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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, June 9, 1983

The House met at 10 a.m.

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

O God, as we observe and experience
the uncertainties of life always about
us, we pray for strength greater than
our own. We admit that by ourselves
we do not understand the trials and
anxieties of daily living, nor do we
have faith enough to understand all
mysteries or knowledge. Grant us the
power of Your love, a love sufficient to
give peace to every troubled soul and
joy and thanksgiving to all Your cre-
ation. Bless us O Lord, this day and
every day. 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.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker's approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 363, nays
32, answered ‘“present’” 3, not voting
34, as follows:

[Roll No. 1801
YEAS-363

Bethune
Bevill
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Boner
Bonior
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Britt
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)

Broyhill
Bryant
Burton

Byron
Campbell
Carney
Carper

Carr
Chandler
Chappell
Chappie
Clarke
Clinger

Coats

Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins

Conte

Cooper

Corcoran
Courter
Coyne
Craig
Crane, Danlel
Crane, Philip
D’Amours
Daniel
Daschle
Daub
Davis

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
DeWine
Dicks
Dingell
Donnelly
Dorgan
Dowdy
Downey
Dreier
Duncan
Dwyer
Dyson
Early
Eckart
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
English
Erdreich
Erlenborn
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Ferraro
Fiedler
PFields

Fish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Franklin
Frost
Gaydos
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gore
Gradison
Gray
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (IN)
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hance
Harrison
Hatcher
Hefner
Hertel
Hightower
Hiler
Hillis

Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby

Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kaptur
Easich
Eastenmeier
Eazen
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kostmayer
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Leach
Leath
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Lent
Levin
Levine
Levitas
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lipinski
Livingston
Loeffler
Long (LA)
Long (MD)
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
Mack
MacKay
Madigan
Markey
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin (IL)
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
MeCain
MeCandless
McCloskey
MecCollum
MeCurdy
McDade
MecDonald
McEwen
MecGrath
McHugh
McKernan
MecKinney
MecNulty
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minish
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
k

Murtha

Rogers
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal
Rudd
Russo
Savage
Sawyer
Schaefer
Scheuer
Schneider
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shannon
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Sikorski
Siljander
Simon
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Spence
Spratt
Staggers
Stangeland

Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Sundquist
Swift

Synar

Tallon

Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns

Traxler
Udall
Vander Jagt
Vandergriff
Vento
Vueanovich
Walgren

Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Wheat
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker

NAYS—32

Forsythe
Frenzel
Gejdenson
Goodling

Brown (CO)
Clay
Conable
Coughlin
Dannemeyer
Dickinson
Durbin
Dymally
Edgar
Emerson
Evans (IA)

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—3
Oberstar Ottinger

NOT VOTING—34

Hansen (ID) Martinez
Harkin Owens
Hartnett Robinson
Heftel Rose
Hubbard Rostenkowski
Hunter Smith (NJ)
Jeffords 8t Germain
Jones (NC) Valentine
Kogovsek Wilson
Kolter Young (AK)
Lehman (CA)

Lloyd
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So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

Roemer
Sabo
Schroeder
Solomon
Stenholm
Volkmer
Walker
Wyden
Yates

Gregg
Hansen (UT)
Hawkins
Miller (OH)
Mitchell
Murphy
Ratchford

Jacobs

Applegate
AuCoin
Badham
Bateman
Beilenson
Cheney
Conyers
Crockett
Dixon
Fuqua
Garcia
Gramm

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time for the purpose of inquiring
of the distinguished majority leader
the program for the balance of this
week and hopefully the program has
been devised for next week.

Mr. WRIGHT. If the distinguished
minority leader will yield, he will be
happy, as I am sure all of our col-
leagues will be happy, to know that we
plan to adjourn at about 6 o’'clock this
evening and have no session tomorrow.
There will be no session Friday.

Today we will take up the State De-
partment authorization bill under an
open rule.

The only other thing we hope to ac-
complish today is to adopt the rule,

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., (I 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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the rule only, on H.R. 1590, the Emer-
gency Commeodity Distribution Act.

Monday we will debate suspensions
and have general debate on the Emer-
gency Commodity Distribution Act,
but not go into any 5-minute rule or
have any votes on Monday.

The suspensions to be taken up on
Monday are as follows:

H.R. 2712, public health emergencies
bill;

H.R. 2713, Office of Health Promo-
tion;

H.R. 1076, Jones Act amendments;
and

H.R. 3151, Jack Watson Post Office.

We will postpone the votes on sus-
pensions until Tuesday.

We will meet at noon on Tuesday
and have votes on the suspensions,
conclude H.R. 2669, the Department
of Defense authorizations for fiscal
year 1984, and H.R. 1590, the Emer-
gency Commodity Distribution Act
next week.

Any further program would be an-
nounced later. The possibility may
exist for a conference committee
report on the budget, or something
else, but that is far from certain.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman tell us for sure whether
or not those votes on suspensions
would be the first thing on Tuesday,
then, or would they be later in the
day? This last week we were on, we
were off, we were on.

Mr. WRIGHT. Let us just make a
rule now and stick with it. They will
be first on Tuesday, if that is agree-
able with the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MICHEL. Normally that is the
procedure. I guess we can get argu-
ments both ways. Members’ planes do
not get in until such-and-such a time,
and like to have them later, but I
think our procedure has been such, if
they have been rolled, that those roll-
calls are the first thing the following
day, and that would be my preference,
I believe.

Mr. WRIGHT. If the gentleman has
no objection, we will have them first
on Tuesday. We will vote first on the
suspensions on Tuesday.

Mr. MICHEL. Now may I bring up
another subject, because of the change
in schedule last week. We all have a
limitation on office expense, although
we can roll computer money into ex-
pense, and one thing and another, and
those Members who are on the west
coast get air fares that are half my
fare, or maybe a third of what I have
to pay. There are many more of us in
the midsection of the country buying
tickets 7 days ahead in order to really
try to do something about saving some
money on the expense account around
here by buying 7 days ahead, having
the program then so changed from
time to time that we cannot take ad-
vantage of it.
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I think the difference between here
and Syracuse is $120 round trip if you
have not used the ticket you bought
ahead. Out in Illinois it is about the
same thing. It is a significant amount.
So I am trying to underscore the point
of specifically having a schedule
pretty well agreed to. I recognize there
has got to be some degree of flexibil-
ity, but that is another factor in this
whole thing that more and more Mem-
bers are coming to me about, and I
think we ought to take it into account.

Mr. WRIGHT. I welcome the knowl-
edge that more and more Members are
coming to the gentleman from Illinois.
I have a few more I could turn your
way. If you are holding court on the
uncertainty of the schedule, I can
supply some who will advise you of
their difficulties.

I am curious about the gentleman’s
travel plans. Does the gentleman take
the scenic route to Peoria?

Mr. MICHEL. How is that again?

Mr. WRIGHT. I say, the gentleman
says he pays three times as much to
get to Peoria as other Members pay to
get to the west coast.

Mr. MICHEL. Yes, and I think it all
came about through deregulation of
the airlines.

Mr. WRIGHT. I agree. 1 agree with
the gentleman, but that is not on the
schedule for next week.

I would say to the gentleman from
Illinois, we try, as best we can, to ac-
commodate the schedule that we have
set out. Sometimes unexpected things
occur, as occurred yesterday. To tell
you the whole truth, the leadership on
our side was not aware of the kind of a
rule that was going to be reported by
the Committee on Rules yesterday.
We were not aware of what was going
to happen. The debacle that occurred
yesterday should not have occurred. 1
think both of us would agree to that.
Having occurred, it puts us behind the
schedule on appropriation bills.

There is at present an unresolved
difference on another of the appro-
priations bills. Those things happen,
and they are not scheduled.

I was saying yesterday at the hang-
ing of Don Fuqua, the portrait unveil-
ing for the distinguished chairman of
our Science Committee, that it is a
pity that modern science has been able
to devise a means to get an American
on the Moon but has not yet been able
to devise a means to get a Congress-
man who has missed 16 votes on a
Friday off the ceiling.

Mr. MICHEL. Finally, if I might in-
quire of the distinguished gentleman,
did I understand him to say that there
would be no session at all tomorrow?

Mr. WRIGHT. No session on Friday,
tomorrow; none whatever. We will ad-
journ about 6 p.m. today. No votes on
Monday unless someone is obstreper-
ous and unkind enough to demand a
vote on the Journal or something of
that kind. We will adopt a rule, but we
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will have general debate under a rule
adopted today.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentle-
man.

ADJOURNMENT FROM TODAY
TO MONDAY, JUNE 13, 1983

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next.

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

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 next.

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

There was no objection.

L ———

0O 1030

A NEW GOAL AND A NEW AP-
PROACH IN THE START NEGO-
TIATIONS

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

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the President announced olur country’s
new position in the START negotia-
tions. More important than the classi-
fied changes in the numbers is the fact
that our goal has changed and our ap-
proach appears to have changed.

Our new goal is stability at reduced
levels with the elimination of first
strike fears. Our new approach em-
phasizes flexibility. This new strategic
approach which is materializing in the
United States with broad bipartisan
support is an approach which offers
material benefits to the Soviet Union,
as well as to ourselves, if the Soviets
are wise enought to respond within
this framework. There is nothing
wrong with the goals of “deep reduc-
tions, modernization for stability, and
the elimination of the first strike
threat.” If the Soviets have something
better to offer mankind, we would like
to hear it. If they share these goals
but entertain different ideas about
how to attain them, then let them
take advantage of Ambassador
Rowny's new flexibility and pass them
on.

But, Mr. Speaker, the ball is in their
court. Now let us get the show on the
road.
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APARTHEID VICTIMS HANGED
IN SOUTH AFRICA

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, last night
three names were added to the list of
victims of South African apartheid—
Simon Mogoerane, Jerry Semano Mo-
sololi, and Marcus Motaung. They join
the long list of its victims, including
Steve Biko, Neil Aggett, and many
others. They were hanged last night
by the only institutionalized and legal-
ized racist society we have left in the
world. Their crime? They opposed
that racism and that society.

Even the U.S. Government, through
its “constructive engagement,” asked
for clemency; but as we all know,
“‘quiet diplomacy"” and ‘“constructive
engagement” have not changed any-
thing in South Africa.

There is a black spiritual called,
“Were You There?” And indeed that
question needs to be asked today.
Were we there?

Indeed America was there at the
hanging. We were there by allowing
the sale of Krugerrands in this coun-
try, which provides funds for apart-
heid. We were there by allowing Amer-
ican corporate investment in South
Africa, which provides the economic
undergirding for apartheid. We were
there by allowing United States bank
loans to provide economic support for
the scaffold of apartheid.

Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that
we have failed to realize what that
struggle is about, and how we in the
United States are implicated in the in-
justice and murder of apartheid.

RESOLUTION ON SOUTH AFRI-
CAN HANGINGS THWARTED BY
ADHERENCE TO HOUSE PRO-
CEDURES

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

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, I stand
here today with my heart very heavy.
Last night we had an opportunity to
add to the voices of those millions of
people throughout this world who
asked for clemency for the three
people who were hanged at 10 o’clock
eastern standard time last night in
South Africa.

My heart is heavy because indeed,
having the opportunity to speak out
on the their behalf to try to save their
lives, we failed in that opportunity be-
cause one Member of this Congress de-
cided that he would object on a proce-
dural matter.

I would like to bring this issue for-
ward, Mr. Speaker, because I think it
is most important that we put human
life before we do the policies and pro-
cedures of this House.
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I thank the Speaker and the Mem-
bers of this body.

THE PRESIDENT'S REVISED
ARMS CONTROL POLICY

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

Mr. MAREKEY. Mr. Speaker, I hate
to spoil the honeymoon over the Presi-
dent’s latest attempt to salvage what
has so far been a disastrous arms con-
trol policy, but it now seems to me
that the latest START proposal the
President unveiled yesterday flies di-
rectly in the face of his proposal to
build 100 MX missiles.

The President’s latest START pro-
posal—I guess we can call this son of
START—calls for putting fewer war-
heads on more missiles, but the Presi-
dent is asking Congress for $20 billion
over the next 5 years for an MX mis-
sile that puts more warheads on fewer
missiles.

Talk about carnivorous vegetarian,
this plan is a hoax. The President's
plan that we are asked to approve runs
counter to the President’s own arms
program.

I say that we should put this carniv-
orous vegetarian out of its misery. If
the President really wants to put
fewer warheads on more missiles, if he
really wants arms control, the best
thing Congress can do for him is to
kill the MX missile.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s asking
to have 1,000 MX warheads as part of
his arms control plan is like buying
1,000 Hershey bars the day before you
begin a diet.

EQUAL PAY ACT ANNIVERSARY

(Ms. FERRARO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker, I and
many of my colleagues are gathered
here today to observe the 20th anni-
versary of the signing of the Equal
Pay Act of 1963. We will point out how
this landmark legislation, signed on
June 10, 1963, by President John F.
Kennedy, has succeeded. And we will
discuss how and why it has failed.

Since 1963, women have surged into
the work force in ever greater num-
bers. Yet their pay is very rarely equal
to men. Women are not paid equally
for doing equal work. In every occupa-
tion examined recently by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics—every single one—
women as a group were paid less than
men doing the same job, despite the
Equal Pay Act.

Even more crucial to the economic
survival of women and their families,
women are not paid equally for work
comparable to men. In hearings I co-
chaired last fall, we learned that
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teachers and nurses often make less
than liquor clerks and tree trimmers.

The framers of the Equal Pay Act of
1963 understood this problem of com-
parable worth very well. The original
equal pay proposal, in fact, established
the concept of equal pay for work of
comparable value. This proposal was
abandoned in the interests of compro-
mise.

As a result, women’s pay today is
roughly 59 percent of men’s pay. In
1963 women’'s pay was 61 percent of
men’s.

The Equal Pay Act has failed—but it
has also succeeded. Without it, more
than 286,000 employees—most of them
women—would not have won more
than $173 million in equal pay settle-
ments. And thousands of other em-
ployers might have persisted in tradi-
tional patterns of pay discrimination.

We mark this anniversary in the
hope that we can go on from the
Equal Pay Act to an economy in which
all Americans receive fair, adequate,
and appropriate pay for the work they
do.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE EQUAL
PAY ACT

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 1
join Representative FERRARO in honor-
ing the 20th anniversary of the Equal
Pay Act. Twenty years after passage of
legislation to insure equal pay for
women and men, we are still fighting
for the equal rights amendment which
would cement the protections of the
Equal Pay Act into our Constitution.

1 would like to share with you a
statement during that debate in 1963
given by the late Senator Philip Hart
from Michigan:

We have long passed the time when
women were allegedly working for “pin
money.” Women are working to earn a
living, to support families, or to contribute
to the family's ability to send the children
to college—in addition to whatever personal
sense of achievement may be involved. The
supermarket does not have a special price
on its groceries for women, the doctor does
not have a special rate for them, their rent
is not based on sex. Why then do we allow a
pay differential to continue which gives
them a smaller paycheck than others per-
forming the same work?

Twenty years later, Senator Hart’s
words ring true. His words are as appli-
cable to the equal rights amendment
as they were to the Equal Pay Act, be-
cause both underscore the fact that
women’s issues are economic issues.
Equal rights under the law translate
into dollars and cents. American
women know that. They know that
equality of legal rights is more than
simple justice, it is simply survival.
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ANNIVERSARY OF EQUAL PAY
ACT

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

Mrs. KENNELLY. Madam Speaker,
as a Member of Congress, I know that
my salary is the same as my male col-
leagues. Yet even though today we
honor the 20th anniversary of the
Equal Pay Act of 1963, not all salaries
in America are determined this fairly.

Over the last 20 years, this country
has seen the most blatant forms of
pay discrimination ended. But injus-
tices continue, right under our own
noses here on Capitol Hill. Subtle
practices that prevent women employ-
ees from getting what they have
earned—equal pay for equal work—
still exist. Today we remind ourselves
that the force of the law has accom-
plished much, but more work needs to
be done. It needs our leadership, our
continued efforts to focus attention on
the continuing wage gap.

In traditionally female occupations,
most employers woefully undervalue
the skills, efforts, and responsibilities
necessary to do a job well. Quality per-
formances in these professions such as
nursing and teaching are vital to our
society, and we are becoming painfully
aware of the consequences of inad-
equate pay.

In the new technological society now
emerging in America, we need all
hands on deck. To be truely competi-
tive in the world, the future of our
Nation will depend on all the talent we
can muster—both women and men—
working together. Yet this can only
happen when women are receiving
equal pay for their contributions to
our country's growth. Only then will
this Nation truly be ready to move for-
ward into the future.

TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE EQUAL PAY ACT

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

Mr. MRAZEK. Madam Speaker, I
rise today with Congresswoman FER-
RARO t0 commemorate the 20th anni-
versary of the passage of the Equal
Pay Act. Unfortunately, the spirit of
this law is the sole cause for celebra-
tion today, for current statistics show
that we still have a long way to go to
secure the equitable treatment that
women properly deserve.

In 1963, when the Equal Pay Act was
introduced, there were 24.5 million
women in the work force. Today there
are 47 million. In 1963, 38 percent of
all women over 18 were working.
Today it is 52 percent. Whether
women have entered the workplace be-
cause of a need for increased chal-
lenges or, as in most cases, necessity,
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the significance of this change in the
demographics of the workplace should
not be overlooked or understated.

Women today constitute 43 percent
of the Nation’s work force. It is logical
to assume that women would be paid
the same amount for work of compara-
ble value by men. However, the grim
reality is that this is not the case.
Three out of five women earn less
than $10,000, with one third making
less than $7,000, while the average
annual income for a man is $21,000.

In his letter to Vice President John-
son in 1963 urging adoption of the
Equal Pay Act, Secretary of Labor
Willard Wirtz stressed the importance
of congressional action to eliminate
discrimination in the workplace. He
said:

It is difficult to find any single industry in
the United States which does not depend to
a substantial degree upon the skills, talent,
and energy of American women. Yet in
those statistical analysis that are available,
it is overwhelmingly apparent that these
important contributions by women are not
rewarded in the same manner as are similar
contributions by men.

These same concerns are still preva-
lent today. I urge my colleagues to re-
affirm their commitment to the Equal
Pay Act on its 20th anniversary and to
support legislation that further ad-
vances the notion of equality for
women in our country.

TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE EQUAL PAY ACT

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

Mr. MOODY. Madam Speaker, on
the 20th anniversary of the Equal Pay
Act it is important to make several
points.

First, most women in the labor force
do not have a choice of whether or not
to work. Gone are the days when
women simply supplemented family
incomes. Twenty percent of the
women in the labor force today are
the family’s sole source of income, and
those families are systematically
poorer than other families. Of the re-
maining 80 percent of working women,
most absolutely must work for their
families’ health and material well-
being.

Second, it is indisputable that
women make less than men do. Exact
comparisons of wages paid to men and
women are difficult to make for two
reasons: First, workers in professions
dominated by men tend to make more
than in professions dominated by
women. Engineers, for example, are
paid more than nurses, and the male-
female ration between men and
women in those two professions is ob-
viously different. Second, women have
only recently entered the work force
in such large numbers—double in the
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last decade, and tend to have less se-
niority and time in grade.

But despite the difficulties of com-
parison, the stark fact remains that on
the average women only make 60 cents
for every dollar made by men. The
economic gender gap is 40 percent of
men’s wages—an enormous gap indeed.

There are two ways in which we as a
society must work to eliminate this
economic gap. First, we must try to
end the substantial vestiges of discrim-
ination in salaries and promotions
which remain between the sexes.

Second, we must reform educational
channeling and sex stereotyping so
that female students in high schools
and colleges go into math, sciences,
and other disciplines that lead to
higher pay and a wider range of pro-
fessional options.

Madam Speaker, if the Equal Pay
Act should be enforced in reality as
well as spirit we will have to work hard
on ways to close this economic gender
gap.
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TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF
EQUAL PAY ACT

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam Speaker,
tomorrow is the 20th anniversary of
the enactment of the Equal Pay Act.
This legislation is a landmark in ef-
forts to provide equal status to women
in our Nation.

Ours is a nation founded on the
promise of fairness and equality of op-
portunity. It is inherent in the fabric
of our constitutional Government. For
that reason, we in the Congress must
remain firmly committed to that
promise and remain vigilant in main-
taining the principle of equal pay for
equal work.

But Madam Speaker, while the com-
mitment is strong, our laws are weak.
The next step in this struggle is the
question of pay equity. Pay equity
means that jobs which are predomi-
nated by women should provide pay
and benefits comparable to those pre-
dominated by men with equivalent
education and training. By the end of
this decade, it is my hope that this
Congress will enact laws so that it can
no longer be said of our society, as was
reported by the National Academy of
Sciences just 2 years ago, that the
more an occupation is dominated by
females, the less it pays in comparison
to occupations dominated by males.

THE FEMINIZATION OF
POVERTY

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, last
year the President's Commission on
Economic Opportunity issued its final
report. As a member of that Commis-
sion, I was proud of the work we did to
document the continuing problem of
poverty. But I was dismayed by the re-
sults of our investigations.

We found that poverty in our coun-
try is not declining, and that those
who live in poverty are increasingly
women and their children. The “femi-
nization of poverty” is a complex phe-
nomenon—but it can be attributed at
least in part to persistent, institution-
al, occupational discrimination.

As we now mark the 20 years since
enactment of the Equal Pay Act, the
challenge of insuring equal opportuni-
ty remains unmet. The real impact of
the Equal Pay Act will be felt only
when we stop forcing women into oc-
cupational ghettoes—and begin to rec-
ognize and compensate workers in
those traditionally female, and histori-
cally underpaid, jobs.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE
PRIVILEGED REPORT ON DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE MILI-
TARY CONSTRUCTION BILL

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations have until mid-
night tonight to file a privileged
report on a bill making appropriations
for military construction for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1984, and
for other purposes.

Mr. REGULA reserved all points of
order on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALEXANDER). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF
EQUAL PAY ACT

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

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
member the great excitement 20 years
ago when the equal pay legislation was
passed.

I remember the diligent work that
went into the passage of that legisla-
tion: President Kennedy had appoint-
ed a Commission on the Status of
Women, several States had cooperated
in establishing State commissions;
President Johnson pressed his Cabinet
members to gather the pertinent sta-
tistics to aid in the formulation of a
policy, then Speaker McCormack en-
couraged legislation in the House. I
am proud that my husband, the late
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Hale Boggs, the majority whip at the
time, was very instrumental in helping
to have the legislation passed.

I am very happy to celebrate the
20th anniversary of its passage, but I
am very unhappy that 20 years later
the newest Labor Department statis-
tics show that women receive only 60
percent of the pay for men.

Also that families headed by two
parents have an average income of
$25,069, whereas families headed by a
single female have an income of only
$10,950.

I am also very sad, Mr. Speaker, that
the retired women of this country are
becoming the poorest of the poor in
our land, the result of the fact that
their pay during all the years they
were contributing to their retirement
income was lower than that of men.

I hope that we will rededicate our-
selves on this 20th anniversary to
making certain that this inequity is,
indeed, finally addressed.

THE KEMP-ROTH IDEA IS
WRONG

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

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, I
think we all agree that something has
to be done to reduce the deficit, if only
symbolically, as a protest against the
economic nightmare that this adminis-
tration has brought to the country.

I think we have to do that by ap-
proaching realistically the third year
of the tax cut. I stand here to recom-
mend that it shoud be capped; that is
to say that it should be repealed as to
all individual income in excess of
$35,700 a year. That, of course, is the
amount taxable for social security pur-
poses during 1983.

I would oppose an outright and total
repeal because that would create a
grave hardship on those lower income
Americans who would still continue to
be subject to the mandatory increases
in social security taxes.

I think it is essential that we ap-
proach the question of increased reve-
nue by facing the fundamental fact
that the Kemp-Roth idea is wrong,
that it has allowed ungraduated reduc-
tions in taxes to the benefit of the rich
and at the expense of the poor and
middle income American.

ARMS WITHOUT CONTROL

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

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday President Reagan
showed us how he plans to deliver his
half of the famous MX bargain.
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We sent him a real MX missile; he
sent us back a balloon filled with
empty air.

Some of you asked him for arms con-
trol leading to fewer warheads and
more missiles. He gave you more mis-
siles, period.

You told him you wanted long-term
stability, and you were willing to pay
the price of short-term instability. He
gave you short-term instability, period.

We are being asked to be grateful
that the Reagan rhetoric has changed.
I suppose soft words and no arms con-
trol are better than harsh words and
no arms control. But I remind you
that either way, the American people
still have no arms control.

We are being asked to be grateful
that he turned down Richard Perle’s
plan for a large step backward in stra-
tegic arms control. I remind you that
zero progress in stagnant negotiations
and backward progress in stagnant ne-
gotiations produce the same result;
nothing.

