passed since the
brutal invasion of Afghanistan by the
Soviet Union, and the atrocities
against the civilian population contin-
ue unabated. French doctors, who are
operating clandestine relief missions
in the mountains and valleys of Af-
ghanistan, report attacks against de-
fenseless towns and villages in order to
demoralize the local population. Delib-
erate attacks by Soviet forces on the
civilian population of Afghanistan is
an ominous turn in that war.

Dr. Claude Malhuret, executive di-
rector of the Paris-based Médecins
Sans Frontiéres reports:

The Russians have been conducting a
reign of terror. We feel it is now up to world
public opinion to pressure the Russians into
stopping such atrocities,

I would like to commend to the at-
tention of my distinguished colleagues
an article which appeared in the
Times of London on March 22, 1982,
entitled, “Soviet ‘atrocities’ con-
demned by doctors’:
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[From the Times, Mar. 22, 1982]
SovIiET ATROCITIES CONDEMNED BY DOCTORS

For the past year and a half, three French
medical organizations have been discreetly
operating clandestine relief missions in the
mountains and valleys of resistance-held Af-
ghanistan. In recent weeks, they have
become increasingly outspoken against what
they consider to be atrocities against the ci-
vilian population by the Soviet occupation
forces.

At present, the Paris-based Médecins sans
Frontiéres (MSF), Aide Médicale Internatio-
nale (AMI) and Médecins du Monde (MDM),
whose medical teams are active in war zones
elsewhere in the world including Cambodia,
Kurdistan and El Salvador, are the only
Western humanitarian groups to work
inside Afghanistan on a permanent basis.

About 25 volunteer men and women,
mainly French but with a sprinkling of Bel-
gians and Swiss, are now running clinics,
dispensaries and itinerant aid programmes
in eight different provinces at any one time
for periods of up to six months.

Originally, the French organizations had
hoped that by keeping their activities low
key—and consisting primary of providing
basic health care in the insurgent-controlled
areas—the Russians would leave them
alone. But the presence of foreign doctors
among the Afghans is known to irk the
Kabul regime. Not only do they serve as
morale boosters for the resistance but also
as constant witnesses to conditions inside
the country.

Three French-run hospitals in the Panj-
shir valley north of Kabul, the Haxarajat
and Paktya province were suddenly at-
tacked by Soviet MiGs and helicopters over
a two-day period last November. Medical
staff and patients narrowly escaped.

Regarding this as a deliberate intimida-
tion tactic, the doctors of MSF and AMI de-
cided to publicly upbraid the Russians by
explaining their position to the media. They
sald that they were also deeply concerned
by an upsurge in recent months of commu-
nist attacks against towns and villages in-
tended to demoralize the local population
and deny support to the guerrillas.

The French doctors have not come across
any direct evidence of chemical warfare by
the Russians but have heard numerous re-
ports from Afghans that point to its use.
Some victims, they said, bore traces such as
blackened skin, blisters and other symp-
toms, that seemed to suggest chemical at-

In one case, the doctors examined a male
vietim with body burns which they said
could have come from napalm or a similar
chemical,

“The Russians have been conducting a
reign of terror,” said Dr. Claude Malhuret,
executive director of MSF. “We feel it is
now up to world public opinion to pressure
the Russians into stopping such atrocities.”
Western military analysts have also recently
drawn attention to what they feel to be a
more brutal attempt by the Russians to
crush resistance.

Returning French teams in some cases
have been able to provide first-hand evi-
dence of communist bombardments and
military incursions.

One AMI team, which returned earlier
this month after spending the winter in the
Panjshir valley, north of Kabul, said that
they had seen 13 aerial attacks since Decem-
ber. French doctors were also present when
an estimated 15,000 Soviet and Afghan
troops launched an offensive against the
valley in early autumn.
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More recently, the team said, they had re-
treated severely injured Afghans during an
11-day sweep in early February by mainly
Soviet troops in Kohistan at the mouth of
the Panjshir valley. According to Marie-
Paul Soleiler, an AMI nurse, local resistance
leaders and refugees had told them that
more than 1,000 civilians and guerrillas had
been killed including at least 400 Afghans
executed by the Russians. She said that ac-
cording to the report they had recovered
“most of them were machine-gunned but
they also took 18 white-bearded old men
from a village called Bulareh, doused them
with petrol and burned them".

With most Afghan doctors having fled the
country or living in the communist-occupied
towns, perhaps as many as eight million Af-
ghans in the resistance-held regions are
forced to rely on this small, scattered hand-
ful of foreign doctors for medical care.

Relying primarily on public donations for
support, the organizations are trying to
send more missions to Afghanistan. At the
moment there are no British doctors work-
ing inside Afghanistan but the French are
keen to combine efforts with other coun-
tries.®

H.R. 6092: ADEQUATE COVERAGE

FOR MENTAL HEALTH SPE-
CIALISTS UNDER MEDICARE
AND MEDICAID

HON. FLOYD J. FITHIAN

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

@ Mr. FITHIAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support H.R. 6092. A bill to
amend social security to provide more
adequate coverage of the services of
mental health specialists—clinical
social workers, clinical psychologists,
and psychiatric nurse specialists—
under the medicare and medicaid sup-
plemental benefits program. This
much-needed legislation would insure
that qualified mental health providers
and specialists will be directly reim-
bursable under these social security
programs, without any Federal re-
quirement of physician supervision of
referral. Senator DoNaLp W. RIEGLE,
Jr., of Michigan, will shortly introduce
a companion bill on the Senate side.
This bill with minor changes is similar
to H.R. 3373, a bill I introduced on
September 10, 1981.

Even though this bill will expand eli-
gible providers of outpatient mental
health services, it will not alter the
ceiling on reimbursement, nor will it
change the 50-50 copayment provision
currently established by law for outpa-
tient mental health services under
medicare and most medicaid plans.
The purpose of my bill is primarily to
offer elderly and low-income benefici-
aries greater options in their search
for a mental health provider and to
save valuable health care dollars.