And that, my colleagues, sums up
what’s happened within the last
month. Mr. Reagan got his missile.
Arms control got nothing. The Ameri-
can people got nothing.

Mr. Speaker, what happened yester-
day may be good politics, good public
relations, and good acting. But 1
deeply regret it was not good arms
control. In fact, it wasn’t arms control
at all.

A MORATORIUM ON SOCIAL SE-
CURITY DISABILITY TERMINA-
TIONS

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

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, since
March of 1981, the Reagan adminis-
tration has forced 226,000 Americans
off the social security disability roles
through arbitrary case reviews. Every
Member of this Chamber has constitu-
ents who, though truly disabled, have
been terminated from further receipt
of disability benefits.

Disabled Americans should not be
subjected to the harassment and
mental anguish associated with the ad-
ministration’s disability review pro-
gram. For this reason, I am pleased to
join as a cosponsor of H.R. 3045 to
impose an immediate moratorium on
all social security disability termina-
tions.

Two days ago, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services an-
nounced a revision in the administra-
tion’s review procedures. Although I
am pleased that the administration
has recognized the abuses associated
with its earlier regulations, Congress
should evaluate the entire disability
program before additional recipients
are terminated.
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I urge my colleagues to support an
immediate moratorium on disability
terminations.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF FUNERAL
SERVICES FOR THE LATE HON-
ORABLE TOM STEED

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

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Speaker, as an-
nounced yesterday by the dean of the
Oklahoma delegation, we in Oklahoma
mourn the passing of our colleague, a
former Member of Congress, Hon.
Tom Steed.

I would like to announce that the fu-
neral for Congressman Steed will be
Saturday, June 11, at 2 o'clock at the
John Raley Chapel on the OBU
campus in Shawnee, Okla.

I know that many join with us in
sorrow. In lieu of flowers, contribu-
tions can be made to the Oklahoma
Medical Research Foundation, Cancer
Division, 825 Northeast 13th Street,
Oklahoma City, Okla. 73104, or the
Emanuel Episcopal Church in Shaw-
nee, Okla.

I also urge my colleagues to join us
in a special order commemorating our
former colleague on next Tuesday
evening.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Biaccr). The gentleman will state his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, there
are members of the minority that
have been sitting here since 20 min-
utes of 10. It was my understanding
that when we recognized Members for
1 minute speeches, that we do so in
the order that they came; the Demo-
crats first, the Republicans second;
but for the last 15 or 20 minutes we
have seen people from the other side
of the aisle come in late and be recog-
nized and we still sit here. We have im-
portant meetings.

I would think that out of courtesy to
both sides of the aisle, that we would
recognize those Members, Democrats
first, Republicans second; but in the
order that they arrived here, Mr.
Speaker, in fairness.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
order of recognition is determined at
the discretion of the Chair.

Mr. SOLOMON. We are asking the
Chair to be fair.

THAT SOUTH AFRICAN
RESOLUTION

(Mr. McDONALD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
other Members may be curious about
the mysterious resolution which failed
to get unanimous consent yesterday.
The resolution was offered by Mr.
Savace of Illinois.

The subjects of that proposed con-
gressional clemency appeal—Simon
Mongoerane, Jerry Mosololi, and
Thabo Motaung—were convicted of
killing four black police officers in
South Africa during attacks on police
stations.

These three men were not freedom
fighters, only terrorists. Their victims
were police officers who are universal-
ly recognized as civilians under the
Geneva conventions. Unlike their vic-
tims, the three terrorists, all members
of the Communist-controlled African
National Congress (ANC), were
hanged in South Africa last night and
lost their lives after public trial with
the full panoply of independent legal
counsel, press coverage, foreign ob-
servers, and appeals. A week ago, the
President of South Africa commuted
the capital sentences of three other
ANC terrorists convicted of lesser of-
fenses.

Finally, the ANC representatives in
New York and the Communist Party,
U.S.A., led protests yesterday against
the executions. An editorial directive
in yesterday’s Daily World said that:

We in the United States have a special re-
sponsibility * * *. All persons who are phys-
ically able should immediately call or wire
the White House and their elected officials.

These three terrorists met justice
without inappropriate intervention on
the part of the Congress.of the United
States.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE EQUAL
PAY ACT

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

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, to-
morrow marks the 20th anniversary of
the Equal Pay Act, the historic piece
of legislation which formally mandat-
ed the adequate reimbursement of
women in workplace. We have come a
long way in 20 years, with women now
entering and excelling in fields for-
merly reserved only for men. In the
process, many stereotypes have been
disproved or even forgotten.

One idea, however, seems to persist,
and that is the mistaken notion of the
woman who works only as a hobby or
for personal fulfillment. Many em-
ployers who pay lipservice to the idea
of equal pay, at the same time ration-
alize their underpaying women by as-
serting that women do not have to
earn money to support a family. That
is a myth. The overwhelming majority
of women who work do so for finan-
cial—not spiritual or emotional—rea-
sons, and a great many of these
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women are now the sole providers for
their entire family. It is vital that we
end the practices which allow women
who support children to be paid sub-
sistence-level salaries.

In any profession, the devaluation of
women's labor is yet another obstacle
to the achievement of true economic
equality between men and women. In
the spirit of those who fought for the
Equal Pay Act, we must continue the
struggle to eradicate all of the last ves-
tiges of sex discrimination in the work-
place.
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ADMINISTRATION’S BUDGET
PROPOSAL SEVERELY EXACER-
BATES DEVASTATING EFFECT
OF PAST TWO BUDGETS

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, at least one Presidential ad-
viser now admits that there is a gender
gap. But he suggests the way to close
that gap is to tell Reagan’s story.
What the administration has not yet
admitted is that there is a reason for
the gender gap—the policies of the
Reagan administration.

This administration’s 1984 budget
proposals severely exacerbate the al-
ready devastating cumulative effect of
the past two budgets. Reagan’s propos-
als cut the very programs which pro-
vide support to women, their families,
and the children who depend on them.

Already, 44 States have reduced
their federally supported prenatal and
delivery services for pregnant women,
and primary and preventive services
for women of child-bearing age, in-
fants and children.

Three million children have been
dropped from the child nutrition pro-
grams.

And he has proposed, on top of these
cuts, the following for 1984: $1.2 bil-
lion reduction in aid to families with
dependent children, $757 million re-
duction in food stamp benefits and a
decision to count those benefits as
income for determining how much
rent people in public housing must
pay; and youth subminimum wage.
One million young women under the
age of 22 head families, and the vast
majority work in low-wage jobs. If we
were to adopt President Reagan’s new
subminimum wage, these women
would get $90 a week.

The world out there is changing, and
it is changing fastest for women. I
hear from every sector of the country,
and I can tell you that as the Wash-
ington Post said, there is a perception
that the country is changing faster
than politicians can handle the
change.
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I would advise Mr. Reagan to look at
the economic facts for women, chil-
dren and families today.

Families headed by women grew 51
percent during the last decade. The
number of persons in poor families
headed by women rose by 54 percent,
while the number of persons in poor
families headed by white men de-
creased by 50 percent.

Half of women aged 16 and older are
in the labor force, up from 41 percent
in 1970. In 1980, 13 percent of fully
employed women had earnings of
$7,000 or less, compared to 4 percent
of fully employed men. In 1980, 47 per-
cent of fully employed men earned
over $20,000 a year compared to 10
percent of women.

Only 25 percent of American house-
holds are of the traditional, one-
earner model. Today, 48 percent of all
married women and 45 percent of
mothers of preschool children work.
These women work out of economic
necessity to maintain their family’'s
standard of living in the face of high
inflation and interest rates.

The gender gap is really a failure to
perceive reality.

LETTER OF PRAISE TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. O’'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, like
most of my colleagues I receive many
letters every day, and every once in a
long while I receive one that contains
a suggestion that “O’'Brien did it
right.”

I find those kinds of letters exhila-
rating. I keep them. I suggest the file
is not bursting at the seams, but I still
keep them.

Today as a constituent of the Presi-
dent I kind of think he deserves one of
those kinds of letters, one containing a
word of praise and respect.

His statement yesterday relating to
START, to MX, to arms control, fea-
tured three major items: deep reduc-
tions, modernization for stability, and
elimination of the first strike threat.

Mr. President, you said it very well
in your press statement. You have
given our negotiators generous negoti-
ating authority, and most of us in
Congress are ready to help in any way
We can.

Mr. Speaker, if I could be granted
one wish for this day, it would be that,
for one brief moment at least, the
Russian people might enjoy the
luxury of a free press. My wish would
be that they could read page 1 of
today’s Washington Post.

Would it not be great if they knew
that we, the Americans, were trying
with all of our strength and will to end
the arms race and terminate the nu-
clear threat? Mr. Speaker, would that
be it?
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WE MUST HAVE SPENDING CUTS
TO STIMULATE THE ECONOMY

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

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, a leading
economist, Alan Greenspan, recently
discussed the horrendous deficits that
this Congress has been creating. He
said that if the projected deficit were
not in the $200 billion range—Let me
repeat that: If the projected deficits
were not in the $200 billion range, we
probably would be undergoing a major
economic expansion, the likes of
which we have not seen in a genera-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, we must cut spending.

We want a strong defense, high-
quality jobs, and a more just society.
We can have them. But first, we need
to cut spending and let the economy
ETOW.

REPRESENTATIVE GEKAS IN-
TRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
ASSURE TAXPAYER BENEFITS
FROM CONGRESSIONAL SAV-
INGS

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, last week
during the debate on the legislative
appropriations many of us were
shocked to learn that an individual
Congressman's account, if he had

money left over at the end of a fiscal

year, could not be sure when he
turned it back, as it were, that it would
inure back to the benefit of the tax-
payers. The procedures are so complex
and the byways of expenditures and
revenues so devious that it is possible
that that money saved by individual
Congressmen would be spent in other
wWays.

I am introducing a bill to try to cor-
rect that procedure, to make sure that
if a Congressman, prudent in his ac-
tions, is able to save some money from
the moneys allocated to him each
yvear, that those moneys when turned
back will go back to the benefit of the
taxpayers, back to the Treasury.

DEMOCRATS HAVE UNEQUALED
RECORD FOR TAX INCREASES

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, your
call to raise taxes on the American
people by $6 billion next week has
sent the researchers at the Guinness
Book of World Records to their books.

Early reports are that this new tax
increase you propose to levy on middle
class Americans and small business-
men sets a modern record, because it is
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the fourth tax increase in 10 months.
Your record setting tax increase will
mean that this Democrat Congress
and its predecessor have raised taxes
almost $400 billion in 10 months.
Never in the history of modern repre-
sentative government has this record
been equaled.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps of interest to
trivia buffs, is that your budget con-
templates not only this fourth tax in-
crease but another tax increase, and a
fifth tax increase, is also planned. So
if you Democrats move fast enough
you may be able to best the alltime
record of Augustus Caesar, five tax in-
creases in 13 months.

Mr. Speaker, I guess the Democrat
motto might be, pocketbooks, like rec-
ords, are made to be broken.

EQUAL PAY ACT

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

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, 20 years
ago tomorrow the Equal Pay Act was
enacted. This landmark bill, which for-
bids unequal pay for men and women
with the same job, was passed with
high hopes for abolishing the econom-
ic inequities women faced in the job
market in 1963. Said one proponent
during House consideration,

The time has come when we must banish
all discrimination against working women,
and wipe out the longstanding pay differen-
tials between men and women doing the
same work. Let us make this a day to be re-
membered by all women. Let us leave this
House today with the knowledge that we
have wiped out a great social inequity.

Sadly, mere passage of the Equal
Pay Act has not wiped out the inequi-
ties facing women. The act has elimi-
nated the most serious forms of dis-
crimination, and has resulted in at
least $214 million in back pay awards.
But uneven enforcement and deeply
ingrained discrimination in the work
force have made it difficult to realize
the high hopes expressed by the sup-
porters of the act. The wage gap per-
sists, with women making only 60 per-
cent of what males do.

I am pleased to join others in the
House in commemorating the passage
of the Equal Pay Act. More important-
ly, I remind all my colleagues that we
have far to go to achieve economic
equity for women and that the 20 year
history of the Equal Pay Act reminds
us we must pass legislation such as the
ERA and the Women's Economic
Equity Act. High hopes are not
enough.

THIRD YEAR OF THE TAX CUT

(Mr. DREIER of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)
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Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the New York Times yester-
day morning ran an article which
pointed out that some of our col-
leagues on the Democratic side of the
aisle are already expressing doubts
about their leadership’s plan to cap
the third year of the tax cut. I can un-
derstand their apprehension.

The majority claims that a cap on
the July tax cut is a fairness issue. But
the fact is that a $700 limit in the tax
cut would mainly affect people with
incomes from about $35,000 to
$110,000.

Does the leadership categorize a
family making $35,000 a year trying to
put two children through college as
wealthy?

Are these middle income taxpayers
the fat cats who supposedly are gain-
ing from the Economic Recovery Tax
Act of 1981?

The real fairness question is this,
Mr. Speaker: Do we in Congress have a
right to go back on the promise of tax
relief that we made in 1981? Will it be
fair to rescind a tax cut for families
who are putting their children
through college? Will it be fair to in-
crease taxes for families who are
trying to buy a car or make a down
payment on a new home?

If we really want to be fair, Mr.
Speaker, I suggest that we cap spend-
ing, not those already promised tax
cuts.

HOUSE SHOULD DEFEAT CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON BUDGET
RESOLUTION

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

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference on the budget resolution is
about to send us one as bad as that
adopted by the House 2 months ago.
Let us defeat it. The world will not
come to an end. We have already
passed several appropriations bills and
many others are moving forward with-
out any resolution.

Having no budget resolution does
not disturb me in the least. What does
disturb me is the likelihood of another
continuing resolution—one vote up or
down vote on hundreds of billions of
dollars of spending—the worst possible
way to legislate.

The President should tell Congress
right now that he will not tolerate an-
other continuing resolution. He should
put the monkey right now on Congress
back to pass all 13 appropriations bills
and lay them on his desk to sign or
veto prior to September 30 according
to constitutional procedure. Congress
can then make its decisions whether to
override or not.

This basic system served our Nation
perfectly well until some overfertile
minds decided in recent years we
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needed budget resolutions, reconcili-
ations, and continuing resolutions, the
growing use of which has closely coin-
cided with profligate spending, huge
deficits, and almost total congressional
abdication of fiscal responsibility.

OPINION OF THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE ON THIRD YEAR OF
THE TAX CUT

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

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I hear you
are polling your colleagues on whether
your party should cap, defer, or repeal
the third year tax cut. Since I am not
in your party and will not receive one
of these questionnaires, I thought I
would relay what nearly 23,000 of my
constitutents told me when I asked
them the very question you are asking
your fellow Democrats.

Their response to the question, Do
you favor the elimination of the 1983
tax cut; was 30 percent yes, and 70 per-
cent said no. When asked if they
would favor delaying the tax cut, their
response was 10 percent said delay, 22
percent said make it retroactive to
January, and 68 percent said leave it
alone.

Mr. Speaker, you know as well as I
do that the general perception of Con-
gress is low in the public opinion polls.
That in itself is easy to understand
when we promise to give the American
public a tax cut one year, and then try
to take it away the next. All we are
doing is dangling a carrot before the
public’s nose just to see how far they
will jump, only to take it away from
their grasp.

Last year we promised President
Reagan that for every dollar in tax in-
creases, we would cut $3 in spending.
‘We never came close. It is one thing to
give the President the shaft, but it is a
whole different story when we try to
pull the same stunt with the American
people.

I hope you will reconsider your tax
increases, Mr. Speaker, not just for
the integrity of your party, but for the
integrity of this body.

CAP ON HOME MORTGAGE
INTEREST DEDUCTION

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

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, the Ameri-
can dream of owning a home may be
in serious jeopardy if a major policy-
making committee of the Democrats,
the Democratic Study Group, has its
way. Placing a cap on the home mort-
gage interest deduction is an idea
being pursued by this organization,
along with 40 other tax increases de-
signed to increase Federal revenues.

June 9, 1983

Families depend on this deduction
when they buy a home. If a $10,000
cap were placed on the interest deduc-
tion, almost 650,000 families would be
affected. Even moderate increases in
inflation and interest rates would drag
enormous numbers of home buyers
into this crazy scheme.

We have started to see improvement
in the housing market since the econo-
my is getting back on the right track,
and now there are those who want to
apply the brakes. I can only interpret
this half-baked notion by the Demo-
crats as an underhanded attempt to
get us to foot the bill for their new,
big-spending budget. Why would
anyone even consider capping home
mortgage interest deductions? If Mem-
bers are, then by all means, they
should stand up and be counted. After
all, constituents have a right to know.

OUR RULES PROTECT HUMAN
FREEDOM AND LIFE

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, with
reference to some statements made
earlier today, human life is best pro-
tected by assuring human freedom.
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Freedom is protected by the rules by
which we govern ourselves here. Those
who would abandon the rules would
abandon freedom and those who
would abandon freedom are the true
destroyers of human life.

The arrogance that allows some to
believe that they are above the rules is
the arrogance which has so often de-
stroyed both freedom and life.

IMF QUOTA INCREASE

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

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, several
Members have asked me about the
status of the International Monetary
Fund quota increase bill in view of the
action of the other body yesterday.
Apparently some mail is now being
generated on the subject.

I am encouraged by the action of the
other body in passing an authorization
bill by a vote of 55 to 34.

I think the IMF quota increase legis-
lation is vitally necessary to our econo-
my and to sustaining our own econom-
ic recovery.

The President has said the IMF
quota increase bill is a very important
part of the consensus statement which
was reached at the Williamsburg Con-
ference.

May I say I think President Reagan
deserves to be complimented by all
Americans for the strong leadership




June 9, 1983

role he played at Williamsburg. The
point is I am not sure when this legis-
lation would be coming to the House
floor, but I would encourage Members
to keep an open mind and not be
caught by one-liners suggesting this is
a big bank bailout or it will aid profli-
gate developing countries or the
money could be better spent at home.

We have a vital interest in seeing
that the international economy re-
mains strong, open and fundamentally
healthy.

The IMF fund will provide necessary
bridge financing to that end, if we
help. May I respectfully urge Members
to study the issue carefully before
making the decision.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker,

ARMS CONTROL UPDATE

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

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Speaker, I
want to congratulate the President on
his statement yesterday and for what I
believe is a change in direction in the
area of arms control. We are on the
road toward stability, getting away
from first strike capacity.

I also want to congratulate the
President for his flexibility in his
advice and directions that he is giving
to his negotiators. This is an awesome
responsibility that the President car-
ries to bring sanity and order to the
arms race in this world.

This has been a bipartisan effort in
this Chamber and in the Senate to
work with the President. This biparti-
san effort must be sustained, must
continue if we are going to achieve
real arms control.

The President deserves our con-
gratulations.

SENOR ALFARO’'S COURAGEOUS
DECISION

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker,
there is an ever growing number of
Nicaraguans disassociating themselves
from the Sandinista regime in that
country. We should not be surprised at
this; history is replete with examples
of the many who seek to leave totali-
tarian countries to escape the tyran-
nies of communism.

Yesterday the Nicaraguan consul
general in New Orleans, Augustin
Alfaro, asked for political asylum in
the United States instead of joining
his counterparts who are returning to
Nicaragua after being expelled by our
Government. The Nicaraguan diplo-
mats were told to leave, of course, be-
cause their Government expelled
three U.S. Embassy officials on
Monday.
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As one who has the privilege of rep-
resenting New Orleans in this body, I
want to direct special attention to
Senor Alfaro’s instructive decision. It
took great courage, and I hope that
my colleagues will take time to consid-
er its meaning, and to ask themselves
why he does not want to return to the
bosom of the Marxist Sandinista
regime.

MORE PRAISE FOR SENATOR
HOLLINGS

(Without objection, Mr. MICHEL was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, on April
18 during the 1-minute speeches, I
praised Senator ErRNEST HoLLINGS of
South Carolina for his frank and quite
accurate views on the failings of his
party.

You may recall what Senator HoL-
LINGS said about the Democratic
Party:

Every time a special interest appeared, we
responded, every time a problem arose, we
offered a single solution—money.

At that time I praised Senator HoL-
LinGs for performing a public service.

He has done so again and I want to
share his wise insights with you.

In yesterday's New York Times,
speaking of President Reagan, Senator
HoLLINGS stated:

The definite perception (among voters) is
“Ye Gods, this fellow's got a $200 billion
deficit, but if we let Tip O'Neill and Cran-
ston and Mondale and Hart and that crowd
get back in there there’ll be $400 billion
deficits.”

Mr. Speaker, I thought our col-
leagues might want to know that Sen-
ator HowLrings is still willing to tell the
truth about his party’s flaws and fol-
lies. I hope his splendid example is fol-
lowed on the other side of the aisle in
the House.

A BETTER SCHEDULE FOR THE
HOUSE

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

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to salute the leadership
of this House, particularly the state-
ment made by our distinguished ma-
jority leader an hour ago as to the
schedule of this body.

I am sure none of our constituents
will ever really understand how great
it is for a Member of the House to be
able to plan what he or she is going to
do clear through next Tuesday. I
think this is a step in the right direc-
tion. The majority leader alluded to
the Congressman who hit the ceiling
for missing 16 votes. Well, based on
the reasonable expectations of what
the schedule would be here, I only
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missed 8 votes last Friday and was
only climbing the walls.

I do not underestimate for a minute
the difficulty in scheduling this body.
I appreciate the efforts of the majori-
ty leader and the Speaker to accom-
modate the Membership and hope
they will have more success in the
future.

Next week the U.S. Interparliamen-
tary Group will be leaving to meet in
Orlando with our Canadian counter-
parts. We who have been appointed to
this group just hope in the scheduling
the leadership will take account of the
fact that we will be leaving next
Thursday around 2 o’clock. I hope the
scheduling of votes would attempt to
accommodate the Membership.

SGT. ROY BENAVIDEZ DOES IT
AGAIN

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

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, and
my colleagues, I rise to commend Sgt.
Roy Benavidez of Texas. Some of you
might remember Sergeant Benavidez
received the Congressional Medal of
Honor for saving several of his com-
rades while under fire in Vietnam. He
was disabled and recently this admin-
istration’s policy on social security dis-
ability took Sergeant Benavidez off
the role. Now in their embarrassment
they want Sergeant Benavidez back
on. So, he is going to bring with him
some 300,000 Americans that were
being taken off the roles and so Ser-
geant Benavidez now is saving 300,000,
disabled persons from being taken off
the roles. I would recommend that the
administration consider giving him the
Medal of Freedom for helping in peace
as he did in war. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE AU-
THORIZATION ACT, FISCAL
YEARS 1984 AND 1985

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 198 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 198

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution, the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
2915) to authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 1984 and 1985 for the Department of
State, the United States Information
Agency, the Board for International Broad-
casting, the Inter-American Foundation,
and the Asia Foundation, to establish the
National Endowment for Democracy, and
for other purposes, and the first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
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order against the consideration of the bill
for failure to comply with the provisions of
section 402(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344) are hereby
waived, and all points of order against the
bill for failure to comply with the provisions
of clause 5, rule XXI are hereby waived.
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall continue not to
exceed three hours, be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule by
titles instead of by sections, and each title
shall be considered as having been read. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopt-
ed, and the previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HaLL) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
intend to make a unanimous consent
request, but prior to that I would like
to explain why.

In the Rules Committee, the Rules
Committee gave 1 hour to the bill but
somewhere along the line, either upon
leaving the Rules Committee or when
it got to the printer, there was a typo-
graphical error in which the rule now
provides 3 hours. Both sides agree that
it is not necessary for us to have 3
hours of general debate.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that on page 2, line 15, of House
Resolution 198 ‘“three hours” be
stricken and “one hour” be inserted in
lieu thereof.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the customary 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
Tavror) for purposes of debate only,
pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 198
is an open rule providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 2915, the Depart-
ment of State Authorization Act for
fiscal years 1984 and 1985.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

In order to expedite consideration of
the bill, the rule states that the bill
shall be read for amendment under
the 5-minute by titles instead of by
sections, and each title shall be consid-
ered as having been read. House Reso-
lution 198 further provides for one
motion to recommit.

It should be noted that the rule
waives a point of order against the bill
under section 402(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act. Section 402(a) pro-
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vides that it shall not be in order to
consider any bill which authorizes the
enactment of new budget authority
for a fiscal year unless that bill has
been reported by May 15, preceding
the beginning of such fiscal year.

This bill contains a supplemental
fiscal year 1983 authorization of $41.8
million for the U.S. Information
Agency and the Board for Internation-
al Broadcasting. Since the bill was not
reported on or before May 15, 1982, it
would be subject to a point of order
under section 402(a) of the Budget
Act.