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

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

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

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

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

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

The present system of financial re-
imbursement for mental health serv-
ices includes only physicians who are
the least available and the most costly.
Although physicians and psychiatrists
play an important role in the mental
health system—since they alone can
prescribe medication—they treat only
a small portion of beneficiaries. Clini-
cal social workers provide more psy-
chotherapy to individuals and groups
in a variety of settings, including hos-
pitals, outpatient clinics, community
mental health centers, health mainte-
nance organizations, private and
public agencies and in private practice.
In fact, clinical social workers provide
services to many more patients than
psychiatrists, clinical psychologists, or
psychiatric nurse specialists. A 1978
survey of mental health manpower,
published by National Institute of
Mental Health, found that 42 percent
of all mental health treatment in fed-
erally funded community mental
health centers was provided by clinical
social workers. The time has come to
recognize those mental health special-
ists that provide the bulk of the serv-
ices and establish a system that allows
them to be directly reimbursed for
their services.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

We must now remove these inequi-
ties in the law by amending the exist-
ing medicare and medicaid programs. I
respectfully urge my colleagues in the
House to join me in cosponsoring H.R.
6092 and supporting its passage in the
97th Congress. A copy of the bill is re-
printed as follows:

H.R. 6092
A bill to amend titles XVIII and XIX of the

Social Security Act to provide more ade-

quate coverage of the services of mental

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

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
the first sentence of section 1861(r) of the
Social Security Act is amended by inserting,
immediaiely before the period at the end
thereof, the following: ", or (6) except for
the purposes of section 1814(a) other than
(aX2)XA), section 1835 except (a)}2) and
(b)(1), and subsections (j), (k), (m), and (o)
of this section, a mental health specialist,
but (unless clause (1) of this subsection also
applies to him) only with respect to func-
tions which he is legally authorized to per-
form as such in the State in which he per-
forms them”.

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

“Mental Health Specialist

“(bbX1) The term ‘mental health special-
ist’ means an individual who is a clinical
psychologist (as defined in paragraph (2)), a
clinical social worker (as defined in para-
graph (3)), a psychiatric nurse specialist (as
defined in paragraph (4)), or a psychiatrist
(as defined in paragraph (5)).

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

“(3) The term ‘clinical social worker’
means an individual who (A) possesses a
master's or doctor’s degree in social work,
(B) after obtaining such degree has per-
formed at least two years of supervised elini-
cal social work, and (C) is licensed or certi-
fied as such in the State in which he prac-
tices, or if such State does not license or cer-
tify clinical social workers, is listed in a na-
tional register of social workers who, by
education and experience, qualify as health
care providers in clinical social work.
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“(4) The term ‘psychiatric nurse specialist’
means an individual who (A) is licensed to
practice nursing by the State in which the
individual practices nursing, (B) possesses a
master's degree or higher degree in psychi-
atric nursing or a related field from an ac-
credited educational institution, and (C) is
certified as a psychiatric nurse by a duly
recognized national professional nurse orga-
nization.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(b) Section 19802(a)(13)C)(ii) of such Act
is amended by striking out ‘“numbered (1)
through (16)" and inserting in lieu thereof
“numbered (1) through (17)".@

STRAIGHT TALK FROM SENIOR
CITIZEN LUD ANDOLSEK

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the
retired American has experienced the
full crushing weight of Reagan eco-
nomics.

Those of us in Congress who care
about programs enacted to insure
senior Americans a decent standard of
living should be encouraged by the in-
creasing determination with which
older Americans are working to pre-
serve critically important programs.

Lud Andolsek, former U.S. Civil
Service Commissioner, and now presi-
dent of the National Association of
Retired Federal Employees, offers
straight talk cutting to the basic polit-
ical realities of the struggle facing re-
tired Americans.

I would like to include for the
REcorp Mr. Andolsek’s speech of
March 3 to the Federal Managers As-
sociation, entitled, “It’s Time To Fight
Back.”

It's TiME To FI1GHT BACK
(By L. J. Andolsek)

I haven't kept track of the number of

times I have been privileged to meet with

your fine organization, but it must be
coming close to an even dozen. Of course,
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I've been in touch with your Executive Di-
rector, Bun Bray, many times between
meetings and lean on him for advice and
consultation.

Each time in the past, I have come as a
Presidential appointee—a member of the
Civil Service Commission—and I have la-
bored under all of the constraints that the
term implies. You know the theme: “Now
Lud, don't give away the store, or the White
House will come down on you.” I've always
been a political person, as you know, but
I've had to restrain myself. And I might
add, I have made a commitment to my
present organization that while I plan to be
political, I will not be partisan.

So today the wraps are off. There are no
constraints. I'm on your side, and I'm going
to say some things that will scare the hell
out of you—and, I hope, some things will
stir you to action.

There are two common pegs that will un-
derlie everything I say to you:

1. These are dog days for federal workers,
both active and retired.

2. To protect what we've worked years and
years to achieve, we have to take off the kid
gloves and fight back. We have to learn how
the political game is played. We have to
play the game hard. And we have to become
good at the art of being political.

First, let me set the stage, and if I brand
myself as a lifelong liberal in the process, I
make no apologies.

In my lifetime, I've seen many politicans
who saw gains to be made in flailing the bu-
reaucracy. But this is the first Administra-
tion that—after election—seems hell bent
on destroying the bureaucracy. It would
perhaps be charitable to think and say,
“Forgive them, Father, for they know not
what they do.” But my fear is that severe
damage may well be done because they
know well what they are doing, and they
simply do not grasp the consequences.

Let me illustrate my point:

The other day, a friend of mine was talk-
ing to a group of federal retirees, A very re-
sponsible person—a professional man who
had devoted his working life to public serv-
ice—stood up and related an absolutely
frightening story.

He said he had been born and raised in
the midwest, and was somewhat accustomed
to attacks on the bureaucracy as a reader of
the Chicago Tribune. When he was around
family and friends, he continued, there were
times when he was more inclined to say, “I
am a veterinarian,” rather than say, “Iam a
civil service veterinarian.,” But he outgrew
that inhibition, and learned to say with
pride: “I am a civil servant. I work for the
agency that has produced wash-and-wear
fabrics, concentrated orange juice, the
Beltsville turkey (that has all breast and no
bones), and the greatest crop yield per acre
for any country on the face of the earth.”

But the man continued: “Now my daugh-
ter is finishing graduate school. She has
worked summers in government, and has
heard government discussed at the dinner
table all of her life. The other day, I sug-
gested that she consider a career in govern-
ment.”

Then came the frightening punch line. He
said: “She looked me straight in the eye,
and using words not fit to be repeated in
public, she told me In unmistakable terms
why government is the last place she'd want
to work.”

Consequences. * * * ? You've got it. If RIFs
and threats of RIFs don't permeate the air,
what does? If insults to the bureaucracy and
to the people in it are not commonplace,
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what is? And if the highly desirable people
we should be trying to attract are instead
being turned off by the mention of public
service, what lies ahead for the republic?

Going beyond the pervasive climate, let's
look at some of the visible evidence that the
man on Pennsylvania Avenue is playing
hard ball—with your livelihood, and with
your earned benefits.

Exhibit A: RIFs, Furloughs, and Firing, I
don't need to cite numbers, for this of all
groups, but it is all too apparent that the
objective of “getting government off the
people’s back” translates to the practice of
reducing federal employment, and more spe-
cifically, reducing the cost of government—a
furlough of say one day per day period
might sound more desirable than a RIF
notice, but it still comes down to a 10 per-
cent cut in pay.

Exhibit B: A decision to cut the cost of
health insurance by reducing the extent of
coverage sounds appealing, until it is you or
a member of your family that is going into
the hospital.

Exhibit C: A “pay cap” of 4.8 percent,
when comparability calls for 15 percent, will
sure as hell save dollars, but it might well
prove to be the worst way to balance the
budget.

Exhibit D: The elimination of one cost-of-
living adjustment for retirees may not be all
that painful, but the dice keep rolling. Why
not & postponement of COLA's? Why not
something less than 100 percent indexation?
Why not a “cap” on retirement benefits,
just like we have “caps"” on pay—you know
the beat, and the beat goes on. And on. And
on. And it seems not to matter a whole lot
that each cut—real or proposed—is the
denial of a solemn promise made, a shirking
of a moral commitment. What seems to
matter is cutting costs—but as I have stated,
at what long-term price to the quality of the
work force?

One final element in the matter of stage-
setting. What are the motivations of those
who would treat public employees like dirt,
and what are their techniques?

I have no doubt that President Reagan is
sincere in his belief that the first step on
the way to a sound economy is to curb gov-
ernment spending. And we can't honestly
fault him for pursuing that objective. But
we do have the right to hope that he will
begin to show some human compassion in
where the cuts are made. I firmly believe
that federal employees, active and retired,
are willing to pay their fair share in balanc-
ing the budget, but to date they are being
asked—no, forced—to carry more than an
equal load.

And still on the subject of motives. I think
there are some folks out there whose mo-
tives are suspect. I think they see a continu-
ing attack on the bureaucracy, and the
people in the bureaucracy, as a means to
feather their own nests. You know very well
what I am getting at: Their advertisements
end on the note, “If you want to see this
attack continued, send us money."

Moving from motives to techniques, we
have seen in recent months two instances in
which it is not the mercenaries in the
market place but the people appointed by
the President who are using exaggerations
and deceptions to win support for the Presi-
dent's program.

In one case, the head of OPM was using
“dynamic” projections, which produced big
numbers, when he briefed the press on the
unfunded liability of the retirement system.
But he was using the statutory procedures,
which produce a much smaller figure, in de-
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termining the amount of interest to be paid
by the government.

In the second case, Mr. Stockman's office
released a ‘“fact sheet” which greatly exag-
gerated the numbers of retired federal
workers receiving the minimum social secu-
rity benefit, and which likewise greatly ex-
aggerated the amount they received in an-
nuities.

It goes without saying that we called both
deceptions to the attention of Congress.

THE BUDGET PROPOSALS

I am sure you are aware that the Adminis-
tration is now proposing to reduce retire-
ment benefits by (1) limiting cost-of-living
adjustments to the lesser of the CPI in-
crease or the annual pay increase, and (2)
imposing ‘“caps” on certain Federal annu-
ities.

We have asked the leadership of Congress
to reject these proposals because:

1. The Administration apparently does not
know why annuities were indexed in the
first place,

2. The Administration is using faulty as-
sumptions by not recognizing the value of
tax-exemptions for Social Security.

3. Congress has already eliminated those
features that were presumed to over-com-
pensate retirees.

4. The President’s proposals would subject
annuities to the same degree of politics—
and Presidential arrogance—that now per-
tain to pay.

5. The Administration erroneously con-
cludes that key workers are being lured out
of government by “excessive” retirement
benefits, when in fact they are being driven
out by a parsimonious pay policy.

6. It is unreasonable to equate retirement
income, a single source, with active worker
salary, because active workers have benefit
of promotions and longevity increases as
well as periodic pay adjustments.

CALL TO ACTION

I have devoted enough time to the climate
that I characterize as dog days for civil serv-
ants, and to the motivations of the people
who are out to do us in.

Now I will get down to bedrock and ask
you to bring the resources of your fine orga-
nization to bear in the fight to retain what
we've got.

First, I would say that while “image” is a
problem, the issue is bigger than image. It's
a pocketbook matter. Or perhaps more
plainly, a matter of survival. I don't think
your organization nor mine can wave a
magic wand and get the editorial writers to
stop writing adverse editorials. The real
arena, where we will either win or lose the
battle, is in the Congress rather than the
media.

The question, then, is how to succeed.

I believe we have to follow a dual course—
whether we are dealing with pay and bene-
fits for active workers or benefits for retired
workers.

The first road is education. We must ex-
plain why it is in the public interest to at-
tract and keep the quality of men and
women who will get the public’s work done.
And why it is contrary to the public interest
to demoralize and humiliate the good men
and women who have elected to serve the
publie.

This road is not easy, for two reasons: (1)
Those who would dismantle the public serv-
ice are good at the art of persuasion, and
they are experts in the matter of placing
blame where it does not belong; (2) good
deeds by civil servants are simply not news-
worthy. The press thrives on controversy
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and colorful catch-phrases, and there’s not
much of a market for good deeds and ac-
complishment.

The second road we must follow is the
road of practical politics—and believe me,
we've got to shed any hang-ups we might
have that politics is a dirty word. To repeat
myself, being political does not mean being
partisan.

We have to realize that elected officials
are mortal human beings, not automatically
endowed with full knowledge of all the
issues. We have to arm the newcomers and
the neutrals with solid facts that support
our interests, and we have to dispel the
myths and half-truths that our opponents
serve up.

And when it comes to those who share the
Administration’s view that the shortest way
to a balanced budget is the decimation of
the public service—and who make it clear
that their minds are set on this course—we
have to play some hard-ball ourselves. To
dispel any questions about my meaning, let
me say it in the fewest possible words: We
have to help our friends get elected, and we
have to help our foes find other employ-
ment. I'm not speaking in partisan political
terms, for our friends might wear either the
Republican label or the Democrat label, and
our foes might have earned the label of Boll
Weevils by the nature of their votes.

I have been a civil servant long enough to
know that my words might be creating a
lump in the pit of your belly, for you are
saying to yourself: “Wait a minute; this guy
is trying to get me involved in hard core pol-
itics, and the Hatch Act prohibits political
activity.”

No, I'm not suggesting that you violate
the Hatch Act, or any other law. I'm sug-
gesting that you use your muscle, your orga-
nization, and your know-how, to protect
your rights and benefits within the law.

The Hatch Act does not prohibit you from
paying your dues to your organization. But
you do have a voice in saying how your dues
should be spent by your elected officers.
And with an old pro like Bun Bray at the
helm, I'll guarantee that he will get your
m

essage.

The Hatch Act does not dictate your
votes, nor deny your constitutional right to
petition the Congress, nor your right to
make a political contribution to the candi-
date of your choice. What I'm saying is that
there are practical steps you can take with-
out violating the law.