Chairman JonEes of the Budget Com-
mittee has informed the Rules Com-
mittee that a majority of the members
of the Budget Committee would sup-
port an emergency waiver of section
402(a) in order to permit consideration
of HR. 2915. The Budget Committee
advises that this action is based large-
ly upon the declared need for addition-
al funds to carry out international
broadcasting programs. Further, the
bill authorizes, but does not directly
provide, new budget authority. There-
fore, the Budget Committee does not
object to this emergency waiver of sec-
tion 402(a) in the rule.

House Resolution 198 also waives all
points of order against the bill for fail-
ure to comply with the provisions of
clause 5 of rule XXI. Clause 5 of rule
XXI prohibits appropriations in a leg-
islative bill. This is necessary because
certain provisions of H.R. 2915 might
be considered to entail appropriations.

The bill H.R. 2915 authorizes $3.29
billion in fiscal 1984 and $3.59 billion
in fiscal 1985 for the Department of
State, the U.S. Information Agency,
the Board for International Broadcast-
ing, and the Inter-American Founda-
tion. The measure enjoys strong bipar-
tisan support.

I am not aware of any opposition to
this open rule on H.R. 2915, and I urge
my colleagues to adopt it.
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Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 198
is an open rule under which the House
will consider authorization legislation
for the Department of State and relat-
ed agencies for fiscal years 1984 and
1985.

The rule waives points of order that
would otherwise lie against consider-
ation of the bill for failure to comply
with the Budget Act, as well as points
of order that otherwise lie against the
bill for failure to comply with clause 5
of rule XXI.

As the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Harr) pointed out, these waivers have
become fairly routine for this legisla-
tion and there was no opposition to
the waivers during our hearing in the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in
order the consideration of H.R. 2915,
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and bill which authorizes $3.29 billion
in fiscal 1984 and $3.59 billion in fiscal
1985 for the Department of State, the
U.S. Information Agency, the Board
for International Broadcasting, and
the Inter-American Foundation.

The bill also authorizes supplemen-
tal requests of $5 million for the De-
partment of State, $15 million for the
U.S. Information Agency, and $21.82
million for the Board for International
Broadcasting for fiscal year 1983.

The rule waives section 402(a) of the
Budget Act because the 1983 supple-
mental authorizations were not report-
ed on or before May 15, 1982, and
would therefore subject the bill to a
possible point of order.

In addition, several provisions of
H.R. 2915 may constitute appropria-
tions in a legislative bill, and the
waiver of clause 5 of rule XXI is pro-
vided in order to avoid a point of order
against the bill.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to granting
these two waivers, the resolution pro-
vides that the bill shall be read for
amendment by titles instead of by sec-
tions, and it provides for one motion to
recommit.

As to the bill itself, HR. 2915 au-
thorizes appropriations totaling $3.289
billion for the Department of State,
the U.S. Information Agency, the
Board for International Broadcasting,
the Inter-American Foundation, and
the Asia Foundation, and it estab-
lishes the National Endowment for
Democracy.

The amounts authorized for fiscal
1984 are almost identical to those re-
quested by the administration. For
fiscal 1985, however, the committee
bill is approximately $16 million
higher than the administration’s re-
quest.

In addition to these authorizations,
the bill provides for the establishment
of a National Endowment for Democ-
racy, which will be a private, nonprofit
corporation whose purpose is to pro-
mote U.S. private sector participation
in democratic development overseas.

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule as
reported from the Committee on
Rules, and urge the adoption of the
resolution so the House can proceed to
consider the measure.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr., Speaker, I
have no requests for time, and I move
the previous question on the resolu-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution, as modi-
fied.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 373, nays
317, not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 181]
YEAS—373

Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)

Patman
Patterson
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Ratchford

Schroeder
Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shannon
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Sikorski
Simon
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
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Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vandergriff
Vento
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver

Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Britt
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Broyhill
Bryant
Byron
Campbell
Carney

English
Erdreich
Erlenborn
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)

Foglietta
Foley
Pord (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Franklin
Frost
Fugqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejd

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lipinski
Livingston
Loeffler
Long (LA)
Long (MD)
Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
MacKay

Aradi

Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gray
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (IN)
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hamilton

Hammer h

Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins

Conte

Cooper
Corcoran
Courter

Hance
Hansen (UT)
Harkin
Harrison
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hefner
Hertel
Hightower
Hillis

Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kaptur
Kastenmeier
Eazen
Eennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kostmayer

Markey
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin (IL)
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCandless
McCloskey
MecCollum
McCurdy
McDade
McDonald
McEwen
McHugh
McKinney
McNulty

dt Mica

Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O’Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz
Ottinger
Owens

Oxley
Packard

Panetta
Parris
Pashayan

Ray
Regula
Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roukema
Rowland Stump
Roybal Sundquist
Rudd Swift
Russo Synar
Sabo Tallon
Savage Tauke
Sawyer Tauzin
Scheuer Taylor
Schneider Thomas (CA)

NAYS—37
Edgar

Emerson
Fields
Forsythe
Gramm
Gregg
Hiler
Kasich
Kemp
Latta
Mack
MeGrath
McEernan

NOT VOTING—22

Lloyd
Martinez
McCain
Neal
Schaefer
Wilson

Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spence
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stangeland
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds

Weiss

Wheat
Whitehurst
‘Whitley
Whittaker
‘Whitten
Williams (MT)
Williams (OH)

Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zablocki
Zschau

Archer
Bilirakis
Brown (CO)
Burton
Chappie
Coats
Conable
Coughlin
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Dannemeyer
DeWine
Dreier

Miller (OH)
Molinari
Nielson
Paul
Schulze
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Smith, Denny
Walker
Weber

Frenzel
Hansen (ID)
Hartnett
Heftel
Hubbard
Jeffords
Kolter
Leland
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Cheney for, with Mr. Frenzel against.

Mr. OTTINGER and Mr. LEVITAS
changed their votes from “nay” to
“yea.“

So the resolution, as modified was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Biacer). Pursuant to House Resolution
198 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 2915.

Alexander
Badhamn
Bateman
Beilenson
Cheney
Conyers
Dickinson

Dymally

15105

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 2915) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal years 1984 and 1985 for
the Department of State, the U.S. In-
formation Agency, the Board for
International Broadcasting, the Inter-
American Foundation, and the Asia
Foundation, to establish the National
Endowment for Democracy, and for
other purposes, with Mr. Simon in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the first reading of the bill is dis-
pensed with.

Under the rule, as modified, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FasceLL) will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from New York, (Mr.
GiLmaN) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. FASCELL).

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2915, a bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 1984 and
1985, and supplemental appropriations
for fiscal year 1983, for the Depart-
ment of State, the U.S. Information
Agency, the Board for International
Broadcasting, the Inter-American
Foundation, the formation of a Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy, and
for other purposes. This bill provides
the financial and personnel resources
needed to carry out the day-to-day for-
eign policy obligations and operations
of the United States abroad, including
the vital services for protection of
Americans abroad, and the Nation's
traditional and public diplomacy ac-
tivities.

At this point, I would like to point
out some hard realities in connection
with the State and USIA budgets.
While the figures indicate dollar in-
creases for the fiscal years 1984 and
1985, the reality is that the amounts
have not kept up with the value of the
dollar overseas—which is where the
majority of these agencies’ activities
take place. More important, the per-
sonnel figures tell an even harsher
story. Since 1967, the Department of
State has lcst 10 percent of its person-
nel, going from 26,162 positions to
23,569. USIA during the same period
has decreased personnel strength from
12,484 to 8,886. For comparative pur-
poses, the Department of Commerce—
which does not have the responsibility
of maintaining 288 posts abroad, as
does the Department of State—has in-
creased 50,000 positions between 1978
and 1980 alone. On the other hand,
the foreign policy problems and activi-
ties of the United States have grown
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by leaps and bounds. Indeed, the
number of countries with which the
United States maintains diplomatic re-
lations has increased from 85 nations
in 1959 to 146 nations today. During
that same period, the number of For-
eign Service officers has increased by
only 116 positions, from 3,717 to 3,833,
yvet the quality of their work is consist-
ently high and is constantly improv-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, this bill contains
fiscal year 1984 and 1985 authoriza-
tions, and a fiscal year 1983 supple-
mental authorization identical to the
sums requested by the  executive
branch, with the exception of a fiscal
yvear 1985 figure of $16 million for the
Inter-American Foundation in place of
the open-ended authorization request-
ed by the executive branch. Specifical-
ly, the committee has recommended
an amount of $3,289,297,000 for fiscal
year 1984 and $3,590,708,000 for fiscal
year 1985 to fund the Department of
State, USIA, BIB—which makes
grants to Radio Free Europe and
Radio Liberty—and the Inter-Ameri-
can Foundation, and to establish a Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy.
The bill authorizes supplemental re-
quests of $5 million for the Depart-
ment of State for a grant to the Asia
Foundation, $15,000,000 for the U.S.
Information Agency, and $21,823,000
for the Board for International Broad-
casting, as requested by the executive
branch.

Briefly, the funds included in this
authorization request will enable these
agencies and grantees to:

First, carry out U.S. foreign policy
responsibilities and maintain our dip-
lomatic relations with 142 nations and
47 international organizations;

Second, provide U.S. assessed contri-
butions to the United Nations, its spe-
cialized agencies, and the OAS;

Third, provide consular services to
U.S. citizens traveling abroad, and do-
mestic passport services;

Four, enable those living under to-
talitarian rule abroad to receive objec-
tive news reports through the broad-
casts of the Voice of America, Radio
Free Europe, and Radio Liberty;

Fifth, provide for academic and cul-
tural exchange programs between
Americans and students and profes-
sionals of other nations to promote
international understanding and good-
will;

Sixth, provide for an annual grant
by the Secretary of State to the Asia
Foundation to insure long-term, stable
funding for the Foundation.

H.R. 2915 also makes certain
changes in administrative authorities
of the agencies. It would also enable
the Foreign Service Institute to train
citizens of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands—which will undertake
a compact of free association with the
United States—in order to develop a
Foreign Service for these new states.
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It provides for assistance to local law
enforcement entities providing ex-
traordinary protective services for for-
eign missions in the United States; re-
quires the U.S. Information Agency to
notify the Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations; and the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs of all grants
for a period of 2 years; provides for
formal notice of agency reprograming
requests to the Committees on Foreign
Affairs and Foreign Relations provides
legislative authority for the existing
Office of the Coordinator for Interna-
tional Communications and Informa-
tion Policy which is located in the De-
partment of State; provides that the
Director of the Office of Foreign Mis-
sions in the Department of State be a
member of the Foreign Service with
certain administrative and field expe-
rience; provides for the release of a
USIA film entitled “Thanksgiving in
Peshawar”; provides for expenses of
the U.S. National Commission for
UNESCO; provides for participation
by the United States as host to the
31st annual meeting of the North At-
lantic Assembly; and provides for a
limitation on the salaries of future
presidents of RFE/RL, Inc.

In addition, the bill provides, in title
VI, for support for a National Endow-
ment for Democracy. This provision
reflects the recommendations of a
report issued by the Democracy Pro-
gram, a bipartisan group, composed of
the two major U.S. political parties,
labor, and business, which conducted a
study into the ways and means of pro-
moting democracy and democratic in-
stitution-building abroad through pri-
vate sector approaches. The endow-
ment, a private, nonprofit corporation,
would be provided with funds to pro-
mote U.S. private sector initiatives for
these purposes. This provision togeth-
er with other proposals modified and
approved by the committee, constitute
the Presidential initiative originally
called Project Democracy.

Project Democracy was originally a
request by USIA for $15 million in
fiscal year 1983 and $65 million in
each of the fiscal years 1984 and 1985.
The committee has reviewed this re-
quest and has modified the proposal.
Specifically, the committee has ap-
proved the expansion of existing USIA
education and cultural affairs pro-
graming such as the Fulbright and
Humphrey fellowship programs, the
international visitor program, and the
programs carried out by private sector
groups such as Partners of the Ameri-
cas, Youth for Understanding, and the
American Council of Young Political
Leaders, and other groups which have
proved their excellence over the years.
The remaining new initiatives were
found by the committee to be more ap-
propriate to be carried out by the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy.

Mr. Chairman, this bill represents
the absolute minimum necessary to
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carry out vital U.S. foreign policy ob-
jectives. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 2915.

0O 1200

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the full commit-
tee.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of HR. 2915, a
bill to authorize supplemental appro-
priations for fiscal year 1983 and ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1984 and
1985 for the Department of State, the
U.S. Information Agency, the Board
for International Broadcasting and for
other purposes.

At the outset, I want to take this op-
portunity to commend the distin-
guished chairman and ranking minori-
ty member of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FASCELL),
and the gentleman from New York,
(Mr. GiLMaN), for their efforts on this
important legislation. The gentleman
from Florida has already ably present-
ed the purposes and content of the
legislation. I, therefore, take this time
to point out briefly some of the fea-
tures of the legislation which particu-
larly merit the attention of the Mem-
bers.

First, H.R. 2915 represents the third
2-year authorization for the Depart-
ment of State and related agencies re-
ported by the Committee on Foreign
Affairs. These multiyear authoriza-
tions are a positive contribution to the
congressional budget process and
permit the agencies to engage in much
needed long-range planning for their
operations and afford a better oppor-
tunity to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and its subcommittees to con-
duct more effective oversight over the
departments and agencies that fall
within their respective jurisdictions.

Second, the bill provides additional
funding over the fiscal year 1983 levels
for the dissemination of information
abroad through the Voice of America
and Radio Free Europe and Radio Lib-
erty. These programs are indispensa-
ble elements of our foreign policy and
deserve the strong support of this
body.

Third, the creation of the National
Endowment for Democracy in title VI
represents, as the chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FasceLL) has already
stated, the work of a broad bipartisan
group composed of the two major U.S.
political parties and American labor
and business which concluded a study
on and recommendations for new ways
and means for promoting democracy
and democratic institution building
abroad through the private sector.
The establishment of the endowment
is a modification of the administra-
tion's “Project Democracy” initiative
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and was unanimously supported by
the committee.

It is my understanding, Mr. Chair-
man, that there may be an amend-
ment to strike this particular section.
In my opinion, adoption of this
amendment would be a grave mistake.
This bill does not provide funds for
any political party; it authorizes funds
for the purpose of assisting areas or
countries to better understand our de-
mocracy and how it works—and—to
benefit from our experience in making
that democracy work.

Finally, title VI provides formal rec-
ognition of the unique and vital role
played by the Asia Foundation in ad-
vancing long-term foreign policy inter-
ests in Asia and provides a permanent
legislative basis for the Foundation’s
annual funding requirements.

Mr. Chairman, this authorization
legislation is essential to the oper-
ations of the Department of State and
related foreign policy agencies. The
amounts authorized are the same as
those requested by the executive and
are within the guidelines of the
House-passed budget resolution.

I urge the adoption of H.R. 2915.

Mr, GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of H.R. 2915, legisla-
tion authorizing appropriations for
the Department of State for fiscal
year 1984 and fiscal year 1985. As the
ranking minority member of the sub-
committee on International Oper-
ations, I wish to associate myself with
the remarks of my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida, the chairman of
our subcommittee, I believe the gentle-
man has provided a concise and effec-
tive overview of H.R. 2915 and I com-
mend him for his hard work on this
legislation.

I believe it is important to note that
H.R. 2915 is the product of 10 days of
comprehensive hearings and two
markup sessions. During such consid-
eration, our subcommittee had the op-
portunity to explore thoroughly the
many aspects of operations and poli-
cies that this legislation addresses. It
is my view that H.R. 2915 will enable
the Department of State, the U.S. In-
formation Agency, the Board for
International Broadcasting, the Asia
Foundation, and the Inter-American
Foundation to carry out effectively
those authorities, functions, and
duties with which they are charged.

I might add also that the total fund-
ing levels conform to those amounts
requested by the administration.

This measure also establishes the
National Endowment for Democracy.
As the gentleman from Florida indi-
cated, this proposal emerged from the
President’s call last year and from ear-
lier recommendations, for a Ilong-
range, bipartisan undertaking to pro-
mote the growth of democracy and
democratic institutions.
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The Endowment enjoys the broad-
based support of the Republican and
Democratic Parties, the AFL-CIO, and
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. It is
my hope that the Endowment, with its
emphasis on private sector initiatives,
in the form of exchanges with demo-
cratic groups abroad, can help our
Nation improve significantly its efforts
to encourage free and democratic in-
stitutions worldwide.

Accordingly, I join with the subcom-
mittee’s distinguished chairman, the
gentleman from Florida, in requesting
that my colleagues support H.R. 2915.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LAGOMARSINO).

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R.
2915 and particularly for the National
Endowment for Democracy which is
incorporated in the authorization bill
for the State Department and USIA.

Two weeks ago, Congressman MIKE
Barnes and 1 led a delegation of
Democratic and Republican Party offi-
cials and U.S. Government representa-
tives to Caracas where we met with
Venezuelan political party leaders to
discuss the international democracy
program. From our initial discussions
with the Venezuelans, the response
was positive and supportive.

The specific objective of the meeting
with the Venezuelans was to discuss a
working paper developed by the State
Department which outlined the pro-
posal for a regional democratic insti-
tute to bring together democratic po-
litical parties in the hemisphere for
discussions of training and education
in support of democratic political de-
velopment.

Throughout the discussion, it was
clear the Venezuelans were enthusias-
tic about the possibility of opening
new contacts with American political
parties. They spoke often of the need
to strengthen the nongovernmental
aspects of United States-Venezuelan
relations and commented that this
new American party initiative was
long overdue.

With the Venezuelans in the midst
of a very intense Presidential cam-
paign, they were not in a position to
begin detailed discussions for estab-
lishing the regional institute, but they
encouraged the continuation of bilat-
eral, nongovernmental discussions be-
tween the parties looking toward more
concrete action following the elec-
tions.

The American delegation acknowl-
edged the need also to elicit reactions
from other regional democracies as
well, like Costa Rica and Jamaica,
before proceeding with the actual es-
tablishment of a regional democracy
institute.

The national endowment for democ-
racy is the natural followup of Presi-
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dent Reagan’s address to the British
Parliament in June 1982, where he an-
nounced the U.S. intention to promote
democracy in a way which would allow
“people to choose their own way, to
develop their own culture, to reconcile
their own differences through peace-
ful means.”

The idea of the democracy programs
is to support those people and institu-
tions committed to democratic govern-
ment, to build and reinforce ties based
on shared values between nations and
to counter the spread of totalitarian-
ism through the exchange of ideas and
through promotion of democratic in-
stitutions.

The democracy program is only in
its beginning phases, but the concept
has captured the enthusiasm of all
those associated with it, and I am con-
fident it will develop into the vibrant
force for peace and freedom that all of
its supporters anticipate. I urge my
colleagues to give the National Endow-
ment for Democracy their strong, bi-
partisan support.

Mr. HILER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HILER. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman explain why the Free
Trade Union Institute is getting nearly
two and a half times more than either
the National Democratic Institute or
the National Republican Institute and
nearly five and a half times more than
the National Chamber Foundation?

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the
gentleman from Florida. I think the
chairman of the committee can answer
the question more accurately.

Mr. FASCELL. First of all, let me
state that that was the amount re-
quested by the administration.

Second, we must appreciate that the
Labor Institute program has been an
ongoing program for many, many
years, and this represents a normal
budget request.

The Chamber of Commerce Insti-
tute, however, is brand new, just get-
ting started, as are the others. There-
fore, that accounts for the differen-
tial.

Mr. HILER. Has the Labor Institute
then traditionally gotten a fairly sig-
nificant sum of money from the U.S.
Government?

Mr. FASCELL. Yes, and has been for
years.

If I might add, by the way, it is a
very successful program all over, sup-
ported by every administration since I
have been here.

Mr. HILER. How much has it been
getting in the past?

Mr. FASCELL. I do not remember
the last appropriation, but we can get
that for the gentleman. This is very
close to the amount.
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Mr. HILER. Will this amount then
replace that amount or is it in addition
to that amount?

Mr. FASCELL. No. this is the total
amount,

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, if I might also respond to the
gentleman, my understanding is that
all the parties involved, the Republi-
can Party, the Democratic Party, the
Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-
CIO free labor institution, have all
agreed on these figures. This is an
agreement by all parties.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BLILEY).

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding.

I would like to engage the ranking
member of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN)
in a colloguy.

Section 108 of this legislation makes
permanent a restriction first passed
last year restricting U.S. contributions
to the United Nations for the PLO or
activities that support the PLO. I be-
lieve this is an important restriction,
and I commend the committee for
adopting it.

It has come to my attention during
the last year, however, that there is
some dispute about the State Depart-
ment’s enforcement of this section,
and I would like to get the gentle-
man'’s understanding of section 108.

Specifically, should this provision be
read to require the withholding of in-
direct costs allocated to the PLO units
of the United Nation as well as direct
costs?

I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. GILMAN. Yes.
intent or this measure.

Mr. BLILEY. I thank the gentleman.

Further, I have information to indi-
cate that the U.N. Special Unit on Pal-
estinian Rights had a series of region-
al seminars on the question of Pales-
tine, which cost $2.5 million in both
1982 and 1983; yet the United Nations
reported to the State Department
direct and indirect costs of only $1.3
million in 1983 and $0.7 million in 1983
for the entire special unit. My reading
of this section would indicate that the
State Department is obligated to with-
hold the U.S. portion of activities such
as these regional seminars. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. GILMAN. That is my under-
standing of the intent of this provi-
sion. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. BLILEY. Does the Department
of State have a responsibility to exam-
ine U.N. budgets carefully for activi-
ties that support the PLO and with-
hold appropriate portions of the U.S.
contribution?

Mr. GILMAN. Yes; the Department
does have such a responsibility and I
might add that HR. 2453 requires a

That is the
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report from the Department of State
concerning its implementation of this
provision.

Mr. BLILEY. I thank the gentleman
and I thank my colleagues for these
clarifications. I believe this section is
appropriate and again I commend the
committee for its fine work.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CROCK-
ETT).

Mr. CROCKETT. Mr. Chairman, let
me first express my sincere apprecia-
tion to the chairmen of my subcom-
mittee and my full committee for the
strenuous work they have done in
bringing this piece of legislation to the
floor.

Mr. Chairman, I wish I could give
my undivided support to the legisla-
tion before us today, but I cannot.

There are some elements in this
State Department authorization bill
that I found disquieting during our
consideration in the Foreign Affairs
Committee, and which remain in the
bill that is being considered now. Two
aspects of the funding authorization
are particularly troubling to me:

First, the inclusion of almost $30
million over the next 3 years for Radio
Marti, the Ilatest attempt by the
Reagan administration to intensify
the cold war it is waging with Cuba,
this time via a war of the airwaves;

And second, the provision of the bill
that authorizes $62.6 million of public
funds for something called the Nation-
al Endowment for Democracy. For
those Members who receive the DSG
or other legislative bulletin, you might
already have read that this $62 million
is being given away to the Democratic
Party Institute, and the Republican
Party Institute, and the AFL-CIO
Free Trade Union Institute and the
National Chamber of Commerce Foun-
dation, for such specific programs as
“to facilitate exchanges between the
two major American political parties,
labor, and business and democratic
groups abroad” and ‘“to encourage
* * * democratic development in a
manner consistent with the broad con-
cerns of U.S. national interests.”

Mr. Chairman, I cannot believe that
the same Members who have been
chanting balanced budget and cutting
spending in this Chamber for the past
6 months are going to vote today to
give away more than $60 million of
taxpayers’ money for a project that
seems at best a boondoggle.

The legislation creating the National
Endowment for Democracy was folded
into this State Department authoriza-
tion bill without adequate consider-
ation in either the subcommittee or
the Committee of Foreign Affairs.

The board of directors of the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy are
hand picked and already mandated by
this bill—the individuals already se-
lected, with no public or open congres-
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sional input. The board, which is self-
perpetuating, contains at most two
black members, no Hispanics that I
can detect, and only two women. And
this is the board that will, according to
the authorizing legislation, be giving
taxpayers money away to other groups
to foster democracy.

I would question whether this board
can sell democracy to the rest of the
world when it does not even come
close to reflecting a cross-section of
America.

Mr. Chairman, how can we accept
the arbitrary selection of two political
parties, one labor union and the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce—to the total
exclusion of all other political parties,
labor organizations, business groups
and other organizations—to control
the distribution of some $60 million of
taxpayers' money for the vague pur-
poses outlined above?

I cannot support it. I do not believe
the National Endowment for Democ-
racy is a project we should invest our
constituents’ money in, and I urge my
colleagues to give this part of the bill
before us a very careful look before we
vote this afternoon.
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Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Colorado (Mrs. SCHROEDER).

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
this bill has frequently been the vehi-
cle for substantial changes in the way
the Foreign Service of the United
States is managed. Earlier this year,
there was a package of amendments to
the Foreign Service Act of 1980 which
the administration tried to get at-
tached to this bill. I am pleased that
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Fas-
CELL) resisted their entreaties.