The Hatch Act does not forbid you to
write a letter to a newspaper, in which you
dispel the half-truths and exaggerations
that someone else has served up. Nor does it
prevent you from explaining the virtures of
an effective public service to a civic or com-
munity group. But if you hide behind the
Hatch Act to remain silent when the dema-
gogs are trying to do you in, then you are
begging for second-class citizenship. And a
public servant worth his salt should insist
on being treated as a first-class citizen, for
he has earned nothing less.

Finally, I don't want to intrude into the
internal affairs of your Association, nor to
dictate that your Association must always
be in 100 percent agreement with mine on
all issues, nor am I unaware of the fact that
the concerns of active and retired workers
may sometimes differ.

But I will say, with deep conviction, that
if there has ever been a time when organiza-
tional unity was needed, that time is now.
We must have organizational discipline, for
if every single member of every single orga-
nization chooses to march to a different
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drummer, we are inviting nothing but trou-
ble. No single organization representing fed-
eral workers and retirees can sit back and
say “Let the other fellow do it,” for the job
is too big for any one organization to carry
alone. The threat is so big that the work—
and the expense of the work—must be
shared.

My Association is straining its every fiber
to fight the good battle for retired folks,
and we never miss the chance to give a plug
to active workers.

Our most recent initiative has been the
creation of a political action fund that we
call NARFE-PAC. We are asking all of our
500,000 members to contribute voluntarily
to that fund, and we intend to use the pro-
ceeds to help our friends get elected and our
foes to find other employment.

If your Association does not have such a
fund, may I suggest that you should consid-
er starting one. Contributions qualify for
the tax deduction, and they must be volun-

tary.

I'm simply asking you and your fine orga-
nization to go out and do the kinds of things
that must be done—in harmony with our
Association and with all others whose ox is
being gored.

The alternative is a loss of pay and bene-
fits such as we have not seen since the great
depression.e

SECRETARY OF STATE ALEXAN-
DER M. HAIG'S SPEECH AT
GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 6, 1982

® Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, Secre-
tary of State Haig made an important
speech this morning concerning nucle-
ar arms, conventional forces, American
policy, and world peace. At this point I
wish to insert in the Recorp the full
text of the speech made by Secretary
Haig at Georgetown University:
ApDRESS BY HON. ALEXANDER M. HAlG, JR.
PEACE AND DETERRENCE

It is a melancholy fact of the modern age
that man has conceived a means capable of
his own destruction. For thirty-seven years
mankind has had to live with the terrible
burden on nuclear weapons. From the dawn
of the nuclear age, these weapons have been
the source of grave concern to our peoples,
and the focus of continuous public debate.
Every successive President of the United
States has shared these concerns. Every ad-
;ni‘x;iltf;mtion has had to engage itself in this

ebate.

It is right that each succeeding generation
should question anew the manner in which
its leaders exercise such awesome responsi-
bilities. It is right that each new administra-
tion should have to confront the awful di-
lemmas posed by the possession of nuclear
weapons, It Is right that our nuclear strate-
gy should be exposed to continuous exami-
nation,

The strategy of nuclear deterrence

In debating these issues, we should not
allow the complexity of the problems and
the gravity of the stakes to blind us to the
common ground upon which we all stand.
No one has ever advocated nuclear war, No
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responsible voice has ever sought to mini-
mize its horrors.

On the contrary, from the earliest days of
the post war era, America's leaders have rec-
ognized the only nuclear strategy consistent
with our values and our survival—our physi-
cal existence, and what makes life worth
living—is the strategy of deterrence. The
massive destructive power of these weapons
precludes their serving any lesser purpose.
The catastrophic consequences of another
world war—with or without nuclear weap-
ons—make deterrence of conflict our high-
est objective, and our only rational military
strategy in the modern age.

Thus, since the close of World War II
American and Western strategy has as-
signed a single function to nuclear weapons:
the prevention of war, and the preservation
of peace. At the heart of this deterrence
strategy is the requirement that the risk of
engaging in war must be made to outweigh
any possible benefits of aggression. The cost
of aggression must not be confined to the
victims of aggression.

This strategy of deterrence has won the
consistent approval of the Western peoples.
It has enjoyed the bipartisan support of the
American Congress. It has secured the
unanimous endorsement of every successive
allied government.

Deterrence has been supported because
deterrence works. Nuclear deterrence and
collective defense have preserved peace in
Europe, the crucible of two global wars in
this century. Clearly neither improvement
in the nature of man, nor strengthening of
the international order have made war less
frequent or less brutal. Millions have died
since 1945 in over 130 international and civil
wars. Yet nuclear deterrence has prevented
a conflict between the two superpowers, a
conflict which even without nuclear weap-
ons would be the most destructive in man-
kind’s history.

The requirements for Western strategy

The simple possession of nuclear weapons
does not guarantee deterrence. Throughout
history socleties have risked their total de-
struction if the prize of victory was suffi-
ciently great, or the consequences or sub-
mission sufficiently grave. War, and in par-
ticular nuclear war, can be deterred, but
only if we are able to deny an aggressor
military advantage from his action, and
thus ensure his awareness that he cannot
prevail in any conflict with us. Deterrence,
in short, requires the maintenance of a
secure military balance, one which cannot
be overturned through surprise attack, or
sudden technological breakthrough. The
quality and credibility of deterrence must be
measured against these criteria. Successive
administrations have understood this fact
and stressed the importance of an overall
balance. This administration can do no less.

The strategy of deterrence, in its essen-
tials, has endured. But the requirements for
maintaining a secure capability to deter in
all circumstances have evolved. In the early
days of unguestioned American nuclear su-
periority the task of posing an unacceptable
risk to an aggressor was not difficult. The
threat of massive retaliation was fully credi-
ble as long as the Soviet Union could not re-
spond in kind. As the Soviet Union’'s nuclear
arsenal grew, however, this threat began to
lose credibility.

To sustain the credibility of Western de-
terence, the concept of flexible response was
elaborated, and formally adopted by the
United States and its NATO partners in
1867. Henceforth, it was agreed that NATO
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would meet aggression initially at whatever
level it was launched, while preserving the
flexibility to escalate the conflict, if neces-
sary, to secure the cessation of aggression
and the withdrawal of the aggressor. The
purpose of this strategy is not just to con-
duct conflict successfully if it is forced upon
us, but more importantly to prevent the
outbreak of conflict in the first place.
Flexible response is not premised upon
the view that nuclear war can be controlled.
Every successive Allied and American Gov-
ernment has been convinced that a nuclear
war, once initiated, could escape such con-
trol. They have therefore agreed upon a
strategy which retains the deterrent effect
of a possible nuclear response, without
making such a step in any sense automatic.
The alliance based its implementation of
flexible response upon a spectrum of forces,
each of which plays an indispensible role in
assuring the credibility of a Western strate-
gy of deterrence. At one end of the spec-
trum are America’s strategic forces, our
heavy bombers, intercontinental missiles,
and ballistic missile submarines. Since
NATO's inception, these forces have been
the ultimate guarantee of Western security,
a role which they will retain in the future.
At the other end of the spectrum are the
alliance’s conventional forces, including U.S.
troops in Europe. These forces must be
strong enough to defeat all but the most
massive and persistent conventional aggres-
sion. They must be resistant and durable
enough to give political leaders time to
measure the gravity of the threat, to con-
front the inherently daunting prospects of
nuclear escalation, and to seek through di-
plomacy the cessation of conflict and resto-
ration of any lost Western territory. The
vital role which conventional forces play in
deterrence is too often neglected, particular-
ly by those most vocal in their concern over
reliance upon nuclear weapons. A strength-
ened conventional posture both strengthens
the deterrent effect of nuclear forces, and
reduces the prospect of their ever being