A number of amendments to the
Foreign Service Act of 1980 are
needed. When that bill was first writ-
ten, it was written jointly by the Sub-
committee on International Oper-
ations of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and by my Subcommittee on
Civil Service of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service. Amendments
to the act should be developed in the
same cooperative way.

I intend to introduce legislation this
summer to provide for certain needed
changes in the Foreign Service Act.
Among the needed changes are:

Better mechanisms to make the de-
mands of the Foreign Service and the
demands of family and children more
compatible. We cannot continue to op-
erate the Foreign Service as if no
member had any family commitments.

Clarification of employee rights. Al-
though we thought we had fairly clear
understandings of how the rights of
employees would be protected, the
U.S. Information Agency has been
acting in utter ignorance of the legis-
lative history of the act and has been
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refusing to recognize legitimate em-
ployee rights. Rather than forcing
time-consuming  litigation, which
USIA has routinely lost, it would be
better to make the law so clear that it
could not be misinterpreted.

A stronger grievance mechanism.
The current grievance system is far
too limited in scope and far too de-
pendent on the cooperation of man-
agement. We should provide Foreign
Service personnel with a real internal
grievance mechanism to protect their
rights.

Benefits for former spouses who
were not covered by the pension-shar-
ing amendment we added to the For-
eign Service Act. While we do not
want to reduce the retirement benefits
of people who divorced or retired
before the effective date of the 1980
act, we should entitle their former
spouses to the same benefits as those
who were so covered. This affects
some 150 former spouses, some of
whom are in the most destitute cir-
cumstances.

Permanent law to provide compensa-
tion to employees who are held prison-
er or hostage, as happened in Iran.
After the Iranian hostage episode
ended, we passed ad hoc legislation to
cover that situation. At that time, the
administration promised to submit
permanent legislation. Since they have
not done so, we need to write it our-
selves.

I am glad this bill is unencumbered
by major changes in the personnel
system. At the same time, I plan to be
working closely with the chairman of
the subcommittee to develop needed
legislation later this year.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. I appreciate the gen-
tlewoman's comments. Having worked
with my colleague for such a long
period of time on the Foreign Service
Act, I will say that we would not un-
dertake to make any changes without
the knowledge and leadership of the
gentlewoman from Colorado. We look
forward to working with her and
making corrections that are obviously
necessary.

But I agree with the gentlewoman
this should be done separately. So I
look forward to working with her on
those matters.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 8 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS).

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am
gratified that my committee has
moved forward responsibly to author-
ize full funding for the Voice of Amer-
ica’s vital fiscal year 1984 request.
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Hopefully, the full House will follow
suit today.

I am proud of this subcommittee
chairman, DANTE FasceLL, who has the
deep understanding of the Voice’'s mis-
sion that is required and I am gratified
that my full committee chairman,
CLEMENT ZABLOCKI, has also remained
a longtime friend of this vital tool in
the arsenal of freedom.

The USIA is seeking an overall
figure of $48 million for its radio con-
struction account. This includes $3.2
million for expansion of VOA broad-
casts to Eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union, an enhancement that will in-
volve 55 positions. The budget you
consider today also includes $2.5 mil-
lion for the modernization of the
Voice's Washington studios and $6.3
million for long-overdue maintenance
and repair of existing worldwide
broadcast facilities.

The Voice, its facilities and capabili-
ties have become a “baling wire” oper-
ation. Thirty-five percent of its trans-
mitters predate the Korean war. Some
of its equipment was captured from
the Germans in World War II. It re-
quires its own fabricating shop to
manufacture spare parts no longer
commercially obtainable.

While the VOA has six 500KW su-
perpower transmitters—patched-up af-
fairs, the Soviets have 37 modern
counterparts. While VOA broadcasts
956 hours per week, the Soviets broad-
cast 2,158—even Taiwan broadcasts
1,008. The Soviets are stealing a march
in the war of ideas all over the world.
While Radio Moscow is broadcasting
in 20 languages to the Middle East and
Africa, VOA can respond to the chal-
lenge only with 8.

Mr. Chairman, Poland’s Communist
government recently filed protests
that VOA broadcasts have served to
“destabilize” the Warsaw regime by in-
citing protest and ‘“encouraging de-
structive elements working against Po-
land’s constitutional order.” What
better proof that VOA is an effective
truth weapon on the side of free men
and women.

Mr. Chairman, may I urge now that
the full House respond in kind? Let me
cite some of the important ingredients
of VOA'’s pending request:

First. New language positions are
needed, especially a 25-percent in-
crease in the undermanned Polish and
Baltic languages services;

Second. VOA’s news, features, spe-
cial programs and editorial services
must be upgraded;

Third. We must fill discontinued cor-
respondent positions in such key lo-
cales as Rome, Islamabad, Geneva,
and Mexico City. It is unbelievable
that budgetary restraints have denied
America’s voice in these critical areas;

Fourth. New engineering positions
are required so that VOA can raise its
technical capability to at least the
level of BBC and Deutsch Welle;
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Fifth. Computerization of VOA’s an-
tiquated and inefficient program dis-
tribution system for its 41 language
services must proceed;

Sixth. Replacing 30-plus-year-old an-
cient transmitters in Tangiers, Moroc-
co, and Munich, Germany—vital links
in our broadcasts to Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union—is a vital step;

Seventh. Finally, the VOA must con-
struct new transmitter sites and fund
leasing arrangements to improve its
signal strength.

That Voice, Mr. Chairman, must be
heard by freedom-seeking people ev-
erywhere. Recently, the VOA received
a letter which asked “Why a country
whose astronauts can easily speak to
Earth is not able to transmit her own
voice across the world"”.
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Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield.

Mr. LANTOS. I am delighted to
yield to my good friend, the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. KEMP. I just wanted to rise and
identify myself with the gentleman’s
remarks. I particularly appreciated his
effort on behalf of the Voice of Amer-
ica. I particularly want to compliment
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Fas-
CELL) as well as my friend from New
York (Mr. Giuman) for shepherding
through this extremely important ini-
tiative.

I compliment the gentleman from
Florida and my friend from California
as well as from New York. all three
corners of this country being repre-
sented in a project that holds such po-
tential for the future of democracy
and those people all over the world
who look to this country for hope.

The one thing, perhaps above all, it
seems to me, this country does repre-
sent is hope. And if we can broadcast
that message through the Voice of
America as the gentleman pointed out,
if we can support an effective project
for democracy, which is incredibly
timely, as Mr. LanTos has emphasized
here on the floor; there are folks not
only in Poland but throughout the
Eastern Block nations, Africa,
throughout the world, who will be in-
spired by that message, who need to
know that this country still stands for
those Jeffersonian principles to which
we all aspire.

When Jefferson said, “The God who
gave us life gave us freedom” he was
not talking about only the American
people, he was talking about those
people around the world, the members
of the human family, who desire for
themselves, their neighbors and their
children exactly what we want: free-
dom, and dignity, and individual
rights.

I thank my friend from Florida (Mr.
FascerL) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Gmuman) for helping get
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this money for the Voice of America,
which is doing so much with all the
problems they face, with antiquated
transmitters, equipment and broad-
casts: This response by the House to
their request is not only a timely prop-
osition, it is critical.

I want to take a moment to discuss
Project Democracy, an initiative I
have strongly supported, which is en-
compassed in this bill.

For the first time since President
Truman’s administration, an American
President is laying out an active politi-
cal agenda for our foreign policy that
goes beyond weapons systems and eco-
nomic interests. A central feature of
President Reagan’s new strategy is
Project Democracy. The goal of this
project is to promote free elections,
opposition parties and competition,
free press and trade unions—the insti-
tutions of democracy. Its focus, I be-
lieve correctly, will be in areas where
democracy is fragile or nonexistent,
like East Europe, Latin America, and
East Asia, but where our efforts stand
a chance of success.

I Dbelieve democracy is rapidly
moving forward worldwide, its influ-
ence spreading into all of Western
Europe, most of Latin America, as well
as the largest nation of Africa—Nige-
ria—and into Asia as well. Ifs progress
has become so rapid and formidable
that it challenges oligarchs from all
part of the political spectrum.

Promoting democracy will reflect
the internal nature of the American
order, give a sense of purpose to Amer-
ican foreign policy, as well as promote
America's strategic interests by en-
couraging new and defending old
democratic allies. This should be done
in a nonpartisan way, unconstrained
by the divisions of liberal versus con-
servative, left versus right. I am very
pleased to see business and labor, Re-
publicans and Democrats involved in
this project, and hope its base of sup-
port and participation will continue to
expand.

Having said that, however, I have
certain concerns about the allocation
of funds and the institutional guide-
lines contained in the committee bill.

First, I am concerned about the ad-
ministration of the National Endow-
ment that the committee bill would es-
tablish. As Project Democracy was
originally proposed, the project would
be under the auspices of USIA. I be-
lieve this is entirely proper. USIA is
the natural existing organization, fully
staffed and qualified, to manage
Project Democracy.

By contrast, the committee bill
would remove Project Democracy
form USIA control, and set up an inde-
pendent board of directors. This board
would be self perpetuating, exempt
from Executive control or Congres-
sional confirmation procedures. I do
not think that the creation of an au-
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tonomous bureaucracy serves the pur-
poses of the project.

Second, while organized labor would
receive a generous allocation of funds,
the committee bill would short change
small business. The U.S. Chamber of
Commerce may be a designated recipi-
ent, but small businesses are entirely
overlooked under the committee’s
plan. I believe that small businesses
are the heart of America’s free enter-
prise system; surely they have a con-
tribution to make to the promotion of
democratic institutions.

I do not intend to oppose funding
for the project, but I do hope that
some of these concerns will be ad-
dressed and rectified as the legislation
proceeds through the Congress. If
these shortcomings are retained, I re-
serve the right to reconsider my sup-
port for continuation of the project.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I too
want to commend Mr. GiLmaN from
New York, my distinguished chairman
Mr. FascerLn, for their outstanding
work. Let me just say that I am proud
to stand with my dear friend from
New York (Mr. Kemp) because there is
no more eloguent or dedicated champi-
on of free ideals around this globe.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. KEmp) for his remarks
and leadership that he has given as
well as the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS).

America telling its story abroad is a
very important component of our sur-
vival. We have struggled through
many administrations to get sufficient
commitment in terms of priority and
in funding to do an adequate job.

The gentleman from California has
detailed all that which is on the record
in our committee hearings and in the
hearings of other committees on how
sadly lacking we are as a great nation
to be so far behind even in the facili-
ties that we use—even in the facilities.
Why it is that we cannot seem to get
the commitment to build what has to
be built to get our message across. I do
not know any Member of this House
who would give up his media in the
effort to get his message across to his
constituents. Yet, we as a nation have
consistently for years insisted on tying
one hand behind our back as we talk
to the rest of the people of the world.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
Kewmp) is absolutely right. This com-
mittee was delighted to support the
initiative of this administration as we
did the initiative of the last adminis-
tration, and as much as the commit-
ment has been made, I am here to tell
my colleagues it still is not enough.

There may be complaints from our
colleagues about how much money
went into increasing the budget for
USIA. My goodness, it is a drop in the
bucket compared to what we are
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facing across the world from our prin-
cipal adversary, and from others.

So, I would hope that our colleagues

would understand that this has a high
priority, not just in the administration
but in the Congress in a very strong bi-
partisan sense, totally supported by
the American people.
@ Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this bill, and particu-
larly in support of the authorization
for the Board for International Broad-
casting which provides grants to Radio
Free Europe and Radio Liberty.

Radio Free Europe and Radio Liber-
ty broadcast in 21 languages of the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe for
an average of 1,025 hours weekly from
one medium-wave and 45 short-wave
transmitters, 23 of which have been
installed since 1975. Radio Free
Europe broadcasts to five East Europe-
an nations, while Radio Liberty broad-
casts to the U.S.S.R. in Russian and 14
other languages. Broadcasts are news-
oriented with analyses based on expert
research. While the Voice of America
concentrates on projecting American
society and institutions, Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty programs con-
centrate on the interests of East
Europe and Soviet audiences.

These institutions are vital tools in
our foreign policy and in our support
for freedom and human rights
throughout the world. There is per-
haps no greater human right than the
right of freedom of information, free-
dom of thought, freedom of expres-
sion—in short, the freedom to know.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
share a letter I had the pleasure to re-
ceive recently from our former col-
league, Ed Derwinski, who is now
counselor to the Department of State.
We all remember his expertise in for-
eign affairs and his devotion to a bi-
partisan consideration of foreign
policy issues. His words on Radio Free
Europe and Radio Liberty are impor-
tant and instructive, and I would like
to read his letter into the RECORD:

The letter follows:

THE COUNSELOR,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., June 1, 1983.
Hon. BoB LIVINGSTON,
Cannon House Office Bldg.,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAr Bos: When I was a member of the
House, I was a strong supporter of the Voice
of America and Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty, consistently voting for their au-
thorizations and appropriations.

In my new duties at the State Depart-
ment, I have had the occasion to visit
Munich and inspect the operations of Radio
Free Europe/Radio Liberty. I have also
been working closely with Ken Tomlinson
of the Voice of America, and in my travels I
have learned the opinions of both govern-
ment leaders and average citizens abroad
concerning the radios.

The reports and observations I have re-
ceived are very positive on the role the U.S.
radios play. They are listened to, and a spe-
cial effort is made by listeners to overcome
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jamming techniques. The news content of
the radios provides listeners with material
very often denied them by their own gov-
ernments, especially in totalitarian states.

In directing my views to your attention, I
am naturally aware of trhe fact that you
will soon be processing authorization and
appropriations bills for the radios. I can re-
affirm from my personal experience that
our investment in VOA and RFE/RL is a
sound, responsible adjunct to our foreign
policy.

I hope you will share my view on the
value of the radios and give them your
strong support.

Sincerely yours,
EpwARD J. DERWINSKIL.®

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FASCELL. I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the 5-minute rule
by titles, and each title is considered
as having been read.

The Clerk will designate title 1.

The text of title 1 is as follows:

H.R. 2915

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

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE

SHORT TITLE

Sec, 101. This title may be cited as the
“Department of State Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985".

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 102, The following amounts are au-
thorized to be appropriated for the Depart-
ment of State to carry out the authorities,
functions, duties, and responsibilities in the
conduct of the foreign affairs of the United
States and other purposes authorized by
law:

(1) For “Administration of Foreign Af-
fairs", $1,474,418,000 for the fiscal year 1984
and $1,580,820,000 for the fiscal year 1985.

(2) For “International Organizations and
Conferences”, $602,343,000 for the fiscal
year 1984 and $645,978,000 for the fiscal
year 1985.

(3) For “International Commissions",
$23,207,000 for the fiscal year 1984 and
$27,503,000 for the fiscal year 1985.

(4) For "“Migration and refugee Assist-
ance”, $344,500,000 for the fiscal year 1984
and $326,400,000 for the fiscal year 1985.

(6) For "United States Bilateral Science
and Technology Agreements”, $1,700,000 for
the fiscal year 1984 and $1,700,000 for the
fiscal year 1985.

PROTECTIVE SERVICES

Sec. 103. Of the amounts authorized to be
appropriated for “Administration of Foreign
Affairs” by section 102(1) of this Act,
$6,000,000 for the fiscal year 1984 and
$6,300,000 for the fiscal year 1985 may be
used for the provision of protective services
directly or by contract in locations for
which funds are not otherwise available to
provide such services, to the extent deemed
necessary by the Secretary of State in carry-
ing out title II of the State Department
Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (relating to
foreign missions), except that amounts used
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under this section shall not be subject to
the provisions of section 208(h) of that Act.

PIRACY IN THE GULF OF THAILAND

Sec. 104. Of the amounts authorized to be
appropriated for “Migration and Refugee
Assistance” by section 102(4) of this Act,
$5,000,000 for the fiscal year 1984 and 1985
shall be used for assistance to combat piracy
in the Gulf of Thailand.

WORLD INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION

Sec. 105. The joint resolution entitled
“Joint Resolution to authorize appropria-
tions incident to United States participation
in the International Bureau for the Protec-
tion of Industrial Property”, approved July
12, 1960 (22 U.S.C. 269f) is amended by
striking out all after the resolving clause
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“That funds appropriated to the Secretary
of State for ‘International Organizations
and Conferences' shall be available for the
payment by the United States of its propor-
tionate share of the expenses of the Inter-
national Bureau for the Protection of In-
dustrial Property for any year after 1981 as
determined under article 16(4) of the Paris
Convention for the Protection of Industrial
Property, as revised, except that in no event
shall the payment for any year exceed 5.0
per centum of all expenses of the Bureau
apportioned among countries for that
year.".

NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY

SEc. 106. Section 5 of the joint resolution
entitled “Joint Resolution to authorize par-
ticipation by the United States in parlia-
mentary conferences of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization”, approved July 11,
1956 (22 U.S.C. 1928e), is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following: “In
addition to the amounts authorized by sec-
tion 2, $300,000 of the funds appropriated
for the Department of State for ‘Interna-
tional Organizations and Conferences' for
fiscal year 1984 shall be for the expenses in-
curred by the United States group in host-
ing the thirty-first annual meeting of the
North Atlantic Assembly.”.

ALLOCATION AUTHORITY

Sec. 107. (a) Section 8 of the State Depart-
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22
U.8.C. 2675) is amended to read as follows:

“SEec. 8. The Secretary of State may allo-
cate or transfer to any department, agency,
or independent establishment of the United
States Government (with the consent of the
head of such department, agency, or estab-
lishment) any funds appropriated to the De-
partment of State, for direct expenditure by
such department, agency, or independent es-
tablishment for the purposes for which the
funds were appropriated in accordance with
authority granted in this act or under au-
thority governing the activities of such de-
partment, agency, or independent establish-
ment.”.

(b) The amendment made by this section
shall not apply with respect to funds appro-
priated to the Department of State before
the date of enactment of this Act.
RESTRICTIONS RELATING TO PALESTINIAN

RIGHTS UNITS AND PROJECTS PROVIDING PO-

LITICAL BENEFITS TO THE PALESTINE LIBERA-

TION ORGANIZATION

Sec. 108. (a) Funds appropriated for the
Department of State for “International Or-
ganizations and Conferences” may not be
used for payment by the United States, as
its contribution toward the assessed budget
of the United Nations for any year, of any
amount which would cause the total
amount paid by the United States as its as-
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sessed contribution for that year to exceed
the amount assessed as the United States
contribution for that year less—

(1) 25 per centum of the amount budgeted
for that year for the Committee on the Ex-
ercise for the Inalienable Rights of the Pal-
estinian People (or any similar successor
entity); and

(2) 25 per centum of the amount budgeted
for that year for the Special Unit on Pales-
tinian Rights (or any similar successor
entity); and

(3) 25 per centum of the amount budgeted
for that year for projects whose primary
purpose is to provide political benefits to
the Palestine Liberation Organization or en-
tities associated with it.

(b) Funds appropriated for the Depart-
ment of State for “International Organiza-
tions and Conferences” may not be used for
payment by the United States, as its contri-
bution toward the assessed budget of any
specialized agency of the United Nations for
any year, of any amount which would cause
the total amount paid by the United States
as its assessed contribution for that year to
exceed the amount assessed as the United
States contribution for that year less 25 per
centum of the amount budgeted by such
agency for that year for projects whose pri-
mary purpose is to provide political benefits
to the Palestine Liberation Organization or
entities associated with it.

(c) The President shall annually review
the budgets of the United Nations and its
specialized agencies to determine which
projects have the primary purpose of pro-
viding political benefit to the Palestine Lib-
eration Organization. The President shall
report to the Congress on any such project
for which a portion of the United States as-
sessed contribution is withheld and the
amount withheld.

(d) Subsections (a)(3) and (b) shall not be
construed as limiting United States contri-
butions to the United Nations, or its special-
ized agencies, for projects whose primary
purpose is to provide humanitarian, educa-
tional, developmental, and other nonpoliti-
cal benefits to the Palestinian people.

COUNSELOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE

SEec. 109. (a) Section 2 of the Act entitled
“An Act to strengthen and improve the or-
ganization and administration of the De-
partment of State, and for other purposes”,
approved May 26, 1949 (22 U.S.C. 2653), is
amended by striking out “Counselor of the
Department of State and the Legal Adviser
who are” in the second sentence and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “Legal Adviser who is".

(b)(1) Section 5314 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by inserting immediately
after the item relating to the Under Secre-
taries of State the following:

“Counselor of the Department of State.”.

(2) Section 5315 of such title is amended
by striking out “Counselor of the Depart-
ment of State.”.

(3) The amendments made by this subsec-
tion shall take effect on October 1, 1983.

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON EDUCATIONAL,
SCIENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL COOPERATION
Sec. 110. (a) Section 5 of the joint resolu-
tion entitled “Joint Resolution providing for
membership and participation by the
United States in the United Nations Educa-
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organiza-
tion, and authorizing an appropriation
therefor”, approved July 30, 1946 (22 U.S.C.
287q), is amended by repealing the eighth
sentence.
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(b) Of the amounts authorized to be ap-
propriated for “Administration of Foreign
Affairs” by section 102(1) of this Act,
$250,000 for each of the fiscal years 1984
and 1985 shall be available only for the ex-
penses of the secretariat of the National
Commission on Educational, Scientific, and
Cultural Cooperation.

ATTENDANCE OF CITIZENS OF THE TRUST TERRI-
TORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS AT THE FOR-
EIGN SERVICE INSTITUTE
Sec. 111. Section 701 of the Foreign Serv-

ice Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4021) is amended

by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“(¢) Training and instruction may be pro-
vided at the Institute for not to exceed sixty
citizens of the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands in order to prepare them to serve as
members of the foreign services of the Fed-
erated States of Micronesia, the Marshall
Islands, and the Island of Palau, The au-
thority of this subsection shall expire when
the Compact of Free Association is ap-
proved by the Congress.

DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF FOREIGN MISSIONS
Sec. 112. (a) Section 203(a) of the State

Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956

(22 U.S.C. 4303(a)) is amended—

(1) in the second sentence by striking out
“appointed by the Secretary” and inserting
in lieu thereof “appointed by the President
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: “The Director shall have the rank
of ambassador, The Director shall be an in-
dividual who is a member of the Foreign
Service, who has been a member of the For-
eign Service for at least ten years, who has
significant management experience, and
who has served in countries in which the
United States has had significant problems
in assuring the secure and efficient oper-
ations of its missions.”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply with respect to any Director
of the Office of Foreign Missions who is ap-
pointed after the date of enactment of this
Act.

REPROGRAMING NOTIFICATIONS

Sec. 113. Title I of the State Department
Basic Authorities Act of 1956 is amended by
redesignating section 34 as section 35 and by
inserting the following new section 34 after
section 33:

“Sec. 34. Unless the Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate are notified fifteen days in ad-
vance of the proposed reprograming, funds
appropriated for the Department of State
shall not be available for obligation or ex-
penditure through any reprograming of
funds—

“(1) which creates new programs;

“(2) which eliminates a program, project,
or activity;

*(3) which increases funds or personnel by
any means for any project or activity for
which funds have been denied or restricted
by the Congress;

*(4) which relocates an office or employ-

€ees;

“(5) which reorganizes offices, programs,
or activities; or

“(6) which involves a reprograming in
excess of $250,000 or 10 per centum, which-
ever is less, and which (A) augments exist-
ing programs, projects, or activities, (B) re-
duces by 10 per centum or more the funding
for any existing program, project, activity,
or personnel approved by the Congress, or
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(C) results from any general savings from a
reduction in personnel which would result
in a change in existing programs, activities,
or projects approved by the Congress.”.
FOREIGN NATIONAL EMPLOYEES

Sec. 114, (a) Section 408(a)(1) of the For-
eign Service Act of 1980 (22 TU.S.C.
3968(a)(1)) is amended in the last sentence
by inserting “(A)” immediately after “provi-
sion for” and by inserting immediately
before the period at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: “, and (B) payments by the Govern-
ment and foreign national employees to a
trust or other fund in a financial institution
in order to finance future benefits for for-
eign national employees, including provision
of retention in the fund of accumulated in-
terest for the benefit of covered foreign na-
tional employees”.

(b)(1) Section 5944 of title 5, United States
Code, is repealed.

(2) The chapter analysis for chapter 59 of
such title 5 is amended by striking out the
item relating to section 5944.

CODIFICATION OF MERESMAN CASE

Sec. 115. Section 2103(f) of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4153(f)) is
amended in the last sentence by striking out
“‘determined in accordance with chapter 8 of
title I of this Act” and inserting in lieu
thereof “on the same basis as a member re-
tired from the Senior Foreign Service under
section 60T(c)(1), and section 609(a)2XB)
shall be deemed to apply to such officer”.

INTERNATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS AND
INFORMATION POLICY

Sec. 116. Title I of the State Department
Basic Authorities Act of 1956, as amended
by section 113 of this Act, is amended by re-
designating section 35 as section 36 and by
inserting the following new section after
section 34:

“Sec, 35. (a) The Secretary of State shall
assign responsibility for international com-
munications and information policy matters
within the Department of State to an ap-
propriate Under Secretary of State (hereaf-
ter in this section referred to as the ‘Under
Secretary'). Such responsibilities shall in-
clude—

“(1) directing the formulation and coordi-
nation of executive branch policy on inter-
national communications and information
issues;

*(2) overseeing and coordinating the func-
tions of executive branch agencies con-
cerned with international communications
and information policy;

“(3) exercising, on behalf of the Secretary
of State, the authority with respect to tele-
communications assigned to the Secretary
by Executive orders, determining United
States positions and the conduct of United
States participation in negotiations with
foreign governments and in international
bodies, and coordinating with other agencies
as appropriate, including the Federal Com-
munications Commission;

“(4) chairing the Senior Interagency
Group on International Communications
and Information Policy; and

“(5) serving as principal adviser to the
Secretary of State and the Deputy Secre-
tary of State on the conduct of foreign
policy in the area of international communi-
cations and information, and coordinating
as appropriate with the other Under Secre-
taries of State on matters relating to the re-
sponsibilities of those officers.

‘“(b) The Secretary of State shall estab-
lish, within the Department of State, an
Office of the Coordinator for International
Communications and Information Policy,
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headed by a Coordinator who shall be re-
sponsible to the Under Secretary. The Coor-
dinator shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, and shall have the rank of ambassa-
dor. The Coordinator shall be responsible,
on behalf of the Under Secretary, for for-
mulation, coordination, and oversight of
international communications and informa-
tion policy assigned to the Under Secretary
pursuant to subsection (a), and for oversee-
ing and coordinating the activities of the
Department of State and other executive
branch agencies concerned with internation-
al communications and information policy.
On behalf of the Under Secretary, the Coor-
dinator shall—

“(1) maintain continuing liaison with the
bureaus and offices of the Department of
State and with other exective branch agen-
cies concerned with international communi-
cations and information policy;

*(2) chair such agency and interagency
meetings as may be necessary to coordinate
actions on pending issues to ensure proper
policy coordination;

“(3) supervise and coordinate the activi-
ties of the Senior Interagency Group on
International Communications and Infor-
mation Policy;

“(4) coordinate the activities and assist as
appropriate interagency working level task
forces and committees concerned with spe-
cific aspects of international communica-
tions and information policy;

“(5) maintain liaison with the members
and staffs of committees of the Congress
concerned with international communica-
tions and information policy and provide
testimony before such committees;

“(6) maintain appropriate liaison with rep-
resentatives of the private sector to keep in-
formed of their interests and problems,
meet with them, and provide such assist-
ance as may be needed to ensure that mat-
ters of concern to the private sector are
promptly considered by the Department or
other executive branch agencies; and

“(7) assist in arranging meetings of such
public sector advisory groups as may be es-
tablished to advise the Department of State
and other executive branch agencies in con-
nection with international communications
and information policy issues.”.

DANGER PAY

Sec. 117. Section 5928 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following: “The presence of
nonessential personnel or dependents shall
not preclude payment of an allowance
under this section.”.

EXTENDED VOLUNTARY DEPARTURE STATUS FOR
CERTAIN EL SALVADORANS

Sec, 118. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) ongoing fighting between the military
forces of the Government of El Salvador
and opposition forces is creating potentially
life-threatening situations for innocent na-
tionals of El Salvador;

(2) it has been estimated that more than
sixty thousand nationals of El1 Salvador
have fled from El Salvador and entered the
United States since January 1980;

(3) currently the United States Govern-
ment is detaining these nationals of El Sal-
vador for the purpose of deporting or other-
wise returning them to El Salvador, thereby
irreparably harming the foreign policy
image of the United States;

(4) deportiation of these nationals could be
temporarily suspended, until it became safe
to return to El Salvador, if they are provid-
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ed with extended voluntary departure
status; and

(5) such extended voluntary departure
status has been granted in recent history in
cases of nationals who fled from Vietnam,
Laos, Iran, and Nicaragua.

(b) Therefore, it is the sense of the Con-
gress that the Secretary of State should rec-
ommend that extended voluntary departure
status be granted to aliens who are nation-
als of El Salvador and that such status
should be granted to those aliens until the
situation in El Salvador has changed suffi-
ciently to permit their safely residing in
that country.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title 1?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FASCELL

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment to title 1.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FasceLL: Page
12, beginning in line 186, strike out “Such re-
sponsibilities shall” and all that follows
through the end of line 15 on page 13.

Page 13, line 25, strike out “pursuant to”
and all that follows through “information
policy” in line 4 on page 14.

Page 14, line 10, immediately after *(2)”
insert “in accordance with such authority as
may be delegated by the President pursuant
to Executive order,”.

Page 14, line 13, immediately after “(3)”
insert “in accordance with such authority as
may be delegated by the President pursuant
to Executive order,”.

Mr. FASCELL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. FASCELL. This amendment re-
flects agreement between the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs and the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. It is
perfecting in the sense that there was
some concern expressed by that com-
mittee with respect to the jurisdiction
of the Secretary of Commerce and the
possibility of infringing on his duties
and responsibilities.

By agreement with the leadership of
that committee we offer this amend-
ment.

I am delighted to yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado, who is the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Telecom-
munications of the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. DiNGeLL, the chairman
of the full committee and the gentle-
man from North Carolina, Mr. BRoY-
HILL, the ranking minority member
and I have worked with the gentleman
from Florida. We greatly appreciate
being able to work this out in such an
expeditious and noncontroversial fash-
ion. I support the amendment.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle-
man very much.
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I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

It is my understanding, Mr. Chair-
man, the administration has no objec-
tion to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FASCELL).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DE LA GARZA

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. pE LA GARZA:
Page 3, after line 3, insert the following new
section 103:

IMPROVEMENT OF CONSULAR FACILITIES IN

MEXICO CITY

SEc. 103. In addition to the amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated by section
102(1) of this Act, there are authorized to be
appropriated for “Administration of Foreign
Affairs” for the fiscal year 1984 $4,000,000
to be used for the purchase of land for and
the construction of additional consular fa-
cilities’ and for certain improvements in ex-
isting consular facilities, at the United
States embassy in Mexico City, Mexico.

Redesignate subsequent sections of title I
of the bill accordingly; and on page 12, line
9, strike out “113" and insert in lieu thereof
“114".

Mr. pE 1A GARZA (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
first let me begin by apologizing to the
chairman of the subcommittee and to
the ranking member for having to do
this in this manner. But I was recently
in Mexico on other matters and found
out there is a terrible situation in our
Embassy complex, as far as the facility
is concerned, for security and also the
terrible problem that they have with
the air quality.

The ambient air, for example, in
Mexico City they get in 1 day the al-
lowable levels that we have in the
United States for 1 year. This could be
corrected by changing the filtration
system in the building.

Therefore, I have, working with the
staff, prepared an amendment that
would increase the authorization by $4
million to the overall administration
of foreign affairs for facilities; and
that would be utilized, of course, after
due studies by the committee and the
Department, which I would have no
objection to. As a matter of fact, I
would so recommend.

I would hope that we might be able
to convince our colleagues that this is
a proper first step because you have
seen what has happened in Teheran
and what happened recently in Beirut,
Lebanon. And Mexico City can be a de-
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cision as far as safety is concerned be-
cause of the location of the Embassy.

O 1240

Buying this property, which is a very
good bargain, would be an investment
for the United States because it is
high value property that will increase
in value in the years to come.

I would recommend to my colleagues
favorable action on this amendment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman for his amend-
ment, particularly for that portion
which is directed to giving some type
of an air-conditioning system or air-fil-
tration system to our Embassy in
Mexico which houses about 600 Ameri-
cans.

It is my understanding and I under-
stand the gentleman has reviewed the
pollutant level that currently exists, it
is a tremendous health hazard to
those people who are serving us there.

I commend the gentleman for this
amendment.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Yes; I have per-
sonally checked into it and it is either
that or give them hazardous pay, be-
cause they go through there in 1 day
what we allow for in 1 year.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered
by my colleague to provide for a air-
conditioning and filtration system for
the U.S. Embassy in Mexico City and
to provide for the acquisition of prop-
erty adjacent to the Embassy. As you
may be aware, Mexico City is subject
to extreme air pollution, which poses
grave health risks for the Americans
working there. At a time of important
policy decisions in Mexico and Central
America, I feel that it is imperative
that our Embassy personnel have ade-
quate, safe working conditions.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a question
of comfort and luxury. Rather, it is a
question of allowing our diplomats to
work in an environment which is not
hazardous to their health. Mexico City
is recognized as the most polluted cap-
ital in the world. The pollution is not
seasonal, but exists 24 hours per day,
year round. Merely by breathing the
air on an average day, our personnel
inhale the equivalent pollutants of
two packs of cigarettes. On bad days,
when large amounts of dust are in the
air, people get viral infections simply
by walking outside.

Let me cite a few statistics to give
you a clearer picture of the extreme
health hazards of working in Mexico
City: 248 tons of human waste evapo-
rate into the atmosphere per day.
There are high incidences of pollution-
related skin rashes; intestinal ail-
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ments; eye, ear, nose, and throat infec-
tions; insomnia; and cardiopulmonary
diseases such as asthma, bronchitis,
and emphysema among Embassy staff.

This situation would never be toler-
ated in a Government building in this
country. The U.S. national standard
for total suspended particulates re-
quire that an individual not be sub-
jected to more than an average of 75
micrograms per cubic meter. The aver-
age in Mexico City is 258 micrograms
per cubic meter, some 3% times the
legal limit. In other words, Embassy
personnel are subjected on a daily
basis to air which the U.S. Govern-
ment says is extremely hazardous to
their health.

As the recent example of the bomb-
ing in Beirut indicates, American per-
sonnel abroad are extremely vulnera-
ble to terrorism. Mr. Chairman, I feel
that the health risks posed by the en-
vironment in Mexico City are an
equally dangerous threat to the health
and lives of American diplomats.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen-
tleman from Texas for his concern
about our Embassy in Mexico and I
know that he has spent a great deal of
time in promoting cooperation be-
tween our Nation and the Government
of Mexico.

Has the gentleman discussed his pro-
posal with the State Department?

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. I have discussed
it with the Embassy in Mexico City
and they inform me that the State De-
partment had no objection if we took
this route. They would not want for us
to disrupt their priorities in the allow-
able funding that has already been
worked out, but that if additional
funds—which is the reason for this
amendment—were secured, they would
look favorably to buying the property
and working on the other facility to
preserve and protect the health of our
employees there.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
minority has no objection to the gen-
tleman’s amendment.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate my col-
league from Texas bringing this
matter to the attention of the commit-
tee. We have discussed it informally
and he felt it was essential to offer an
amendment. And I can understand his
feelings in that regard.

It is a matter which the committee is
interested in, obviously, and we will
explore it both at the staff level and
otherwise in trying to deal with a
rather serious situation in Mexico
City.

will

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The committee has urged the De-
partment and the executive branch
and we do it again in this report to in-
crease its budget with respect to the
needs of the Department of State for
its facilities. There is a great need that
we just cannot meet for budgetary rea-
sons. This amendment is an effort, ob-
viously, to point out that need. But
right now, there are a total of unfund-
ed projects that would be extremely
useful if not necessary—I am separat-
ing that from security matters—of
$344,140,000 in places all over the
globe where the United States is rep-
resented. You can see the magnitude
of the problem that the Department
of State Foreign Buildings Office has,
and why they could not give our dis-
tinguished colleague from Texas im-
mediate help with respect to the prior-
ity involved—they have less than half
the money they need.

Suffice it to say, I cannot guarantee
that there will be a specific allocation
by law either in appropriation or oth-
erwise for the Mexican problem, but
we are very much aware of it and we
will pursue the matter further.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. DE LA GARZA).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GREGG
Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. GrReEcc: Amend
title I, page 16, line 21 by adding the follow-
ing new section:

REPORT ON VOTES OF THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE
UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND SE-
CURITY COUNCIL
SEc. 119, The Secretary of State through

the Offices of the United States Represent-

ative to the United Nations and Representa-
tive to the Security Council shall on or
before February 1st of each year report to
the Speaker of the House and President of
the Senate all votes of the Membership of
the General Assembly and Security Council.

Such report shall include a comparison with

the votes cast by the United States.

Mr. GREGG (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Hampshire?

There was no objection.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment requires that the Secre-
tary of State through the offices of
the U.S. Representative to the United
Nations and Representative to the Se-
curity Council report to the Speaker
of the House and the President of the
Senate the votes cast at the General
Assembly by the other member na-
tions of the General Assembly and the
Security Council and also report them
in relationship to the votes cast by the
United States.
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The purpose and the thrust of the
amendment is to allow the Congress in
a more formal manner to track what is
happening at the United Nations in
the area of the votes cast by the
member nations and the member na-
tions of the Security Council.

This, I think, becomes important to
us as a body because of the fact that
many of the members who are partici-
pating in the U.N. General Assembly
are also nations which we deal with on
other levels, such as foreign aid, such
as trade activities. And things which
are done at the United Nations should
not be allowed to be separated from
the overall dealings with these various
nations. We should have an ability to
integrate the decisions which occur at
the United Nations with the decisions
which we make in other areas here on
the floor of the House.

Thus, I think it is important that we
have a sense of what the membership
of the United Nations is doing in their
voting activities.

Ambassador Kilpatrick, in a recent
speech, made this point to Members of
Congress who were in the audience
when she stated essentially that she
would like the Congress to more close-
ly monitor what is happening at the
U.N. She thinks that one of the best
ways that the Congress can affect ac-
tivities in the U.N. is to have the
member states at the U.N. be sensitive
to the fact that the Congress is actual-
ly watching what is going on and is
sensitive to what they are doing and
how they are casting votes. She made
the interesting point that Zimbabwe
votes with the United States 12 per-
cent of the time while the Soviet
Union votes with the United States 20
percent of the time. As a Member of
Congress I certainly was not aware of
that and I think that is information
we need in coming to our decisions in
areas of trade or aid or just alliance
activity.

So this amendment, which is really
not dramatic, it does not cost any
money, it simply requires that the Sec-
retary of State report to the Speaker
of the House and the President of the
Senate the actual voting records and
how they are related to the American
voting record.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the gentleman from New Hampshire
for submitting this amendment. We
now have a copy of his amendment
and have no objections on our side of
the aisle.

Mr. HILER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.
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Mr. HILER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman. I would like to com-
pliment the gentleman for his amend-
ment. I think it is, as he mentioned,
not a major change from what already
happens. It probably formalizes the
procedure somewhat more and it will
give this Congress a chance to better
understand the actions of all the na-
tions in the United Nations and how
they act relative to positions the
United States takes.

I think this would be invaluable in-
formation for the Congress as it delib-
erates a variety of bills and a variety
of actions.

I applaud the gentleman and compli-
ment him for his actions.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the gentleman
from Indiana for his comments.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GEEAS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, just as a matter of in-
formation, does the context of the
amendment that the gentleman offers
compel the voting records to be insert-
ed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD or
simply to be reported to us in another
manner?

Mr. GREGG. It compels that they
be reported to the Speaker of the
House and the President of the
Senate. And I would assume that if
any Member wished to put them in
the ConGrESSIONAL REcorD that would

be the prerogative of the Member.
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They would be available to us
through the Speaker's office or, if you
are in the Senate, through the Presi-
dent of the Senate's office.

Mr. GEEKAS. 1 would feel better
about it—and I support the amend-
ment—if it contained language that
would automatically place the voting
record at a designated time in the
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. But if we can
find other ways and means to do so, I
will be satisfied.

Mr. GREGG. That would be an
available option for the Member upon
obtaining a copy of the report.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we have seen the
amendment on this side. We do not
have any objection to the amendment.

I must say, however, that it is worth
trying. My last recollection, having
served at the United Nations, was
when we had the annual tabulation on
votes, it was a document inches high.
It is going to be rather difficult. I am
not sure about the expense. But the
spirit of the amendment is fine, and
therefore we have no objection to it.
There may be some practical way,
without it being too burdensome or ex-
pensive, to get the idea across that the
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gentleman wants to get across in this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG).

The amendment was agreed to.

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I rise
in support of H.R. 2915.

Mr. Chairman, section 103 of this
bill provides needed Federal funds for
extraordinary protective services for
foreign diplomats in the United
States. As the committee report makes
clear, under international law the Fed-
eral Government is responsible for the
safety of foreign diplomats and for-
eign missions in this country. Yet too
often, the financial burden of actually
providing these protective services
falls on State and local governments.

As a representative from New York
City, which has the largest foreign
diplomatic community of any U.S.
city, I have taken an active interest in
this issue. Last December, Congress
passed a bill I had sponsored to double
the authorization level from $3.5 mil-
lion to $7 million for Federal reim-
bursements to local governments, and
to authorize $17 million for back-
logged claims on services already pro-
vided. I am pleased to report that the
Appropriations Committee has ap-
proved $15 million pursuant to that
authorization.

The additional $6 million provided in
this bill will help to ease the burden
on strained local police forces in cities
like New York, Los Angeles, and
Boston, and it will underscore our de-
termination that we will not tolerate
terrorist activities such as those which
have claimed the lives of Turkish dip-
lomats in recent years.

By concentrating on protecting for-
eign officials resident in the United
States, this bill expands Federal in-
volvement in an area of clear Federal
responsibility. I want to commend the
Committee on Foreign Affairs for its
leadership on this issue, and 1 urge
support for this bill.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I had an amendment
printed in the REcorp last week which
provides for danger pay for American
Government civilian employees serv-
ing in Lebanon and El Salvador. In
mid-April, a car bomb exploded out-
side the American Embassy in Beirut,
killing as many as 16 Americans. In
late May, a Navy lieutenant command-
er was gunned down in El Salvador.
Both places are clearly quite danger-
ous. As the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FascerLL) well remembers, we
added a provision to the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1980 to establish a danger
pay allowance which may be granted
to employees in a foreign area “on the
basis of civil insurrection, civil war,
terrorism, or wartime conditions
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which threaten physical harm or im-
minent danger to the health or well-
being of the employee.” If El Salvador
and Lebanon do not qualify, I do not
know what does. The amount of
money involved is really quite small
since we have only 47 civilian employ-
ees in Beirut and 65 in San Salvador.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentlewoman will yield, I thoroughly
agree with you that danger pay should
be provided to American civilian per-
sonnel in both places and perhaps
others, such as Belfast, as well. The
problem we have run into is that the
State Department has interpreted the
legislative history surrounding the
passage of the Foreign Service Act of
1980 to mean that danger pay could
not be granted where nonessential per-
sonnel or dependents remained at
post. I must confess that they have
some basis for this view. Up until last
November, danger pay was granted in
Beirut. When the dependents were al-
lowed back in, however, the State De-
partment ruled that danger pay could
no longer be allowed. To make it clear
that we believe that danger pay
should not rest on the absence of de-
pendents, we adopted an amendment
in committee, offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. LEacH) to say,
“The presence of nonessential person-
nel or dependents shall not preclude
payment of an allowance under this
section.” I think this language should
handle the situation and I have assur-
ances from the State Department that
danger pay will be provided in both
circumstances.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If I may reclaim
my time, given what you have said, do
you object to the amendment which I
published in the REcorp?

Mr. FASCELL. If the gentlewoman
will yield, I do not object to the pur-
pose of the amendment. I do object,
however to doing it by legislation. We
have provided the administration with
the authority to grant danger pay and
we should lean on the administration
to provide that benefit when it is ap-
propriate. If we mandate the payment,
we have to vote to cut it off when the
danger has passed. Your amendment
would cut it off in 2 years or when
American troops are withdrawn. I am
not certain that either of these dates
has much to do with the level of
danger at either post. In any case, I
have assurances that danger pay will
be granted, I think the amendment 'is
unnecessary.

The gentlewoman from Colorado
(Mrs. ScHROEDER) is the chairwoman
of the Subcommittee on Civil Service
and worked jointly with my Subcom-
mittee on International Operations to
write the Foreign Service Act. She has
taken the lead on this issue by sending
around a letter to the President re-
questing him to grant danger pay to
American civilians and hostile fire pay
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to military personnel in Lebanon and
El Salvador. I have signed this letter
and urge my colleagues to do likewise.
When I spoke a minute ago about
keeping pressure on the administra-
tion, I was thinking of letters like the
one being circulated by the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the dis-
tinguished chairman for that endorse-
ment. Because of his assurances and
my respect for him, I shall not offer
the amendment printed in the REcoORD.
I do, however, have with me the letter
to the President which the gentleman
mentioned. It urges the President to
provide danger pay and hostile fire
pay to American personnel in Lebanon
and El Salvador. I think that the least
we ought to do for Americans ordered
to serve in places where they might
get killed is to provide a little pay sup-
plement. We ought to do whatever we
can to minimize the risk as well. I urge
my colleagues to sign this letter and
use this as a vehicle to do right by our
people in dangerous foreign lands.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title I?

The Clerk will designate title II.

The text of title II is as follows:

TITLE II-UNITED STATES
INFORMATION AGENCY

SHORT TITLE

Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the
“United States Information Agency Author-
ization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985".

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEec. 202. (a) There are authorized to be
appropriated for the United States Informa-
tion Agency $701,427,000 for the fiscal year
1984 and $861,039,000 for the fiscal year
1985 to carry out international communica-
tion, educational, cultural, and exchange
programs under the United States Informa-
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948,
the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex-
change Act of 1961, and Reorganization
Plan Numbered 2 of 1977, and other pur-
poses authorized by law.

(b) Of the authorizations of appropria-
tions contained in subsection (a), authoriza-
tions of $47,959,000 for the fiscal year 1984
and $179,426,000 for the fiscal year 1985, for
the acquisition and construction of radio fa-
cilities, shall remain available until the ap-
propriations are made, and when those
amounts are appropriated they are author-
ized to remain available until expended.

FUNDS FOR THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR
DEMOCRACY

Sec. 203. Of the amounts appropriated for
the United States Information Agency for
each of the fiscal years 1984 and 1985, not
less than $31,300,000 shall be for a grant to
the National Endowment for Democracy
(established pursuant to title VI of this Act)
for use in carrying out its purposes.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 SUPPLEMENTAL
AUTHORIZATION
Sec. 204, Section 302 of the United States
Information Agency Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983, is amended by
striking out ““$559,000,000 for the fiscal year
1983” and inserting in lieu thereof
“$574,000,000 for the fiscal year 1983".
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NOTIFICATION OF REPROGRAMINGS AND GRANTS

SEc. 205. Title VII of the United States In-
formation and Educational Exchange Act of
1948 (22 U.S.C. 1476-1477b) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
section:

“Sec. T05. (a) Unless the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate are notified fifteen days
in advance of the proposed reprograming,
funds appropriated for the United States
Information Agency shall not be available
for obligation or expenditure through any
reprograming of funds—

“(1) which creates new programs;

“(2) which eliminates a program, project,
or activity;

“(3) which increases funds or personnel by
any means for any project or activity for
which funds have been denied or restricted
by the Congress;

“(4) which relocates an office or employ-
ees,

“(5) which reorganizes offices, programs,
or activities; or

“(6) which involves a reprograming in
excess of $250,000 or 10 per centum, which-
ever is less, and which (A) augments exist-
ing programs, projects, or activities, (B) re-
duces by 10 per centum or more the funding
for any existing program, project, activity,
or personnel approved by the Congress, or
(C) results from any general savings from a
reduction in personnel which would result
in a change in existing programs, activities,
or projects approved by the Congress.

“b) The United States Information
Agency may award program grants for the
fiscal years 1984 and 1985 only if the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate are notified fif-
teen days in advance of the proposed
grant.”.

DISSEMINATION OF USIA-PREPARED INFORMA-

TION TO FOREIGN DIPLOMATS IN THE UNITED

STATES

SEec. 206. Section 501 of the United States
Information and Educational Exchange Act
of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1461) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“(a)" immediately after
“Sec. 501.”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), infor-
mation described in that subsection (wheth-
er or not prepared for dissemination
abroad) may be made available, within the
United States, its territories and posses-
sions, to foreign diplomatic and consular of-
ficials accredited to the United States Gov-
ernment or to the United Nations or any of
its related organizations. Any such official
who receives information under this subsec-
tion shall not make or allow the further dis-
semination of such information within the
United States, its territories or possessions,
except to other foreign diplomatic or con-
sular officials who are so accredited.”.
DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE UNITED STATES OF

THE USIA FILM ENTITLED “‘THANKSGIVING IN

PESHAWAR"

Sec. 207. (a) Notwithstanding the second
sentence of section 501(a), as so redesignat-
ed by section 206 of this Act, of the United
States Information and Education Ex-
change Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1461(a))—

(1) the Director of the United States In-
formation Agency shall make available to
the Administrator of General Services a
master copy of the film entitled “Thanks-
giving in Peshawar”'; and
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(2) upon evidence that necessary United
States rights and licenses have been secured
and paid for by the person seeking domestic
release of the film, the Administrator shall
reimburse the Director for any expenses of
the Agency in making that master copy
available, shall deposit that film in the Na-
tional Archives of the United States, and
shall make copies of the film available for
purchase and public viewing within the
United States.