Linking together strategic and convention-
al forces are theater nuclear forces, that is
NATO’s nuclear systems based in Europe.
These systems are concrete evidence of the
nature of the American commitment. They
are a concrete manifestation of NATO's
willingness to resort to nuclear weapons if
necessary to preserve the freedom and inde-
pendence of its members. Further, the pres-
ence of nuclear weapons in Europe ensures
the Soviet Union will never believe that it
can divide the U.S, from its Allies, or wage &
limited war with limited risks against any
NATO member.

The strategy of flexible response and the
forces that sustain its credibility reflect
more than simply the prevailing military
balance. Western strategy also reflects the
political and geographical reality of an Alli-
ance of fifteen independent nations, the
most powerful of which is separated from
all but one of the others by four thousand
miles of ocean.

Deterence is consequently more than a
military strategy. It is the essential political
bargain which binds together the Western
coalition. Twice in this century, America
has been unable to remain aloof from Euro-
pean conflict, but unable to intervene in
time to prevent the devastation of Western
Europe. Neither we nor our allies can afford
to see this pattern repeated a third time.
We have, therefore, chosen a strategy which
engages American power in the defense of
Europe, and gives substance to the principle
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that the security of the Alliance is indivisi-
ble.

The task ahead

During the past decade the Soviet Union
has mounted a sustained buildup across the
range of its nuclear forces designed to un-
dermine the credibility of this Alliance
strategy. Soviet modernization efforts have
far outstripped those of the West. The de-
velopment and deployment of Soviet inter-
continental ballistic missiles now pose a seri-
ous and increasing threat to a large part of
our land-based ICBM force. A new genera-
tion of Soviet intermediate range missiles
are targeted upon our European Allies.

In the last ten years, the Soviets intro-
duced an unprecedented array of new stra-
tegic and intermediate range systems into
their arsenals including the 8S-17, SS-18,
and SS-19 ICBM's, the Backfire bomber,
the Typhoon submarine and several new
types of submarine-launched missiles, and
the S8S-20 intermediate range missile. In
contrast, during this same period, the U.S.
exercised restraint introducing only the Tri-
dent missile and submarine, and the slower
air breathing cruise missile.

In order to deal with the resulting imbal-
ances, President Reagan has adopted a de-
fense posture and recommended programs
to the U.S. Congress designed to maintain
deterrence, rectify the imbalances, and
thereby support the Western strategy I
have outlined.

His bold strategic modernization program,
announced last October, is designed to
ensure the maintenance of a secure and reli-
able capability to deny an adversary advan-
tage from any form of aggression, even a
surprise attack.

The President's decision, in his first weeks
in office, to go ahead with the production
and deployment of the Pershing II and
ground launched cruise missiles, in accord-
ance with NATO’'s decision of December
1979, represents an effort to reinforce the
linkage between our strategic forces in the
United States, and NATO's conventional
and nuclear forces in Europe. A response to
the massive bulldup of Soviet S8-20's tar-
geted on Western Europe, this NATO deci-
sion was taken to ensure that the USSR will
never launch aggression in the belief that
its own territory can remain immune from
attack, or that European security can ever
be decoupled from that of the U.S.

The improvements we are making in our
conventional forces—in their readiness, mo-
bility, training and equipment—are designed
to ensure the kind of tough and resilient
conventional capability required by the
strategy of flexible response.

It is important to recognize the interrela-
tionship of these three types of forces. The
requirements in each category are depend-
ent upon the scale of the others, Their func-
tions are similarly linked. The Soviet Union
understands this. That is why they have
consistently proposed a pledge against the
first use of nuclear weapons, an idea which
l‘?:'ta.chleved some resonance here in the

NATO has consistently rejected such
Soviet proposals, which are tantamount to
making Europe safe for conventional ag-
gression. If the West were to allow Moscow
the freedom to choose the level of conflict
which most suited it, and to leave entirely
to Soviet discretion the nature and timing
of any escalation, we would be forced to
maintain conventional forces at least at the
level of those of the Soviet Union and its
Warsaw Pact allies.
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Those in the West who advocate the adop-
tion of a “no first use” policy seldom go on
to propose that the United States reintro-
duce the draft, triple the size of its Armed
Forces, and put its economy on wartime
footing. Yet in the absence of such steps, a
pledge of no first use effectively leaves the
West nothing with which to counterbalance
the Soviet conventional advantages and geo-
political position in Europe.

Neither do Western proponents of a “no
first use” policy acknowledge the conse-
quences for the Western Alliance of an
American decision not to pose and accept
the risk of nuclear war in the defense of
Europe. A “no first use” policy would be the
end of flexible response, and thus of the
very credibility of the Western strategy of
deterrence. In adopting such a stance, the
United States would be limiting its commit-
ment to Europe. But the alliance cannot
function as a limited liability corporation. It
can only survive as a partnership, to which
all are equally and fully committed—shared
benefits, shared burdens, shared risks.

Another concept which has recently at-
tracted interest is that of a freeze on nucle-
ar weapons, While being sensitive to the
concerns underlying this propsoal, we have
had to underscore the flaws in such an ap-
proach. A freeze at current levels would per-
petuate an unstable and unequal military
balance. It would reward a decade of unilat-
eral Soviet buildup, and penalize the United
States for a decade of unilateral restraint.
As President Reagan stressed last week,
such a freeze would remove all Soviet incen-
tive to engage in meaningful arms control
designed to cut armaments, and reduce the
risk of war.

Much of the argumentation for a nuclear
freeze revolves around the question of how
much is enough. Each side possesses thou-
sands of deliverable nuclear weapons. Does
it then really make any difference who is
ahead? The question itself is misleading, as
it assumes that deterrence is simply a
matter of numbers of weapons, or numbers
of casualties which could be inflicted. It is
not.

Let us remember, first and foremost, that
we are trying to deter the Soviet Union, not
ourselves. The dynamic nature of the Soviet
nuclear buildup demonstrates that the
Soviet leaders do not believe in the concept
of “sufficiency”. They are not likely to be
deterred by a force based upon it.