(b) Any reimbursement to the Director
pursuant to this section shall be credited to
the applicable appropriation of the United
States Information Agency.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title IT?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
III1.

The text of title III is as follows:

TITLE III-BOARD FOR
INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING
Sec. 301. This title may be cited as the
“Board for International Broadcasting Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and
1985,

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 302. Subparagraph (A) of section
B8(a)(1) of the Board for International
Broadcasting Act of 1973 (22 US.C.
28TT(a)1)(A)) is amended to read as follows:

“(A) $120,140,000 for the fiscal year 1983,
$115,702,000 for the fiscal year 1984, and
$121,371,000 for the fiscal year 1985; and".

SALARY OF THE RFE/RL PRESIDENT
Sec. 303. (a) The Board for International
Broadcasting Act of 1973 is amended by

adding at the end thereof the following new
section:

“SALARY OF THE RFE/RL PRESIDENT

“8Sec. 12. Funds made available under this
Act to the RFE/RL, Inc., may not be used
for the salary of the President of RFE/RL,
Inc., at an annual rate in excess of the rate
payable for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5315 of title 5, United
States Code.”.

(b) The amendment made by this section
applies with respect to funds used for the
salary of any President of RFE/RL, Inc.,
who is appointed after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
considered as read and open to amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
advise the gentleman that the bill is
being considered title by title, pursu-
ant to the rule.

Are there amendments to title ITI?

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to offer an amendment to
title II, and I ask unanimous consent
to return to title II of the bill for that
purpose.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I must
object to returning to title II. I tried
to open up this bill and I was stopped.
Now that we have passed the title, the
gentleman wants to go back.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, I
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fully understand. I was here on the
floor. I was asked as a courtesy to go
out to speak in the hall to people from
the White House who were opposed to
my amendment. I did that for a
second, and while I was gone the op-
portunity to offer my amendment was
eliminated.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman's amendment to title II? I
do not understand.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. My
amendment is to title II. It relates to
the funding.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I am
sorry, but I have no idea what the
amendment is, and I just hesitate.

Mr. Chairman, I must object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is
heard.

Are there amendments to title I1I?

The Clerk will designate title IV.

The text of title IV is as follows:

TITLE IV-INTER-AMERICAN
FOUNDATION
SHORT TITLE

Sec. 401. This title may be cited as the
“Inter-American Foundation Authorization
Act, Piscal Years 1984 and 1985

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 402. Section 401(s)}2) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1969 (22 U.S.C. 2901(s)(2))
is amended in the first sentence by striking
out *$12,000,000 for the fiscal year 1982 and
$12,800,000 for the fiscal year 1983" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$16,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1984 and $16,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1985".

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title IV?
The Clerk will designate title V.
The text of title V is as follows:
TITLE V—-THE ASIA FOUNDATION
SHORT TITLE

Sec. 501. This title may be cited as “The
Asia Foundation Act”.

FINDINGS

Skec. 502. The Congress finds that—

(1) The Asia Foundation, a private non-
profit corporation incorporated in 1954 in
the State of California, has long been active
in promoting Asian-American friendship
and cooperation and in lending encourage-
ment and assistance to Asians in their own
efforts to develop more open, more just, and
more democratic societies;

(2) The Asia Foundation's commitment to
strengthening indigenous Asian institutions
which further stable national development,
constructive social change, equitable eco-
nomic growth, and cooperative international
relationships is fully consistent with and
supportive of long-term United States inter-
ests in Asia;

(3) The Asia Foundation, as a private or-
ganization, is able to conduct programs in
response to Asian initiatives that would be
difficult or impossible for an official United
States instrumentality, and it is in a posi-
tion in Asia to respond quickly and flexibly
to meet new opportunities;

(4) in recognition of the valuable contribu-
tions of The Asia Foundation to long-range
United States foreign policy interests, the
United States Government has, through a
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variety of agencies, provided financial sup-
port for The Asia Foundation; and

(5) it is in the interest of the United
States, and the further strengthening of
Asian-American friendship and cooperation,
to establish a more permanent mechanism
for United States Government financial
support for the ongoing activities of The
Asia Foundation, while preserving the inde-
pendent character of the Foundation.

GRANTS TO THE ASIA FOUNDATION

Sec. 503. (a) The Secretary of State shall
make an annual grant to The Asia Founda-
tion with the funds made available under
section 504. Such grants shall be in general
support of the Foundation’s programs and
operations. The terms and conditions of
grants pursuant to this section shall be set
forth in a grant agreement between the Sec-
retary of State and The Asia Foundation.

(b) If funds made available to The Asia
Foundation pursuant to this title or pursu-
ant to any other provision of law are, with
the permission of the head of the Federal
agency making the funds available, invested
by the Foundation or any of its subgrantees
pending disbursement, the resulting interest
is not required to be deposited in the United
States Treasury if that interest is used for
the purposes for which the funds were made
available.

FUNDING

Sec. 504. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary of State
$5,000,000 for the fiscal year 1983,
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1984, and
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1985 for
grants to The Asia Foundation pursuant to
this title.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title V?

The Clerk will designate title VI.

The text of title VI is as follows:

TITLE VI-NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR DEMOCRACY

SHORT TITLE

Sec. 601. This title may be cited as the
“National Endowment for Democracy Act”.

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR DEMOCRACY

SEc. 602. (a) There is authorized to be es-
tablished a nonprofit corporation to be
known as the National Endowment for De-
mocracy (hereafter in this title referred to
as the “Endowment”).

(b) The Endowment will not be an agency
or establishment of the United States Gov-
ernment.

(¢) The Endowment shall be subject to the
provisions of this title and, to the extent
consistent with this title, to the District of
Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act.

(d) The Endowment shall have its princi-
pal offices in the District of Columbia.

PURPOSES OF THE ENDOWMENT

Sec. 603. (a) The purposes of the Endow-
ment are—

(1) to encourage free and democratic insti-
tutions throughout the world through pri-
vate sector initiatives, including activities
which promote the individual rights and
freedoms, including internationally recog-
nized human rights and fundamental free-
doms, which are essential to the functioning
of democratic institutions;

(2) to facilitate exchanges between United
States private sector groups (especially the
two major American political parties, labor,
and business) and democratic groups
abroad;

15117

(3) to promote United States nongovern-
mental participation, especially through the
two major American political parties, labor,
business, and other private sector groups, in
democratic training programs and demo-
cratic institution-building abroad;

(4) to strengthen democratic electoral
processes abroad through timely measures
in cooperation with indigenous democratic
forces;

(5) to support the participation of the two
major American political parties, labor,
business, and other United States private
sector groups in fostering cooperation with
those abroad dedicated to the cultural
values, institutions, and organizations of
democratic pluralism; and

(6) to encourage the establishment and
growth of democratic development in a
manner consistent both with the broad con-
cerns of United States national interests
and with the specific requirements of the
democratic groups in other countries which
are aided by programs funded by the En-
dowment,

(b)}1) The Endowment may only provide
funding for programs of private sector
groups and may not carry out programs di-
rectly.

(2) The Endowment may provide funding
only for programs which are consistent with
the pruposes set forth in this section.

({c) The Endowment and its grantees shall
be subject to the appropriate oversight pro-
cedures of the Congress.

INCORPORATION OF THE ENDOWMENT

Sec. 604. (a) The following individuals
shall serve as incorporators of the Endow-
ment and shall take whatever actions are
necessary to establish the Endowment
under the District of Columbia Nonprofit
Corporation Act: Honorable Dante B. Fas-
cell, Honorable Charles Percy, Louis E.
Martin, Sally Shelton, Olin Robison, John
Richardson, Jr., Charles T. Manatt, Polly
Baca Barragan, Frank Fahrenkopf, Lane
Kirkland, Albert Shanker, William Brock,
Charles H. Smith, Jr., Jay Van Andel, and
Mrs. Legree Daniels.

(b) The Honorable Dante B. Fascell shall
serve as chairman of the incorporators and
as interim chairman of the Endowment
until such time as a chairman is elected in
accordance with the bylaws of the Endow-
ment.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

SEec. 605. (a) The Endowment shall be gov-
erned by a Board of Directors (hereafter in
this title referred to as the “Board") com-
posed of fifteen members. The initial mem-
bers of the Board shall be the incorporators
designated in section 604; and thereafter the
Board shall be self-perpetuating, with mem-
bers to be elected in accordance with the
bylaws of the Endowment.

(b) Vacancies in the membership of the
Board shall not affect its powers.

(c) The members of the Board shall not,
by reason of their membership on the
Board, be deemed to be officers or employ-
ees of the United States. They shall, while
attending meetings of the Board or while
engaged in duties relating to such meetings
or in other activities of the Board pursuant
to this title, be entitled (except in the case
of members of the Board who are Members
of Congress or officers or employees of the
United States Government) to receive com-
pensation at the daily equivalent of the rate
payable for level V of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5316 of title 5, United
States Code, and, while away from their
homes or regular places of business, they
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may be allowed travel expenses, including
per diem in lieu of subsistence, equal to that
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in the Government
service employed intermittently.

OFFICERS OF THE ENDOWMENT

SEc. 606. (a) The chief executive officer of
the Endowment shall be a president ap-
pointed by the Board. The president of the
Endowment shall administer the daily oper-
ations of the Endowment, reporting to the
Board under guidelines and procedures to
be established by the Board.

(b) The Endowment shall have such other
officers and employees as the Board may de-
termine.

(c) Officers of the Endowment shall be ap-
pointed on such terms, and for such terms
or at the pleasure of the Board, as the
Board may determine.

(d) Officers of the Endowment may not
receive any salary or other compensation
from any source other than the Endowment
during the period of their employment by
the Endowment.

NONPROFIT NATURE OF THE ENDOWMENT

Sec 607. (a) The Corporation shall have
no power to issue any shares of stock, or to
declare or pay any dividends.

(b) No part of the assets of the Corpora-
tion shall inure to the benefit of any
member of the Board, any officer or em-
ployee of the Endowment, or any other indi-
vidual, except as salary or reasonable com-
pensation for services.

RECORDS AND AUDIT OF THE ENDOWMENT AND

THE RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE

Sec. 608. (a)1) The accounts of the En-
dowment shall be audited annually in ac-
cordance with generally accepted auditing
standards by independent certified public
accountants or independent licensed public
accountants certified or licensed by a regu-
latory authority of a State or other political
subdivision of the United States. The audits
shall be conducted at the place or places
where the accounts of the Endowment are
normally kept. All books, accounts, financial
records, reports, files, and all other papers,
things, or property belonging to or in use by
the Endowment and necessary to facilitate
the audits shall be made available to the
person or persons conducting the audits;
and full facilities for verifying transactions
with any assets held by depositories, fiscal
agents, and custodians shall be afforded to
such person or persons.

(2) The report of each such independent
audit shall be included in the annual report
required by section 609. The audit report
shall set forth the scope of the audit and in-
clude such statements as are necessary to
present fairly the Endowment’s assets and
liabilities, surplus or deficit, with an analy-
sis of the changes therein during the year,
supplemented in reasonable detail by a
statement of the Endowment’s income and
expenses during the year, and a statement
of the application of funds, together with
the independent auditor’s opinion of those
statements.

(bX1) The financial transactions of the
Endowment for each fiscal year may be au-
dited by the General Accounting Office in
accordance with such principles and proce-
dures and under such rules and regulations
as may be prescribed by the Comptroller
General of the United States. Any such
audit shall be conducted at the place or
places where accounts of the Endowment
are normally kept. The representatives of
the General Accounting Office shall have
access to all books, accounts, records, re-
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ports, files, and all other papers, things, or
property belonging to or in use by the En-
dowment pertaining to its financial transac-
tions and necessary to facilitate the audit;
and they shall be afforded full facilities for
verifying transactions with any assets held
by depositories, fiscal agents, and custo-
dians. All such books, accounts, records, re-
ports, files, papeérs, and property of the En-
dowment shall remain in possession and cus-
tody of the Endowment.

(2) A report of each such audit shall be
made by the Comptroller General to the
Congress. The report to the Congress shall
contain such comments and information as
the Comptroller General may deem neces-
sary to inform Congress of the financial op-
erations and condition of the Endowment,
together with such recommendations with
respect thereto as he may deem advisable.
The report shall also show specifically any
program, expenditure, or other financial
transaction or undertaking observed in the
course of the audit, which, in the opinion of
the Comptroller General, has been carried
on or made without authority of law. A copy
of each report shall be furnished to the
President and to the Endowment at the
time submitted to the Congress.

(c)(1) Each recipient of assistance under
this section shall keep such records as may
be reasonably necessary to fully disclose the
amount and the disposition by such recipi-
ent of the proceeds of such assistance, the
total cost of the project or undertaking in
connection with which such assistance is
given or used, and the amount and nature of
that portion of the cost of the project or un-
dertaking supplied by other sources, and
such other records as will facilitate an effec-
tive audit.

(2) The Endowment, or any of its duly au-
thorized represenatives, shall have access
for the purpose of audit and examination to
any books, documents, papers, and records
of the recipient that are pertinent to assist-
ance received under this title. The Comp-
troller General of the United States or any
of his duly authorized representatives shall
also have access thereto for such purpose.

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

Sec. 609. Not later than December 31, of
each year, the Endowment shall submit an
annual report for the preceding fiscal year
to the President for transmittal to the Con-
gress. The report shall include a compre-
hensive and detailed report of the Endow-
ment’s operations, activities, financial condi-
tion, and accomplishments under this title
and may include such recommendations as
the Endowment deems appropriate. The
Board members and officers of the Endow-
ment shall be available to testify before ap-
propriate committees of the Congress with
respect to such report, the report of any
audit made by the Comptroller General pur-
suant to section 608, or any other matter
which any such committee may determine.

FUNDING FOR THE ENDOWMENT

Sec. 610. (a) The Director of the United
States Information Agency may make
grants to the Endowment with funds appro-
priated to the Agency for the “Salaries and
Expenses” account.

(b) Funds so granted may be used by the
Endowment to carry out the purposes of
this title, and otherwise applicable limita-
tions on the purposes for which funds ap-
propriated to the Agency may be used shall
not apply to funds granted to the Endow-
ment.
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ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

Sec. 611. Of the amounts made available
to the Endowment for each of the fiscal
years 1984 and 1985 to carry out programs
in furtherance of the purposes of this Act—

(1) not less that $5,000,000 shall be for the
National Democratic Institute for Interna-
tional Affairs;

(2) not less than $5,000,000 shall be for
the National Republican Institute for Inter-
national Affairs;

(3) not less than $13,800,000 shall be for
the Free Trade Union Institute; and

(4) not less than $2,500,000 shall be to sup-
port private enterprise development pro-
glram.s of the National Chamber Founda-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title VI?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROWN OF
COLORADO

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BRown of Col-
orado: On page 26, line 1, strike: “TITLE
VI-NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DE-
MOCRACY" and all that follow through
page 35, line 9.
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Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man and my colleagues, title VI deals
with a very fine institution called the
National Endowment for Democracy.
It is a new idea and it has the poten-
tial to do a number of things. I think
every Member of this body will strong-
ly identify with the goals that are set
forth. Most of us will be comfortable
with the goals that they hope to ad-
vance.

I rise to object to the measure and
urge this body to reject the spending
of $31.3 million in that effort for these
reasons:

First of all, I am concerned about
the cost. Our country has an enor-
mous deficit. this is not the time to be
adding programs of this kind.

Second, and I think far more impor-
tant, I have some real concerns about
this country taking public tax money
and using it to subsidize the Republi-
can and the Democratic Parties. Our
democracy is a marvelous system. It is
one that is tenuous. It is one that has
not flowered everywhere in the world.
To subsidize it with Federal funds, as
this attempts to do, is a real danger to
the whole concept of democracy itself.

True enough, our purpose is to ad-
vance democracy, but when you begin
to have the political parties of this
country dependent upon public dole,
they become answerable to the Gov-
ernment. I think there is a real prob-
lem with subsidizing the various labor
unions in their activities, not that they
are not worthy enterprises, not that
they are not important, not that they
will not advance some important goals,
but there is a real problem on making
them dependent upon public funds
and making them eventually become
answerable to the Government.
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Third, I am very concerned about
the impact this has on the United
States abroad. I would freely confess
to my colleagues that other countries
are involved in activities that are
somewhat similar to this bill. One of
the things that can make the activities
of our labor unions overseas so effec-
tive in speaking out for democracy and
free enterprise and for union rights is
that they are not instruments of the
Government but can be instruments of
American workers.

To make the political parties and
the labor unions and the others that
will benefit from this largess instru-
ments of the Federal Government will
help to destroy their effectiveness. I
am all for their involvement. I am all
for their stated purpose. I am all for
the development of democracy over-
seas, but this is not the way to do it.
This is a way that will harm their ef-
fectiveness, harm the advancement of
democracy, harm the speaking out for
free enterprise by reducing the effec-
tiveness of those instruments that we
choose to subsidize.

1 urge this body to reject this $31.3
million attempt to interject the Feder-
al Government into the private sector.
There is great danger for the future of
our own democracy if we choose these
tools.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I am glad that the gentleman sup-
ports the concepts and the purposes
for which the language is in the bill,
and I hasten to add that it is certainly
in response to an administration initia-
tive and very important. It has strong
bipartisan support, I will say to the
gentleman.

I need to clear up, however, some
statements on the record. One is that
the labor institute program has been
an ongoing program for a long time.
They have been receiving grants from
the U.S. Government for over 30 years
that I know of. For whatever reasons,
and I think good ones, this administra-
tion wanted to show that allocation of
funds and grants to American labor to
be part of Project Democracy.

We agreed with that in the commit-
tee. We think that was a wise idea.
And we also agreed, therefore, because
this was a new concept for private en-
terprise through the chamber of com-
merce with their institute, that they
would be part of Project Democracy in
the manner in which the administra-
tion has also suggested.

As a matter of fact, we allocated
even more money than the administra-
tion had first proposed for that pur-
pose because we think it is absolutely
essential to show to the world that pri-
vate enterprise and labor are hand in
hand in supporting overseas the con-
cepts of free labor unions, private en-
terprise and market economy, and the
things that we all believe in.
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So we gave strong support to the ad-
ministration on this matter.

Now, with respect to the political
parties, I do not know whether the
gentleman was on the floor when the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. LacoMarsINO) reported on his
recent trip to Latin America and Ven-
ezuela and other places where they ex-
plored with counterpart groups the
concept of the political parties engag-
ing in Project Democracy on a region-
al basis. He reported that they were so
enthusiastic that at long last a mecha-
nism had been found whereby the po-
litical parties of the United States
would be able to undertake, similarly
to the political parties of other democ-
racies, either individually or collective-
ly with other organizations, as this re-
gional concept seeks to do, the fur-
therance of the whole idea of a plural-
istic political process, participation by
parties, and whatever it is that we can
contribute,

We think that is a very encouraging
sign. In no way does it indicate that
political parties domestically will in
any sense draw on those funds. That is
why there are separate institutes for
that purpose, monitored very careful-
ly, Mr. Chairman, in addition to other
groups and organizations who have al-
ready indicated valuable ideas for the
growth and the encouragement of
democratic institutions abroad under
Project Democracy which we think
need to be encouraged and nurtured.
That is the concept in here.

If title VI is stricken out, as the gen-
tleman suggests, we do away with all
of that. For the first time since I have
been here, 28 years in the Congress, I
had the golden opportunity to sit in a
committee hearing and see the heads
of both political parties, the leader of
the American labor movement, and
representatives of the executive
branch and the private sector sit down
and testify on behalf of the program
that is laid out in title VI, the result of
a Presidential initiative, and a thor-
ough bipartisan study. They were
unanimously behind this.

I can understand the gentleman’s
concern, but I think there is sufficient
oversight both in the Congress and
otherwise to insure that the gentle-
man’s concerns will be thoroughly an-
swered.

I would hope, therefore, that having
had this colloguy, that he would be
willing at this point to withdraw the
amendment.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle-
man for his remarks and I think he is
an eloquent spokesman for the goals
that I share.
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It does seem to me that the subsidies
by the Federal Government to the
groups, albeit they are very good
groups, is a problem. Part of my con-
cern is the funding aspect, not so
much the institute.

Mr. FASCELL. They were all in the
budget, I will say to the gentleman.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this proposal is the
result of a lengthy, 6-month non-
governmental research study by two
major U.S. political parties, the Re-
publican Party and the Democratic
Party, by labor and business—it in-
volved Democrats, Republicans liber-
als, moderates and conservatives—to
try to come up with a new private
sector approach that will foster and
strengthen our democratic values and
institutions abroad.

Our Nation is engaged in a battle of
ideas with authoritarian governments,
and this is one of the better ways of
highlighting what our Nation stands
for. The Washington Post recently
commented in an editorial on April 26,
1983, in which they highlighted “A
Good Way to Export Democracy,” and
I quote from the last portion of that
editorial:

But it is even more right and necessary to
proceed. The endowment the sponsors have
in mind is an incremental program of long-
term institution-building, conducted out in
the open and run not by government offi-
cials, but rather by the American private
sector groups themselves. European politi-
cal parties have long been in the business of
helping their foreign compatriots. The
record of effective international activity by
the AFL-CIO and by many private founda-
tions demonstrates that Americans can
engage in it usefully, too.
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I have a letter before me that was
sent to the Members of Congress by
the Democracy Program signed by Bill
Brock and joined in by Charles T.
Manatt, Lane Kirkland, and Frank J.
Fahrenkopf, in which they state, and I
quote:

The National Endowment for Democracy
will fund recently-created separate Demo-
cratic and Republican party Institutes for
International Affairs, the AFL-CIO sup-
ported Free Trade Union Institute, a Center
for International Private Enterprise which
would function under the auspices of the
National Chamber Foundation, and other
grantees, The AFL-CIO has a track record
of three decades of providing assistance to
democratic trade unionists abroad, and the
business community has begun designing its
Center to strengthen such international
programs with its counterparts. As for the
party Institutes, we note the Post’s com-
ment: “The most intriguing of these pro-
grams would help the American political
parties reach out to their democratic allies
abroad.”

Mr. Chairman, I commend the Presi-
dent for initially suggesting this pro-
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posal when he spoke before the Parlia-
ment in London not too long ago. I
commend the leaders of business,
labor, and the political parties who
have joined together in this effort,
and I urge my colleagues to support
Project Democracy, an idea that will
not only help strengthen our own in-
stitutions but will also present them in
the most favorable light abroad. Ac-
cordingly, I urge my colleagues to
oppose the Brown amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Colorado (Mr. BROWN).

The question was taken, and the
Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I demand
a recorded vote, and pending that, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN.
quorum is not present.

The Chair announces that pursuant
to clause 2, rule XXIII, he will vacate
proceedings under the call when a
quorum of the Committee appears.

Members will record their presence
by electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic
device.

Evidently a
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QUORUM CALL VACATED

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred
Members have responded. A quorum
of the Committee of the Whole is
present. Pursuant to clause 2, rule
XXII1, further proceedings under the
call shall be considered as vacated.