Let us also recall that nuclear deterrence
must work not just in times of peace, and
moments of calm. Deterrence faces its true
test at the time of maximum tension, even
in the midst of actual conflict. In such ex-
treme circumstances, when the stakes on
the table may already be immense, when
Soviet leaders may feel the very existence of
their regime is threatened, who can say
whether or not they would run massive risks
if they belleved that in the end the Soviet
State would prevail.

Deterrence thus does not rest on a static
comparison of the number or size of nuclear
weapons. Rather, deterrence depends upon
our capability, even after suffering a mas-
sive nuclear blow, to prevent an aggressor
from securing a military advantage, and pre-
vailing in a conflict. Only if we maintain
such a capability can we deter such a blow.
Deterrence, in consequence, rests upon a
military balance measured not in warhead
numbers, but in a complex interaction of ca-
pabilities and vulnerabilities.
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The military balance, crisis management

and the conduct of American diplomacy

The State of the military balance, and its
impact upon the deterrent value of Ameri-
can Forces cast a shadow over every signifi-
cant geopolitical decision. It affects on a
day-to-day basis the conduct of American di-
plomacy. It influences the management of
international crises, and the terms upon
which they are resolved.

The search for national interest and na-
tional security is a principal preoccupation
of the leaders of every nation on the globe.
Their decisions and their foreign policies
are profoundly affected by their perception
of the military balance between the United
States and the Soviet Union, and the conse-
gquent capacity of either to help provide for
their security or to threaten it.

More important still, perceptions of the
military balance also affect the psychologi-
cal attitude of both American and Soviet
leaders, as they respond to events around
the globe. For the foreseeable future the re-
lationship between the United States and
the Soviet Union will be one in which our
differences outnumber points of conver-
gence. Our objective must be to restrain this
competition, to keep it below the level of
force, while protecting our interests and
those of our allies. Our ability to secure
these objectives will be crucially influenced
by the state of the strategic balance. Every
judgment we make, and every judgment the
Soviet leadership makes will be shaded by
it.

Thus the Soviet leadership, in calculating
the risks of subversion or aggression, of ac-
quiring new clients or propping up faltering
proxies, must carefully evaluate the possi-
bilities and prospects for an effective Ameri-
can response. Soviet calculations must en-
compass not only American capabilities to
influence regional developments, but Ameri-
can willingness to face the prospect of U.S.-
Soviet confrontation, and consequent esca-
lation. American leaders, for their part,
must go through comparable calculations in
reacting to regional conflicts, responding to
Soviet adventurism, and seeking to resolve
international crises in a manner consistent
with U.S. interests.

Put simply, our own vulnerability to nu-
clear blackmail, as well as the susceptibility
of our friends to political intimidation, de-
pends upon our ability and willingness to
cope credibly with any Soviet threat. A
strong and credible strategic posture en-
hances stability by reducing for the Soviets
the temptations toward adventurism, at the
same time that it strengthens our hand in
responding to Soviet political-military
threats.

Arms Control and nuclear deterrence

In no area of diplomacy does the military
balance have greater effect than in arms
control. Arms control can reinforce deter-
rence, and stabilize a military balance at
lower levels of risk and effort. Arms control
cannot, however, either provide or restore a
balance we are unwilling to maintain
through our defense efforts.

Just as the only justifiable nuclear strate-
gY is one of deterrence, so the overriding ob-
Jective for arms control is reducing the risk
of war. The essential purpose of arms con-
trol is not to save money, although it may
do so. Its purpose is not to generate good
feelings, or improve international relation-
ships, although it may have that effect as
well. Arms control’s central purpose must be
to reinforce the military balance, upon
which deterrence depends, at reduced levels
of weapons and risks.
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On November 18, President Reagan laid
out the framework for a comprehensive pro-
gram of arms control designed to serve
these objectives. He committed the United
States to seek major reductions in nuclear
and conventional forces, leading to equal
agreed limits on both sides. Last week he re-
viewed the steps we have taken:

In Geneva we have put forth detailed pro-
posals designed to limit intermediate range
nuclear forces, and to eliminate entirely the
missiles of greatest concern to each side.
This proposal has won the strong and uni-
fied support of our allies.

In Vienna, we are negotiating, alongside
our allies, on reductions in conventional
force levels in Europe. These negotiations
have gone on without real progress for over
eight years. Because we are now facing dip-
lomatic atrophy, we must urgently consider
how to revitalize East-West discussions of
conventional force reductions, and stimulate
progress in these talks.

Our highest priority, in the past several
months, has been completing preparations
for negotiations with the Soviet Union on
strategic arms. Here, too, we will be propos-
ing major reductions to verifiable, equal
agreed levels. Here, too, we will be present-
ing detailed proposals when negotiations
open.

The prospects for progress in each of
these areas of arms control depend upon
support of the President's defense pro-
grams. This imperative has been caricatured
as a policy of building up arms in order to
reduce them. This is simply not true. As
President Reagan’s proposals for intermedi-
ate range missiles make clear, we hope that
we never have to deploy those systems. But
we must demonstrate a willingness to main-
tain the balance through force deployments
if we are to have any prospect of reducing
and stabilizing it through arms control.

Negotiations in the early 1970's, on a
treaty limiting anti-ballistic missile systems
provide an historic example. At the time,
the Soviets had already built a system of
ballistic missile defenses around Moscow.
The United States had deployed no such
system. Arms control offered the only
means of closing off an otherwise attractive
and expensive new avenue for arms competi-
tion. Yet it was not until the American
administration sought and secured congres-
sional support for an American ABM pro-
gram that the Soviets began to negotiate se-
riously. The result was the 1972 treaty limit-
ing anti-ballistic missile systems, which re-
mains in force today.

This same pattern was repeated more re-
cently with intermediate range missiles, For
years the Soviets had sought limits on U.8.
nuclear forces in Europe, but refused to con-
sider any limits upon their nuclear forces
targeted upon Europe. Only after NATO
took its decision of December 1979 to deploy
U.S Pershing II and ground launched cruise
missiles did the USSR agree to put its SS-20
missiles on the negotiating table.

In the area of strategic arms, as well,
there is litle prospect the Soviet Union will
ever agree to equal limits at lower levels
unless first persuaded that the United
States is otherwise determined to maintain
equality at higher levels. It is, for instance,
unrealistic to believe that the Soviet Union
will agree to reduce the most threatening
element of its force structure, its heavy,
multiwarheaded intercontinential missiles
unless it is persuaded that otherwise the
United States will respond by deploying
comparable systems itself.