The Committee will resume its busi-
ness.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. BRown) for a re-
corded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 194, noes
215, not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 182]
AYES—194

Andrews (TX) Courter
Anthony
Applegate
Archer

AuCoin

Feighan
Fields
Flippo
Florio
Forsythe
Frank
Glickman
Gradison
Gramm
Gregg
Guarini
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen (UT)
Harkin
Hefner
Hightower
Hiler

Hillis
Hopkins
Hughes
Hunter
Jacobs

Craig

Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Crockett
D'Amours
Daniel
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daub
Dellums
DeWine
Dickinson
Dorgan
Dreier
Duncan
Durbin

Early

Barnard
Bartlett
Bates

Bedell
Bethune
Bevill
Boner
Breaux
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Burton
Byron
Carney
Carper
Chappie
Clay

Coats
Coleman (TX)
Conable

Edgar
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)

Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Eaptur
Kasich
Eastenmeier
Kennelly
Kindness
Eogovsek
Kramer
LaFalce
Leach

Leath
Leland
Levine
Levitas
Loeffler
Long (LA)
Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Lungren
Mack
MacKay
Madigan
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
McCain
McCandless
MecCloskey
MecCollum
McCurdy
McDonald
McEwen
McGrath
McKernan

Ackerman
Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Aspin
Barnes
Bennett
Bereuter
Berman
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boges
Bonior
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Britt
Brooks
Broomfield
Bryant
Campbell
Carr
Chandler
Chappell
Clarke
Clinger
Coelho
Collins
Conte
Cooper
Corcoran
Coughlin
Coyne
Davis

de la Garza
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dowdy
Downey
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Eckart

Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Molinari
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)
Myers
Nichols
Nielson
Oakar

Olin
Ottinger
Oxley
Packard
Panetta
Patman
Patterson
Pease
Rahall
Ratchford
Ray

Regula
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rowland
Rudd
Savage
Schaefer
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shannon
Sharp
Shumway
Shuster

NOES-—-215

Edwards (OK)
Erlenborn
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Ferraro
Fiedler
Fish
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore

Gray
Green
Gunderson
Hall (IN)
Hall (OH)
Hance
Harrison
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hertel
Holt
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Kazen
Kemp
Kildee
Kostmayer
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Lent
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Sisisky
Skeen
Slattery
Smith (NE)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Snyder
Spratt
Staggers
Stark
Stenholm
Studds
Stump
Sundquist
Swift
Synar
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (GA)
Traxler
Vento
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walgren
Walker
Watkins
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Whittaker
Whitten
Winn
Wirth

Wise
Wortley
Wyden
Zschau

Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lipinski
Livingston
Long (MD)
Luken
Lundine
Markey
Marriott
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
MecDade
McHugh
McKinney
McNulty
Mica
Michel
Minish
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nowak
O’Brien
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Owens
Parris
Pashayan
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Rangel
Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
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Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vandergriff
Waxman
Wheat
‘Whitehurst
Whitley
Williams (MT)
Willlams (OH)
Wolf

Wright

Wylie

Yates

Yatron

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zablocki

Ritter
Robinson

Siljander
Simon
Skelton
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NI
Solarz
Solomon
Spence

St Germain
Stangeland
Stokes
Stratton
Tallon
Thomas (CA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Udall

NOT VOTING—23

Ford (MI) Jones (NC)
Franklin Kolter
Frenzel Liloyd
Hansen (ID) Martinez
Hartnett Paul
Heftel Wilson
Hubbard Woipe
Jeffords
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs.

On this vote:

Mr. Badham for, with Mr. Frenzel against.

Mr. Bateman for, with Mr. Franklin
against.

Messrs. HOYER, DONNELLY,
CHANDLER, LATTA, LENT, LEWIS
of California, PASHAYAN, and
THOMAS of California changed their
votes from “aye” to “no.”

Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr.
SYNAR, Mrs. JOHNSON, and Messrs.
WEAVER, BARTLETT, KINDNESS,
ERDREICH, PATTERSON, FEI-
GHAN, VOLEMER, LELAND, COLE-
MAN of Texas, WIRTH, MOODY,
MacKAY, BROWN of California,
McCURDY, WYDEN, MORRISON of
Connecticut, JONES of Oklahoma,
STUMP, EARLY, CRAIG, and
HEFNER changed their votes from
“no’ to “aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title VI?
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out
something about this bill that I think
is rather important and unfortunately
rather unigue. I commend the commit-
tee very much for this.

This bill contains appropriations for
fiscal year 1985. That means it will be
up to date come September. It will be
one of the very few authorizations
around here that will be enacted on
schedule, most of the authorizations
now being proposed for enactment are
for the 1984 fiscal year starting in Oc-
tober. The appropriations proposal for
1984 was presented to the Congress as
required by the Constitution last Jan-
uary and there were no authorized

Andrews (NC)
Badham
Bateman
Beilenson
Boland
Cheney
Coleman (MQO)
Conyers
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guidelines in place upon which these
proposals had to be based. If the au-
thorization for 1985 is not enacted
before October 1, the Department
does not have an authorization to go
by as a guideline. They can send up
appropriation requests based upon
imaginary authorizations that they
are asking for and make their appro-
piations based on a program that does
not exist and that is a principal reason
we are getting into the mess we are in
here now.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Florida and the gentleman from
Wisconsin and others who worked on
this bill for putting 1985 appropria-
tions into this bill and being one of
the few proposals to be on time.

Now this bill also contains 1983 au-
thorizations. It is too late for 1983 au-
thorizations. Not only 1983 authoriza-
tions, but 1984 authorizations should
have been enacted last September.

Had the 1984 authorization been
passed by last October 1, the Depart-
ment submitting appropriations re-
quests for 1984 would have had to
submit the request based upon that
authorization, instead of some phony
request based upon an imaginary au-
thorization they are requesting.

So this bill contains a very impor-
tant principle, and it will be one of the
very few that really is on time.

Seventy-seven percent of the appro-
priation bill that the subcommittee I
chair has pending is not reauthorized.
Think of that, 77 percent of the
money in that bill came up here in re-
quests from the administration with-
out an authorization. Some of those
programs and Departments such as
the Justice Department have not been
authorized for 2 years. It is not always
the fault of the authorizing commit-
tees. In the case of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, for example, the bill passed
the House, but it was not passed in the
Senate. Unless we require these au-
thorization bills to carry 1985 authori-
zations this year and to get at least up
to date, we are never going to catch
up.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

We certainly appreciate the gentle-
man’'s comments. As the gentleman
knows, this is the third time we have
had a 2-year authorization. As I stated
in earlier debate, this is certainly the
proper way for the Congress to oper-
ate. It gives the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee a better opportunity for over-
sight and certainly the Appropriations
Committee, dealing with the funding,
has a better opportunity to act expedi-
tiously and under the guidelines set
forth in authorizing legislation.

I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. BEROWN OF
COLORADO

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BRown of Col-
orado: On page 27, line 4, strike “especially
the two major American political parties,”
and on page 27, line 15, strike “the two
major American political parties,”.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment simply strikes
the money going to the two political
parties. My feeling is that it is inap-
propriate for us to wuse taxpayer
money in that regard.

I will not belabor the House’ time
any further with an argument on that
point. I think it is a very straightfor-
ward issue. Should we end up funding
the political parties in this manner?

I would urge the House to adopt the
amendment and save the money in-
volved.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is essential that po-
litical parties be involved in this proc-
ess. That is what the President’s for-
eign policy initiative is all about, to
bring about direct relationships be-
tween labor and private sector groups.

Chairman Fahrenkopf, the Republi-
can national chairman, when he ap-
peared before our House subcommit-
tee on this measure in April of this
y_ear——

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to
make sure that the gentleman is talk-
ing now in the context of domestic op-
erations by the political parties in any
sense. The language of the legislation
does not provide any funding for any
domestic operations by political par-
ties. We are talking here about a capa-
bility overseas, through a separate or-
ganization of political parties in an
international institute in both cases.
These institutes would give them a ca-
pability similar to what other political
parties now have, to discuss, to meet,
and to exchange ideas on the processes
of a republican form of government or
a democratic form of government or a
pluralistic society with the right of po-
litical participation.

We are not talking about any kind of
domestic participation.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the chairman
for clarifying the extent of the in-
volvement of the political parties.

Mr. Chairman, for my colleague’s ed-
ification, permit me to read Republi-
can Chairman Fahrenkopf's brief
statement when he appeared before
our subcommittee. He said:

For its part the Republican Party antici-
pates and supports fully the creation of the
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National Endowment for Democracy and its
related institutions. We believe that we as
Republicans have a message for the world,
both the developed and non-developed re-
gions. We stand by our basic principles and
philosophy as our guide to the vision of a
better America and a freer and more pros-
perous world. Where appropriate we hope to
express that vision abroad while at the same
time recognizing that ours is not the only
voice to be heard.

I appeal to my colleagues to support
Project Democracy and to vote in op-
position to the Brown amendment.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. EMERSON. In all reality let me
say to the gentleman that in a time
when we are trying to balance budgets
and have great concern for the tre-
mendous deficits that we are experi-
encing that this is a priority that
could wait a year or two until we are
in better shape.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the gentleman for his statement and
that of the gentleman from Florida.

It seems to me that this is perhaps
the most important thing in this bill. I
mentioned in my remarks in general
debate that the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. Barnes) and I, representing
our political parties a couple of weeks
ago, went down to Venezuela and met
with our counterparts in the two
major political parties in Venezuela.
They were very interested in this pro-
gram. They thought it could be very
helpful throughout this hemisphere,
indeed, throughout the world. The
only question they had was, “Why are
you waiting so long to do this? Other
countries have been doing it for a long
time. The West Germans, the French,
many other countries are doing it
now."

And as the gentleman from New
York pointed out, this is something
that is very, very high on the agenda,
very, very high in the priorities of
both of our major political parties.

I would hope that if we really mean
what we say, and I am sure we do,
about trying to create and build de-
mocracy, to maintain it where it
exists, to help it along in places like El1
Salvador where it is off to a slow, but I
think a sure start, we do have to have
this kind of program, this kind of en-
couragement and certainly with not
turning down the funding for the
AFL-CIO and for the chamber of com-
merce and private industry I think it is
even more important that the political
parties be recognized in this way that
this work can be carried on.

I hope the amendment is defeated.




15122

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I simply would like to
point out that, for a nation that
spends $230 billion on the capacity to
destroy, the idea of spending $30 mil-
lion to build people’s capacity fto
create and to create free societies is a
darn good one, and I submit that we
have waited far too long for the effort.

I commend the gentleman on this
program and the administration and
the Republicans and the Democrats
who support this.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
GiLMmAN) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GILMAN
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. I am pleased to yield
to our distinguished chairman, the
gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Za-
BLOCKI.

Mr. ZABLOCKLI. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Is it not true that this program is to
provide democratic training programs
and democratic institution building
abroad? And the purpose is to

strengthen democratic electoral proc-
esses abroad through timely measures

and cooperation with indigenous
democratic forces?

So the question is: Do we want coun-
tries that are developing democracies
to be assisted, or do we want totalitar-
ian governments in these countries
that we are interested in?

Is that not the point?

Mr. GILMAN. That is precisely the
point and I commend the gentleman
for stressing this program'’s objective.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. And if the Mem-
bers vote for the gentleman’'s amend-
ment, they will be supporting totali-
tarian, undemocratic, nondemocratic
countries.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for his supportive remarks.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that
the gentleman’s amendment would
carry and that it would be expanded to
take out the AFL-CIO, because the
last time they sent people to El Salva-
dor to promote democracy, they were
murdered, and the government still
has not prosecuted the case.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to point out to my col-
leagues that the political foundations
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in West Germany, which now collec-
tively receive over $150 million, have
been engaged in a democracy program
for several years. We have a lot of
catching up to do.

I urge my colleagues to vote in oppo-
sition to this amendment.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr. BARNES. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman
from California (Mr. LAGOMARSINO)
said earlier, I had the privilege of rep-
resenting the Democratic Party of the
United States, and the gentleman
from California (Mr. LAGOMARSINO)
represented the Republican Party of
the United States in recent discussions
with political leaders.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMaAN) has again expired.

(On request of Mr. BARNES and by
unanimous consent, Mr. GILMAN was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. BARNES. As I was saying, the
gentleman from California (Mr. Laco-
MARSINO) represented the Republican
Party, represented Chairman Fahren-
kopf, and I represented Chairman
Manatt at recent meetings with repre-
sentatives of political parties in Cara-
cas, Venezuela.

As my friend, the gentleman from
California (Mr. LAGOMARSINO) said a
few moments ago, the questions that
we were asked about this program by
our friends in democratic parties
throughout the hemisphere was not,
“Why are you doing this? How are you
going to do it?” The questions were,
really, “Why have you not done this
sooner? Why has not the United
States, the bastion of democracy in
the world, been promoting democracy
through contacts with friendly politi-
cal parties around the world, the way
the Germans have been doing, the
French and others have been doing
quite successfully?”

It is far past time that our country
undertakes this kind of effort.

I say to my friends on the Democrat-
ic side that this has the total support
of the Democratic National Commit-
tee. I talked to Chairman Manatt
about this just within the last 3 or 4
days. He is totally supportive of this
effort. I am sure if he were here on
the floor of the House, he would urge
all Democrats, just as Chairman Fah-
renkopf would urge all Republicans, to
defeat this amendment.

There is a lot of work that has gone
into this program already by the
Democratic National Committee, as by
the Republican National Committee,
and it is important that the amend-
ment be defeated and that we get for-
ward with the program.
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Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for his support and his remarks.

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
say that when we in the United States
talk about democracy, we understand
what that concept means. We have a
two-party system. We have had it for
many, many hundreds of years. We
understand not only the terms but the
practical effect. But when you talk
about democracy in the rest of the
world, they do not understand it in the
same way. They have not had it. Their
education has not been such that they
understand it.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. I
think what we have here is really an
abuse of judgment.

Political parties are not govern-
ments. I think everyone in this room
ought to understand the predicament
that this society of ours is going to be
placed in. If, for instance, you take the
Republican National Chairman, a Sen-
ator from our side and, let us say, Sen-
ator HELMS goes and says, “Let's give
$100,000 or $200,000 to Mr. D’Aubisson
in El Salvador.” And let us say that
someone else on our side comes and
says, “Let's give $100,000 or $200,000
to Mr. Duarte in El Salvador.”

They are going to be making foreign
policy judgments. This is a predica-
ment that our national chairmen
should not be placed in.

As far as the Venezuelan model that
has been suggested to us, does anyvone
in this room know how much money
Venezuela spends on politics? They
spend more than the United States of
America. They do not need United
States money. We are going to be plac-
ing ourselves in political jeopardy in
this country by identifying with one
side or another in foreign disputes.
That is nutty.

What happens, for example, if the
Republican Party gives to one party in
a foreign country, the other party
wins the elections, the Republican
Party wins here, suddenly you have
got the President of the Republican
Party dealing with an opponent that
he tried to defeat. That is nuts. That
is why we have government-to-govern-
ment relations. We should not be get-
ting involved in political parties in for-
eign countries. At least we should not
be getting involved in a party-to-party
sense.

I think the gentleman from Colora-
do has a very sensible amendment. I
certainly urge its adoption.
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Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I would just like to take a
short time to speak in opposition to
the amendment.

I have just heard the worst case sce-
nario of anything I have ever heard in
my life, in terms of setting up straw
men, scares, and concern. And I know
they are serious, I know they are gen-
uine, because I know my colleague on
the committee, and I have worked
with him for a long time.

But for his scenario to actually
occur, you would have to assume that
the Congress has given up all over-
sight. You would have to assume that
the executive branch, whatever admin-
istration is in power, has no concept
and cares less about what is going on,
because this money is not automatic.
It has to be budgeted, it has to go
through the agency, it has to be au-
thorized, it has to be appropriated.
And there is continual oversight. It as-
sumes that nobody will know what is
happening.

In other words, to carry out the
worst case scenario which was just
presented, you would have to assume
that everybody in the whole govern-
mental process in the United States
suddenly went bananas and closed
down everything and decided to go off
on their own.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that that is
impossible under the constraints of
our own Government and under our
society as we know it.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield on that
point?

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa. I know the gentleman
is very much concerned about this.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
let me just say that I personally do
not know of any expertise that either
the Republican or the Democratic Na-
tional Committees have in dealing
with foreign affairs.

Mr. FASCELL. Well, I will say to the
gentleman, in response to just that
aspect, I am not sure they are experts
either. But they represent our two
major political parties in this country.
They have some expertise. They
either help the administration get
elected or they help the administra-
tion get unelected. They have some
reason for being.

I just cannot understand why any-
body would want to denigrate either
political party. I do not think they
have all the wisdom in the world, but I
do not think that both political parties
are totally composed of idiots.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. If the gentle-
man will yield further on that point,
the next problem we have in this issue
is that clearly there is going to be an
overhead expense.

What happens if the Democratic
Party takes $1 million, the Republican
Party half, or vice versa? You have got
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a real problem there with suddenly
the Congress funding money for four
parties.
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Beyond that, we have the issue of
oversight. The gentleman mentioned
that Congress will have oversight.
Does the gentleman mean to tell me
that a Democratic chairman should
have oversight over Frank Fahren-
kopf, or vice versa? I mean, we are
looking at individual judgments. If we
are going to give these people money,
we have to give them the right to
expend their money. If we are not
going to give them money, then we do
not have that problem.

Mr. FASCELL. We are going to give
them the right to expend the money, I
will say to the gentleman, within the
framework of the guidelines that are
laid down in the bill and only for the
purposes therein. They are subject to
internal audit, they are subject to ex-
ternal audit, they are subject to GAO
review, and they are subject to review
by Congress.

If they do not want to do that, they
do not have to take the money. If the
Government, any administration, does
not want to come forward with the
amount of money in the budget, they
do not have to do it. This is not auto-
matic. If the Committee on Appropria-
tions does not want to appropriate the
money, they do not have to appropri-
ate the money.

I think we have plenty of safeguards
in it and I can draw up as many scare-
crows as anybody, but I am going to
assume that, despite the strong spread
in the difference of the political spec-
trum which is obvious in this House
from right to left, there is a majority
of reasonable people in any part of the
political spectrum who will see to it
that this thing is going to work prop-
erly for the benefit of the country, not
for the benefit of a political party.

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FASCELL. Certainly; I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to tell my Re-
publican colleagues, first of all, that
Bill Brock, when he was national
chairman of our party, went over to
Europe and studied the European
system that this is based on. If any of
my colleagues have ever had any con-
tact with members of the German
Bundestag or the parliaments over
there, they know that they come over
here or meet with us and they send
people to be able to discuss foreign af-
fairs under the umbrella of organiza-
tions like this. They have less public
hassle because of it.

If we want to put our heads in the
sand and pretend that foreign affairs
is unimportant, then vote for this
amendment. But if Bill Brock was
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right, and if President Reagan, who
told the Parliament in England when
he was there, that this is the thing
that he supports, then you should
forget about them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FASCELL)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. CoLeMaN of Mis-
souri and by unanimous consent, Mr.
FasceLL was allowed to proceed for 30
additional seconds.)

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Our
present chairman testified in favor of
this, and I would suggest that we just
pause and consider exactly the effect
of the amendment.

The reason we are having trouble in
the world and the understanding of
the American people, and even our
own political parties is, we do not
know anything about it in most cases.
I hear a lot of opposition coming from
people on the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, which has this before them
every day. The rest of us do not. The
rest of the people back home do not.
The local and State officials do not
have the opportunity of serving on the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and
knowing all that.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we
vote this amendment down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Colorado (Mr. BROWN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 267, noes
136, not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 183]
AYES—267

Coats
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conable
Cooper

Craig

Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Crockett
D'Amours
Daniel
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daub

Davis
Dellums
DeWine
Dicks
Donnelly
Dorgan
Dowdy
Downey
Dreier
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer

Dyson
Eckart

Akaka
Albosta
Anderson
Andrews (NC)
Andrews (TX)
Anthony
Applegate
Archer
AuCoin
Barnard
Bartlett
Bates

Bedell
Bereuter
Bethune
Bevill
Boehlert
Boner

Bonior

Borski
Breaux
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Bryant
Burton

Byron

Carney
Carper Edgar
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson

Carr
Chandler
Chappie
Clay
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Hawkins
Hefner
Hertel
Hightower
Hiler
Hillis
Hopkins
Hughes
Hunter
Jacobs
Jenkins

. Jones (OK)

Eaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kennelly
Kildee
Kogovsek
Kramer
LaFalce
Latta

Leach

Leath
Lehman (CA)
Leland
Levine
Levitas
Loeffler

Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
Mack
MacKay
Madigan
Markey
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mazzoli
MecCain
MecCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
MeCurdy
McDade
McDonald
McEwen
McGrath

Addabbo

Annunzio
Aspin
Barnes
Bennett
Berman
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boggs
Bonker
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Britt
Brooks
Broomfield
Campbell
Chappell
Clarke
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman (MQO)
Conte
Corcoran

Coyne

McHugh
McKernan
McNulty
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell
Molinari
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)

Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nichols
Nielson
Oakar
Olin
Ottinger
Oxley
Packard
Panetta
Patman
Patterson
Pease
Penny
Perkins
Porter
Rahall
Ratchford
Ray
Richardson
Ridge
Roberts
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal
Savage
Sawyer
Schaefer
Schroeder
Schumer
Seliberling
Sensenbrenner
Shannon
Sharp

NOES—136
Evans (IL)

Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Eemp
Kindness
Kostmayer

Lehman (FL)
Lent

Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lipinski
Livingston
Long (LA)
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Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Sikorski
Sisisky

Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (NE)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Staggers
Stark

Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Sundquist
Swift
Synar
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (GA)
Towns
Traxler
Valentine
Vandergriff
Vento
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walgren
Walker
Watkins
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Whittaker
Whitten
Winn
Wirth

Wise

Wolpe
Wortley
‘Wyden
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)

Marriott
McKinney
Mica
Michel
Moakley
Mollohan
Morrison (WA)
Neal
Nelson
Nowak
O’'Brien

Shaw
Siljander
Simon
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Sol

Tallon
Thomas (CA)
Torres
Torricelli Wright
Udall Wylie
Vander Jagt Zablocki
Wheat

Whitehurst

NOT VOTING—29

Lantos
Lloyd
Martinez
Mavroules

Whitley
Williams (MT)
Wolf

St Germain
Stangeland

Badham
Bateman
Beilenson
Boland
Cheney
Conyers
Early
Fish

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)

Franklin
Frenzel
Gray
Hansen (ID)
Hartnett Paul

Heftel Pursell
Hubbard Regula
Jeffords Williams (OH)
Jones (TN) Wilson

Kolter
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Badham for, with Mr. Frenzel against.

Mr. Bateman for, with Mr. Franklin
against.

Mr. DERRICK and Mr. RUDD
changed their votes from ‘“aye” to
dtno-!!

Messrs. ALBOSTA, PERKINS,
SCHUMER, RICHARDSON, STARK
and KILDEE, Ms. FIEDLER, and
Messrs. MATSUI, BEVILL, BONIOR
of Michigan, HERTEL of Michigan,
AKAKA, CARR, and LATTA changed
their votes from “no” to “aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.
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Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WHIT-
TEN was allowed to proceed for an ad-
ditional 5 minutes.)

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may
I ask my colleagues to give me their
attention?

I would like to tell you some of the
problems that I see and to commend
the Foreign Affairs Committee for the
2-year authorization recommended in
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I think this commit-
tee has made a significant forward
step by its action for good legislation
and orderly procedure.

I have spoken for many years about
the advantages of 2-year or multiyear
authorizations. I know in recent years,
we have had to rely to a great extent
on continuing resolutions. One of the
contributing factors has been the
growth in the number of annual au-
thorization bills and the lack of en-
acted authorizations.

A continuing resolution is a hybrid.
It can be both an authorization and an
appropriation.

Of course, another contributing
factor in the need for all encompass-
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ing continuing resolutions has been
the delays in the budget resolutions.

But if you do not have an authoriza-
tion, both sides of every controversy
and every committee will come to our
committee and insist their side is
going to win out and that their side is
right.

So I am saying that unless we au-
thorize for 2 or more years, each year
it will be more difficult for the average
legislative committee to get its bills
through in time for us to bring up ap-
propriations in time for us to meet our
obligations as a Congress and avoid re-
liance on continuing resolutions.

I say again that each side in contro-
versy in a legislative committee thinks
they are going to win and it leaves us
trying to decide what to do. In a con-
tinuing resolution, in particular, if
there is no authorization, we are sub-
ject to pressures from both sides to
take sides on the issue.

Talk to officials in the executive
branch and they will urge you to pro-
vide 2-year authorizations so they can
do some forward planning. May I say
to you that right now in the executive
branch they are busy working on 1985
appropriations, next year’'s programs,
when we have not even got many 1984
authorizations passed yet.

So I just hope that with the support
of the leadership we can persuade you,
our friends on the legislative commit-
tees, to authorize for 2 years at a time.

We want guidelines. We want the
benefit of having the authorizations
enacted before we move on appropria-
tion bills. We do not want the country
looking at us like we are in chaos.

So the answer to it, I think, is the
action taken by this committee—the
multiyear authorization. I hope more
committees, all the legislative commit-
tees, will take notice of this action and
follow suit. If so, we will do more to
straighten out the operations of the
Congress than anything else I can
think of.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the chair-
man for yielding.

I want to strongly support his state-
ments with respect to the problem
that we face, both in the Appropria-
tions Committee and the authorizing
committees. There is not any question
about it, that under the situation we
now find ourselves, if we continue with
the annual appropriation process, be-
cause of the annual authorization
process, rather, we will always be
behind. The very dynamics of the
budget situation the way it is now, we
will never be on time. We will always
be faced with the problems of appro-
priation bills prior to authorization
bills and we will always be a year
behind.
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The only satisfactory solution from
an authorizing standpoint is the one
that we bring here today, in our judg-
ment, which is a 2-year authorization
bill.