For many opposed to reliance on nuclear
weapons—even for defense or deterrence—
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the issue is a moral one. For those who first
elaborated the strategy of deterrence, and
for those who see to maintain its effect, this
issue is also preeminently moral. A familiar
argument is that, in a nuclear age, we must
choose between our values and our exist-
ence. If nuclear weapons offer the only de-
terrent to nuclear blackmail, some would
argue we should submit, rather than pose
the risk of nuclear conflict. This choice,
however, is a false one. By maintaining the
military balance and sustaining deterrence,
we protect the essential values of Western
civilization—democratic government, per-
sonal liberty, and religious freedom—and
preserve the peace. In failing to maintain
deterrence, we would risk our freedoms,
while actually increasing the likelihood of
also suffering nuclear devastation.

As human beings and free men and
women, we must reject this false alterna-
tive, and avoid the extremes of nuclear ca-
tastrophe and nuclear blackmail. In the nu-
clear age, the only choice consistent with
survival and civilization is deterrence.

An eminent theologian once described our
age as one in which “the highest possibili-
ties are inextricably intermingled with the
most dire perils.” The scientific and techno-
logical advances so vital to our civilization
also make possible its destruction. This re-
ality cannot be wished away.

Americans have always been conscious of
the dilemmas posed by the nuclear weapon.
From the moment that science unleashed
the atom, our instinct and policy has been
to control it. Those who direct America's de-
fense policies today share completely the
desire of people everywhere to end the nu-
clear arms race and to begin to achieve sub-
stantial reductions in nuclear armament,

Confronted by the dire perils of such
weapons, America has responded in a
manner that best preserves both security
and peace, that protects our society and our
values and that offers hope without illusion.
The strategy of deterrence has kept the
peace for over thirty years. It has provided
the basis for arms control efforts. And it
offers the best chance to control and to
reduce the dangers we face.

Deterrence is not automatic. It cannot be
had on the cheap. Our ability to sustain it
depends upon our ability to maintain the
military balance now being threatened by
the Soviet build-up. If we are to reinforce
deterrence through arms control and arms
reduction, we must convince the Soviets
that their efforts to undermine the deter-
rent effect of our forces will not succeed.

The control and reduction of nuclear
weapons, based on deterrence, is the only ef-
fective intellectual, political and moral re-
sponse to nuclear weapons. The stakes are
too great and the consequences of error too
catastrophic to exchange deterrence for a
leap into the unknown. The incentives for
real arms control exist and we have both
the means and the duty to apply them.

Let us be clear about our objectives in the
nuclear era. We seek to reduce the risk of
war and to establish a stable military bal-
ance at lower levels of risk and effort. By
doing so today, we may be able to build a
sense of mutual confidence and cooperation,
offering the basis for even more ambitious
steps tomorrow. But above all, we shall be
pursuing the “highest possibility” for
peace.@
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® Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, Secre-
tary of State Alexander Haig an-
nounced within days of the inaugura-
tion of the Reagan administration
that international terrorism would re-
place human rights violations as the
focus of U.S. foreign policy. Yet, day
after day and month after month, the
administration, by its actions and/or
lack of action, has alined the United
States with regimes that practice ter-
rorism against their own people.

The latest example of this spectacle
is a report that the Reagan adminis-
tration is cozying up to Robert D'Au-
buisson, a right-wing, former Salvador-
an army officer.

Former U.S. Ambassador Robert E.
White described D’Aubuisson as a
pathological killer and the person
linked repeatedly to incipient military
coups and paramilitary terrorist activi-
ties. Because of his alleged role in the
murder of Archbishop Oscar Arnulfo
Romero and his other terrorist activi-
ties, D'Aubuisson had been banned
from entering the United States since
May of 1980.

Now, Thomas Enders, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Inter-American Af-
fairs, is saying that D’Aubuisson will
be allowed to enter the United States.
If Reagan administration officials are
really concerned about terrorism, they
should not be associating our country
with individuals who engage in that
activity. Double-talk and double stand-
ards are no substitute for policy.

I would like to commend to the at-
tention of my distinguished colleagues
an article which appeared in the
Boston Globe of March 17 which fur-
ther details the sordid activities of Mr.
D’Aubuisson.

The article follows:

[From the Boston Globe, Mar, 17, 19821

SaLvapor HoPEFUL TIED TO SLAYINGS
(By Katharine Koch)

WasHINGTON.—The governments of the
United States and El Salvador have pos-
sessed for nearly two years documents that
link the leading right-wing contender in El
Salvador's current election campaign to
death squads whose operations are believed
to have included the assassination of Salva-
doran Archbishop Oscar Arnulfo Romero.

Copies of the documents, seized from
former army major Roberto D’Aubuisson in
May 1980, have been obtained by The
Globe. D’Aubuisson is regarded by most ob-
servers as the most powerful of the right-
wing contenders in El Salvador's March 28
election for a constituent assembly.

Neither the US nor Salvadoran govern-
ments, however, has taken official action on
the information, which points to D'Aubuis-
son as a key figure in an international para-
military network.

In El Salvador, there has been no vigorous
investigation into the Romero murder, no
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action against the active-duty officers
linked to the death squads and no prosecu-
tion of D'Aubuisson, the former national
guard intelligence officer now emerging as
the potential leader of a rightist coalition
that may come to power in the elections.

Information in the documents connects
D'Aubuisson to the Miami under world, but
a US law-enforcement source said that in-
formation was not made available to appro-
priate investigative authorities.

D’Aubuisson reportedly tried to eat some
of the papers when he and a group of civil-
ian and military colleagues were arrested in
May 1980 in connection with an alleged
coup conspiracy and the documents were
seized. Col. Adolfo Arnoldo Majano, a
member of the Salvadoran junta at the
time, who ordered the arrest of the group,
has authenticated The Globe’s copies. They
also have been examined and authenticated
by former US ambassador to El Salvador
Robert E. White and US intelligence ana-
lysts.

The documents were turned over to the
Salvadoran junta and military high com-
mand, but the men were released after 72
hours for “lack of evidence.” A Salvadoran
military source said the matter was not pur-
sued because it implicated members of the
high command, D'Aubuisson had been
cashiered from the national guard after the
former military regime was ousted in Octo-
ber 1979.

The papers underscore the reasons for US
concern about the unexpectedly strong
showing D'Aubuisson is making in the cur-
rent campaign as head of the Nationalist
Republican Alliance (ARENA), which has
promised to undo the US sponsored reforms
of El Salvador’s civilian-military junta.

But given the Salvadoran failure to pros-
ecute, the documents also raise questions
about the Reagan Administration’s recent
certification that the Salvadoran military is
trying to curb human-rights abuses.

D'Aubuisson has said that if elected, he
will “exterminate’ leftist guerrillas fighting
the government within three months and
try the president of the US-backed junta,
Jose Napoleon Duarte, for treason, D'Au-
buisson views Duarte’s Christian Democrat-
ic Party as “red on the inside.” ARENA
blamed the Christian Democrats for a
shooting in which D’'Aubuisson was grazed
on the shoulder late last month.

The Chiristina Democrates, ARENA and
the conservative Nationalist Conciliation
Party are the main parties in a field of six
running in the March 28 elections for a con-
stituent assembly and interim president.
Leftists are boycotting the election, arguing
{:ihat participation would cost them their

ves.

The captured documents include propa-
ganda to discredit US policy in El Salvador,
a plan for a coup and a daily log of meet-
ings, expenditures, arms lists and the com-
position of hit teams, Also in the documents
is a list of names, addresses and phone num-
bers of a number of businessmen from El
Salvador's oligarchy, some of whom now live
in the Miami area and in California. Also
listed are expenses for trips to Costa Rica
and Guatemala. One US analyst said the or-
ganization and materiel mentioned in the
papers constituted “the best terrorism that
money can buy.”

Among the papers is the outline for an
“QOperation Pina,” which US and Salvador-
an sources identified as the plan for the
murder of Archbishop Romero on March 24,
1980. It calls for a team composed of a
driver, a killer and four security guards. The
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equipment includes a night-sight scope, a
.257-caliber Robert’s rifle, four automatic
pistols and grenades.

According to reports from the Salvadoran
Archbishopric, Romero was killed by a
single .25-caliber cartridge shot into the
heart, fired from the side of a small chapel
while he was delivering afternoon Mass.
Four men were seen escaping into a waiting
red car. The documents contain repeated
references to gasoline and repair expenses
for a “red car.”

A judge initially assigned to investigate
the murder fled El Salvador after his life
was threatened. Despite repeated requests
from church officials, the case has not been
pursued by Salvadoran authorities.

The “physical elimination” of Romero
and more than 100 other persons is called
for in another of the captured papers,
signed by the “Secret Anti-Communist
Army.” The list includes leading members
of the Christian Democratic Party as well as
then-US Ambassador White. Another docu-
ment attempts to associate White with
Archbishop Romero’s murder, saying that
“Cuban Communist assassins” killed
Romero within days of White's arrival in El
Salvador.

White has testified before Congress that
the State Department has “compelling if
not 100-percent conclusive evidence” that
D’Aubuisson ordered the Romero assassina-
tion. A State Department official, however,
said the D'Aubuisson documents were con-
Zldered “an internal matter” for El Salva-

or.

The seized documents contain few explicit
references to D'Aubuisson. At one point, he
is listed only as ‘“Roberto” with a telephone
number. In another document, he is named
as “Boby.” But investigators say the connec-
tions between D'Aubuisson and the activi-
ties in the papers are clear,

One of the key documents, for example, is
the diary by Capt. Alvaro Rafael Saravia.
Saravia is widely considered D'Aubuisson’s
right-hand man. The diary contains lists of
arms purchased that one expert said added
up to “a very lethal force.” The arsenal
ranges from pistols to submachine guns,
with such accoutrements as bullet proof
vests, telescopic sights and the M10 silencer
common to Latin American paramilitary
groups based in southern Florida. Daily ex-
penses totaling thousands of dollars are me-
ticulously listed for haircuts, safe house,
meals, “muchachas,” flights to Guatemala
and payments to bodyguards and members
of the El Salvador Treasury Police. The ex-
penses include $280 “to contract 20 men”
and $80,000 “to the Nicaraguan,” believed to
be a hired killer.

Another paper outlines a coup plan that
would have put D’Aubuisson and two associ-
ates on the junta in place of Col. Majano, a
progressive officer later ousted, and two
other civilians. The coup was dropped after
US officials refused to support it.

The US embassy in San Salvador, White
has said, obtained copies of the D'Aubuisson
documents and forwarded them to the State
Department in both the original Spanish
and English translation in May 1980, with
the recommendation that their contents be
analyzed and pursued.

At the time of his detention, D'Aubuisson
was already a figure of concern to Washing-
ton. He had threatened the American
charge D’affaires on Salvadoran television
and his US visa had been revoked. D' Aubuis-
son later appeared in Washington illegally
and was deported. In March 1981 he claimed
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credit for a shooting attack on the US em-
bassy in San Salvador.

One of the businessmen associated with
D'Aubuisson in the papers is Ricardo Sol
Meza, one of the businessmen associated
with D’Aubuisson in the documents, was
later detained in connection with the Janu-
ary 1981 murder of American labor experts
Michael Hammer and Mark Pearlman in
San Salvador. Sol Meza was subsequently
released on a legal technicality. Another
suspect, Hans Christ, is free on bail- in
Miami.

The American Institute for Free Labor
Development (AIFLD), chief advising
agency to the Salvadoran land reform pro-
gram and employer of the two Americans,
has conducted a private investigation and
sald it has evidence showing that, in addi-
tion to Sol Meza and Christ, “high-ranking
officers in the (Salvadoran) security forces"”
are directly implicated in the murders.

Under US pressure, a National Guard ser-
geant and five corporals were arrested last
month for the murder of four American
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churchwomen in El Salvador in December
1981. However, in congressional testimony,
White testified that two of the women “ap-
peared on the death list . . . from the mili-
tary commandant” of Chaletenango Prov-
ince. The Salvadoran government closed its
investigation with the arrest of the six
guardsmen.

In its certification last January that an
improved human-rights situation in El Sal-
vador justified continued military aid, the
Reagan Administration stated that the Sal-
vadoran government was ‘“‘achieving sub-
stantial control over all elements of the
armed forces.” Assistant Secretary of State
for Inter-American Affairs Thomas O.
Enders told the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee that “over 1,000 soldiers” had been
transferred or otherwise removed “for

abuses of authority to their cooperation
with the violent right.” The Salvadoran gov-
ernment has supplied lists of 218 national
police, 59 national guardsmen, 19 treasury
police and 35 army soldiers cashiered from
active duty to members of Congress. None
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of the names mentioned in conjunction with
the paramilitary organization of D’Aubuis-
son is on those lists.

A Salvadoran military source said that, be-
sides D’Aubuisson and Saravia, who were al-
ready cashiered, none of the some 20 offi-
cers named in the seized documents is
known to have been removed from active
duty. Among those associated with the
D’Aubuisson network are Col. Manuel Ed-
mundo (Chele) Palicios, currently com-
mander of the Salvadoran 1st Army Bri-
gade, Maj, Denis Moran, whom AIFLD
charges was involved in the murder of the
two American land reform advisors, current-
ly military attache in Chile; Maj. Roberto
Staben, who was detained with D’Aubuisson
and who is today a high-ranking cavalary
officer, listed in the documents beside sever-
al payments; Lt. Rodolfo Lopez Sibrian on
active duty in the national guard; and
others whose current assignments have not
been established.®
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