In order to complete that cycle, I
might say to the chairman, that is the
reason I asked the gentleman to yield,
not only to indicate my agreement,
but to say that what we will probably
have to do is come in next year with
another 2-year bill to just one time get
ahead of the cycle. If we can once do
that, this whole process will fall into
place. If we do not do that, we are
going to be plagued with the kind of
troubles that we have at the present
time.

Mr. WHITTEN. Well, I say to my
colleague, he has certainly set an ex-
cellent precedent that all other legisla-
tive committees should follow, and I
hope will.

May I say, we welcome authoriza-
tions, because it makes our job far
more simple, far more effective, and
the effect on the executive branch of
the Government will be tremendous in
that they will have legislative guid-
ance for forward planning for future
operations and future budgets.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to my col-
league.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman can get the suggestion
across to the Budget Committee where
we can get a 2-year budget, we will
have it whipped.

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank my friend.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. EROWN OF
COLORADO

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Brown of Col-
orado: On page 35, strike lines 1 through 4.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a technical amendment. It
should have been included in the first
amendment. All it does is remove the
reservations of the money for the
Democratic and Republican Parties.
We have already voted on the sub-
stance of this issue.

This really should have been includ-
ed in the previous amendment and I
ask unanimous consent for its adop-
tion.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is far from technical.

The first amendment simply re-
moved reference out of the statement
of purposes with respect to political
parties.

Now what the gentleman seeks to do
is eliminate the earmarking.
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It is one thing to limit the political
parties to whatever it is people want to
limit them to. It is quite another thing
to strike out the earmarking of the
funds for the program.

I would suggest that what we need
to do is vote this amendment down.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I certainly do not mean to mis-
lead the body in any way. My impres-
sion was when we voted last time we
voted on the issue before the body of
whether or not we wanted this public
funding to go to the political parties.

The chairman, of course, is correct. I
do not mean to mislead him in any
way. If he wishes a vote I will with-
draw my request for unanimous con-
sent. I really was trying to save the
time of the body.

This amendment simply removes the
earmarking of money and the lan-
guage simply is not less than $5 mil-
lion for the National Democratic Insti-
tute for International Affairs and not
less than $5 million for the National
Republican Institute for International
Affairs.

Mr. FASCELL. If the gentleman will
yield, I understand the gentleman'’s in-
tention. I just simply wanted the
record to be clear.

I think our colleagues know what
they are voting on and I do not have
to explain it to them. But I just
wanted the record to be clear that the
first amendment simply dealt with the
reference to the political parties and
the purposes of the organizations.

What this amendment does is strike
out the earmarking of the funds which
is an entirely different matter.

I would urge a “no” vote on this
amendment.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I thank
the Chairman. He is absolutely cor-
rect, and I urge an “aye” vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Colorado (Mr. BROWN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BurtonN: On
page 34, strike out line 22 and all that fol-
lows through line 9 on page 35.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, we
have cut the funds for the Democratic
Institute for International Affairs and
the Republican Institute for Interna-
tional Affairs, and I think that the
Free Trade Union Institute as well as
the National Chamber Foundation will
be viewed by our friends around the
world as an extension or an arm of the
Federal Government.

While I am very much in favor of
them being involved in selling democ-
racy around the world as individual in-
stitutions, I, like my colleague, who
voted to cut the previous funding, feel
like it is improper for Federal funds to
be used for this purpose.
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For us to be consistent I believe that
we must also cut the funds for the
Free Trade Union Institute as well as
the National Chamber Foundation. I
think that this amendment should
pass to be consistent with the previous
amendment.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, sometimes it is fun
when the blood begins to flow to let it
flow freely. But I want to be sure that
my colleagues understand exactly
what this amendment does in terms of
removing the earmarking.

The American Free Labor Institute,
a program which has been operating
for some 30 years, is one of the most
effective programs speaking for the
United States that this country has.
They have been grantees of the U.S.
Government for a long period of time.

They are grantees. They are not an
arm of the Government. The gentle-
man is incorrect. They are totally in-
dependent.

Mr. BURTON. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FASCELL. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. BURTON. My question is: If the
funds of U.S. taxpayers are used and
we are involved in some kind of an
action some place in the world, wheth-
er it is the Chamber Foundation or
the Labor Institute, would that not be
viewed as an action of the Federal
Government, just as though it were
from the Republican Institute or the
Democratic Institute that we talked
about earlier?

Mr. FASCELL. It might be viewed
that way by the gentleman who
speaks, and that is unfortunate, in my
judgment. I suppose that overseas
there are a lot of people who look at
everything and assume that it is the
U.S. Government, whether it is a pri-
vate corporation, a university, or some
other institute.

But it just so happens that the
American Free Labor Institute is not a
governmental agency. It has been op-
erating a long time, and yes, it does
get funds from the U.S. Government.

Mr. BURTON. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FASCELL. Not right now. Let
me just finish my statement. The gen-
tleman has had his shot.

I just want to make sure that every-
body understands what they are
voting on and then they can have
their field day. If you want to knock
out the money for labor, that is fine,
and if you want to sacrifice the Cham-
ber of Commerce because you think
you are getting at labor, so be it.
Those are the politics of it. You can
play it any way you like.

The fact is you will be destroying an
outstanding program under the Ameri-
can Free Labor Institute.

On the other side, the administra-
tion thought it would be valuable, and
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the committee agreed almost unani-
mously that it would be worthwhile to
have a similar institute for the private
sector and the free enterprise concept.

I want to tell you that that was not
an easy thing to do in light of the
number of people who said that we
should not do this kind of thing. But
eventually their hesitancy was over-
come because they could see the bene-
fit of this of encouragement of a pri-
vate sector effort, including the free
enterprise concept, in the United
States. The distance that would
remain would be this: that the organi-
zations that would do it would be from
the private sector, yes, the private
sector institute would be a grantee of
the U.S. Government. But it would be
a grantee at arms’ length. I think that
makes a great, big difference.

I think that to vote for this amend-
ment and destroy those two programs,
one of which has been in operation for
30 years, another which has an out-
standing potential, would be a sheer
disaster. I hope my colleagues will vote
against the amendment.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BurTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, we
pride ourselves as being consistent in
this body, at least most of the time. I
believe for us to strike the funding for
the Democratic Institute for Interna-
tional Affairs and the Republican In-
stitute for International Affairs and
leave in there at taxpayers’' expense
funding for these other two institutes
is completely inconsistent. If we are
going to strike funding for the first
two institutes the only logical thing to
do would be to strike funding for the
latter two institutes as well.

Mr. Chairman, I am very supportive
of both the Free Trade Union Insti-
tute and the National Chamber Foun-
dation and I support their efforts to
export democracy and freedom. While
I am in favor of these organizations
and their efforts in this area, I do not
feel we should be using our tax dollars
to achieve their goals under the guise
of private organizations.

I view this as counterproductive and
believe this leads to the view that
these organizations would be an exten-
tion of the U.S. Government and they
would then possibly lose their effec-
tiveness.

It would be far superior to allow the
free trade unions to do what they did
in Poland to help Solidarity. Had they
been using Federal Government funds
it would have looked like the U.S. Gov-
ernment was imposing its will upon
Poland.

We must remember that we have a
$200 billion deficit for this year alone.
Funding these two institutes will add
$16.3 million in new expenditures.
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I wholeheartedly support President
Ronald Reagan's efforts to export
freedom and democracy around the
world, but I do not believe we should
be funding private organizations with
tax dollars to do it.

These organizations should use pri-
vate funds to accomplish these objec-
tives. They will then be viewed as con-
cerned organizations trying to pro-
mote freedom and democracy instead
of tools of the U.S. Government which
our adversaries could discredit.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words and I rise against the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to
participate in the debate on this issue
for many reasons. One is that I have
enough problems dealing with agricul-
ture.

But the previous vote and this vote
that will be coming have me greatly
concerned because I have been pri-
vately telling my colleague from Flori-
da of my support for the endeavor
which he and the members of the For-
eign Affairs Committee have initiated
in this Endowment for Democracy.
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Mr. Chairman, I just came home and
almost everything that was mentioned
to me was related to Central America,
to what is happening in El Salvador.
Well, I hate to tell you this, but we
may have lost El Salvador 20 years
ago; but now our concern is are we
going to send troops? Are we going to
send military assistance? This is the
answer to that.

We could be saving ourselves tre-
mendous headaches; we could be
saving ourselves millions of dollars; we
could be saving lives in this country, if
we but plant a small seed of democrat-
ic institutions, of appealing from an ir-
responsible government, of, yes, union
work, chamber of commerce work.

What this is intending to do is bring
our concept of 200 years, thank God
that it caught 200 years ago. But we
are dealing with countries 25 years
old, 40 years old, 50 years old, where
the seed did not sprout like it did in
our country.

The other camp spends $30 million
in 1 month, in one country, my col-
leagues. They send hundreds of teach-
ers, doctors, lawyers, pharmacists, all
indoctrinated in their philosophy,
their ideology. It pains me and shames
me to think that we are playing here
with $30 million that could save count-
less thousands of lives. Our system for
other people in the world; let the
democratic institutions tell it; this is a
mystery to them how we can differ in
our country, how we can have a Re-
publican President, a Democratic
House, a Republican Senate; this is
the mystery. This is what they want
explained. How can you make it work?
Well, how can you make it work but
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send the people who make it work?
Not the CIA, not the bureaucrats, not
the State Department; send the cham-
ber of commerce, the doctor, the
lawyer, the engineer, the university
professor. Do not let the CIA dissemi-
nate what democracy is. Let the
people who make it work do it. Here,
$30 million; $30 million; they spend
$30 million in one country, in the time
we blink an eye. So, please, I know
there are other amendments to come,
but let me tell you from one who has
been there, from one who talks to
them, from one who talks to them in
their language, the mystery to them is
how does this American system work?
I say teach them, let them know by
the people who are making it work.

All we are doing is giving them a few
dollars, a few dollars to assist them in
that effort.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
salute the gentleman for the remarks
he has made. They are right on target.
I want to suggest that the glory of this
country is that it gives the lie to the
Marxist theory that labor and man-
agement are in a class struggle, when
both of those important elements of
our society and our economy and polit-
ical system can work together to ad-
vance the cause of a free democracy in
those countries where they are being
beseiged by Marxism and Marxist
dogma that the class struggle is the
only way for progress.

I think it is very important that
these private agencies of both labor
and management present a common
front and spread the message that de-
mocracy and capitalism work together
hand in hand to elevate the improve-
ment and change.

I think this amendment, though
well-intentioned, is wrong and moves
in the wrong direction.

(On request of Mr. Epwarps of Okla-
homa and by unanimous request, Mr.
DE LA GaRrzA was allowed to proceed for
3 additional minutes.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. I
want to congratulate the gentleman
on his statement.

Mr. Chairman, I understand very
well the purpose of the amendment
and I sympathize with the motives
that prompted the Member to offer
this amendment. But it is very unfor-
tunate.

Labor unions in particular have been
very staunch and effective advocates
of freedom in opposition to interna-
tional communism around the world.
In the international arena, organized
labor has been an effective ally of ev-
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erything that we are trying to do to
protect the security of this country
and our allies.

I understand the gentleman’s frus-
tration, but I believe if you are really
concerned about the spread of interna-
tional communism, this amendment
would be counterproductive and I urge
its defeat.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the gentleman for raising this issue on
the floor and stressing the importance
of bringing home to those areas where
they do not have an understanding of
democracy the important principles
that we admire so much here and
adhere to. What better way to do this,
than through a partnership of busi-
ness and labor working together to
stress the important aspects of the
free enterprise system. I urge my col-
leagues to vote in opposition to the
amendment and to help foster a very
important foreign policy initiative
that has been started by our Presi-
dent.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I Thank the
gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I commend him on
his statement also. It seems to me all
we have to do is look to a country that
we are very much interested in now, El
Salvador, to see what the Free Labor
Institute can do and has been doing,
against tremendous odds, by the way.

Several of their people were mur-
dered in cold blood not long ago. That
did not discourage them. They stayed
with it. I daresay had it not been for
the Free Labor Institute and their ac-
tivities in El Salvador, that country
might well have already fallen to the
Marxist-Leninists.

(On request of Mr. LAGOMARSINO and
by unanimous consent, Mr. DE LA
Garza was allowed to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.)

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Will the gen-
tleman yield to me?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. They were
the ones who by organizing the Com-
pesinos were able to persuade the con-
stituent assembly to extend the agrari-
an reform law,

I think they have done good work
there and in lots of other places. I am
certainly not saying that because they
support me or I support them, other-
wise. You can look at my voting
record. But I think in this case they
are right. They deserve our continued
support. They have had it before.
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Mr. EEMP. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I want to
congratulate the gentleman for his
statement and associate myself with
his remarks. This very debate is an ex-
cellent example of democracy at work.
There are conservatives and liberals
on both sides of this debate. So, I do
not think you can really judge this as
an issue of ideological division. But
just from the standpoint of our demo-
cratic institutions, if labor in the
United States is as conservative a
movement as the chamber of com-
merce and should not be criticized for
being part of this project. Indeed the
AFL-CIO is integral to the success of
this overall project and I hope my col-
leagues can put aside whatever differ-
ences they may have with labor in
general and defeat this amendment.
We should be grateful for labor in this
country, as it is a bastion of anticom-
munism and patriotic free enterprise
and is uniquely qualified to help
expand democracy in a world looking
for hope and light of freedom.

(On request of Mr. LIVINGSTON and
by unanimous consent, Mr. DE LA
GaRrza was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.)

Mr. KEMP. If the gentleman will
yield further, in this country, with
these two democratic institutions,
labor and business, whatever faults we
might find with them on different
issues, they are institutions which can
be effective in helping spread demo-
cratic principles so eloquently testified
to by the gentleman in the well. I
voted no on the previous amendment
and I am going to vote no again and
urge my colleagues to defeat this
amendment and send a signal to the
people of the world who yearn for free
enterprise and free labor that we
mean what we say when we give
speeches in support of democracy,
human rights, and movements such as
Solidarity in Poland and democracy in
Central America or wherever.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the
gentleman on his stand.

It was my observation when I was in
El Salvador to observe those elections
a year ago that one of the most effec-
tive institutions down there was in
fact the AFL-CIO and the labor move-
ment. If we lose the votes of labor in
El Salvador, we will lose El Salvador.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I thank the gen-
tleman.

I yield to the gentleman
BROOMFIELD).

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to congratulate the gen-
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tleman from Texas (Mr. DE LA (GARZA)
on his statement and join him in his
opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BURTON).

I think it is important that we con-
tinue to support the efforts of labor
organizations such as the American
Institute for Free Labor Development
which has worked so effectively in
promoting democracy and combating
communism in Latin America, while
similar institutes work toward the
same objectives in Africa and Asia.
The advocates of communism are un-
tiring in their zeal to spread commu-
nism throughout the globe. If we want
our children to live in freedom, we
must be untiring in our efforts to pro-
mote democracy and combat the
spread of communism. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the amendment and
support retaining funds to promote de-
mocracy.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
my great concern is that we can undo
here what can save us countless mil-
lions of dollars, can save countless
lives and actually we are making de-
mocracy work. What the Constitution
has; we are doing what we are sup-
posed to be doing. To undo it with a
vote, emotionally for or against labor,
for or against chambers of commerce,
is not the way to make the system
work. I would hope you would vote
against this amendment and other
amendments which sought to undo
the great seed that this committee and
its members are trying to plant, to
bring to other countries that which
the good Lord has blessed us with for
over 200 years.
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Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words and I rise in support
of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take near
that amount of time. I would just like
to point out to the Members that
share the sentiments that have been
voiced about the strong value for the
Free Trade Union Institute. I would
certainly echo the comments that
have been made that they have done
some fine work in the past. I believe
that. I share that. I endorse that.

The point is that we have not had
this subsidy. We have had help to
them before, but they have done that
fine work without this program. This
is a new program. The work we have
talked about has been done without
this program.

I think the point is where we spend
American dollars. How they are best
spent. Is it appropriate to subsidize
the chamber of commerce and the
unions in their efforts, be they good or
bad.

I would urge an “aye” vote on this
amendment because I think it speaks
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to our financial problem, but more im-
portantly than that, it speaks to the
efficacy of subsidizing these groups in
this manner.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think perhaps the
time has come to inject some history
into this historic debate.

We fought World War I to make the
world safe for democracy. Oh what a
lovely war. That was pretty expensive.
It cost more than $60 million.

The most recent time I know of
when the U.S. taxpayers were forced
to put up money for this kind of activi-
ty was during the tenure of our late
colleague, Joseph R. McCarthy, when
a man name G. David Schine and an-
other man named Roy Cohn trapsed
around Europe using U.S. tax dollars
to establish what they in their day
called a demiform. It was supposed to
be the answer to the commiform.

Now here we go again. A foundation
on democracy. All you have to do is go
to El Salvador, a couple of junketeers,
step out on the battlefields, the sol-
diers on both sides will lay down their
guns and listen to a few American
speeches. And we can insert democra-
cy into El Salvador.

Well, I suppose you could sum up
this legislation very simply: What this
country needs is a good $60 million
junket.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to take 1
minute to say that last session of Con-
gress I served on the committee with
the gentleman from Florida and I can
say that we are going to spend some
$250 billion in defense this year, but
the most powerful weapon in our arse-
nal, if we really believe it, is the idea
of freedom.

Now we have $30 million and people
get up and say we are going to do
something with our deficits, we are
going to do something with our budget
because we are going to save $30 mil-
lion.

This is the most powerful weapon we
have, an idea. An idea is devine. And if
we are not willing to stand behind
what we believe in, the principles of
democracy, then I think we can close
up shop here.

I certainly hope that we stand
behind the gentleman from Florida
and all of the other people who have
worked so hard on this legislation, be-
cause it is the best investment we-can
make for America, not only today, but
also tomorrow.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

If not, under the rule, the Commit-
tee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker, having resumed the
chair, Mr. SiMoN, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consid-
eration the bill (H.R. 2915) to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal years 1984
and 1985 for the Department of State,
the TUnited States Information
Agency, the Board for International
Broadcasting, the Inter-American
Foundation, and the Asia Foundation,
to establish the National Endowment
for Democracy, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
198, he reported the bill back to the
House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2915, DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE AU-
THORIZATION ACT, FISCAL
YEARS 1984 AND 1985

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, in the en-
grossment of the bill, HR. 2915, the
Clerk be authorized to correct section
numbers, punctuation, and cross refer-
ences and to make such other techni-
cal and conforming changes as may be
necessary to reflect the actions of the
House in amending the bill.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 1580, EMERGEN-
CY FOOD ASSISTANCE AND
COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION
ACT OF 1983

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules. I
call up House Resoluton 207 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 207

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
1590) to provide emergency food assistance
to low-income and unemployed persons and
to improve the commodity distribution pro-
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gram, and the first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order
against the consideration of the bill for fail-
ure to comply with the provisions of section
303(a)1) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (Public Law 93-344) are hereby
waived. After general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Agri-
culture, the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on Agriculture now print-
ed in the bill as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment under the five-minute
rule, each section of said substitute shall be
considered as having been read, and all
points of order against said substitute for
failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 5, rule XXI and section 303(aX1) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-344) are hereby waived. It
shall be in order to consider the amendment
to said substitute printed on page E2450 of
the Congressional Record of May 23, 1983
by Representative de la Garza of Texas, and
all points of order against said amendment
for failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 5, rule XXI and section 303(aX1) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-344) are hereby waived. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopt-
ed, and any Member may demand a separate
vote in the House on any amendment adopt-
ed in the Committee of the Whole to the
bill or to the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Jones of North Carolina). The gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. HaLL) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. TAYLOR),
pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 207
provides for the consideration of H.R.
1590, the Emergency Food Assistance
and Commodity Distribution Act of
1983. The resolution allows 1 hour of
general debate to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, This is an open
rule, allowing any germane amend-
ment to be offered under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the bill's
consideration a motion to recommit
with or without instructions would be
in order.

The rule makes the committee
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute in order for amendment purposes,
and provides that the substitute be
read by titles, rather than by sections,
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in order to facilitate the amendment
process. The resolution waives points
or order against consideration of the
bill for failure to comply with section
303(a)(1) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, and also waives points of
order against consideration of the
committee amendment for failure to
comply with clause 5, rule XXI and
section 303(a)(1) of the Budget Act.

Section 303(a)X1) of the Budget Act
prohibits consideration of any meas-
ure providing new budget authority
for a fiscal year before the adoption of
the first budget resolution for that
fiscal year. The budget authority con-
tained in H.R. 1590 and the committee
amendment fall within the spending
limits of House Concurrent Resolution
91 and Senate Concurrent Resolution
27 the House- and Senate-passed
budget resolutions. However, the
budget authority in both the bill and
the substitute are in technical viola-
tion of section 303(a)(1) since the con-
ference report on the first concurrent
budget resolution has not been adopt-
ed.

In addition, certain provisions in the
committee amendment require the
Secretary of Agriculture to use funds
of the Commodity Credit Corporation
to pay the costs of initial processing
and packaging of commodities and to
reimburse State agencies for certain
costs they might incur in handling
food commodities. This constitutes an
appropriation in an authorization bill
and therefore requires a waiver of
clause 5, rule XXI.

Finally, the rule also makes in order
an amendment to the committee sub-
stitute to be offered by the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, and
waives points of order pursuant to
clause 5, rule XXI and section
303(a)(1) of the Budget Act.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1590 is designed
to establish a system of commodity
distribution to address the critical nu-
tritional needs of individuals all over
the country affected by high unem-
ployment and persistence of poverty.
Through a network of State and local
government agencies as well as private
hunger relief centers, H.R. 1590 would
attempt to meet a serious nutritional
need through the distribution of
excess Commodity Credit Corporation
stocks. This measure will not perma-
nently authorize an addition to other
Federal food aid programs. Rather,
H.R. 1590 is intended to respond to
the emergency created by the current
economic crisis.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
allow its consideration by adopting
House Resolution 207.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 207
is an open rule under which the House
will consider legislation to provide
emergency food assistance to low-
income and unemployed persons and
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to improve the commodity distribution
program.

The rule waives the point of order
that would otherwise lie against con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 1590, for
failure to comply with the Budget Act.
The waiver in this instance is of sec-
tion 303(a)X1) of the Budget Act,
which requires adoption of the first
budget resolution prior to enactment
of new budget authority. This bill pro-
vides new budget authority, and the
Congress has not yet adopted a budget
resolution, so this waiver is necessary
for floor consideration of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, the rule makes in order
a committee amendment by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, now printed in
the bill, as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment under the 5-
minute rule. The committee amend-
ment will be read for amendment by
sections, with each section considered
as read.

A waiver of section 303(a)(1) is also
provided for the committee amend-
ment, again because the Congress has
not yet adopted our first budget reso-
lution and the committee amendment
provides new budget authority. In ad-
dition, the rule waives clause 5, of rule
XXI against the committee substitute.
This waiver is provided because some
provisions of the committee amend-
ment may constitute appropriations in
a legislative bill.

The rule makes in order an amend-
ment to be offered by the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture, the gentleman form
Texas (Mr. pE LA Garza). His amend-
ment was printed in the CONGRESSION-
AL REcorDp of May 23, and it will be of-
fered to the substitute reported from
the committee.

Mr. Speaker, the rule also provides
the necessary waivers of the Budget
Act and of clause 5, of rule XXI, for
the gentleman's amendment. Here
again, the amendment provides new
budget authority prior to adoption of
our first budget resolution and it con-
tains language which may be appro-
priations in a legislative bill.

Lastly, the rule provides one motion
to recommit, with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, the bill made in order
by this rule requires the Department
of Agriculture to make available com-
modities, acquired by the Commodity
Credit Corporation under our price
support programs, to public and pri-
vate nonprofit organizations which
provide food to low-income and unem-
ployed needy persons.

Under the provisions of the bill, and
the committee substitute written pri-
marily by the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. PANETTA) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. EMERSON), the sur-
plus commodities for this emergency
food assistance program must be in
excess of the quantities necessary to
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carry out the payment-in-kind land di-
version program.

Mr. Speaker, the substitute provides
that these excess commodities would
be made available to the recipient
agencies at no charge, and the Com-
modity Credit Corporation will partial-
ly reimburse the State for their ad-
ministrative costs. The bill further
stipulates that the recipients of com-
modities shall not be required to pay
for the food they receive.

The rule reported from the Commit-
tee on Rules provides an orderly way
for the House to consider this impor-
tant legislation, which is presently
scheduled for next week.

There was no controversy about this
rule during our hearing in the Com-
mittee on Rules, and I urge adoption
of the rule.

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 1590.
As one of the original cosponsors of
this bill I urge Members to vote for
this bill. This bill provides that sur-
plus commodities—those in excess of
our domestic and foreign commit-
ments—will be used to feed needy
Americans. When the need for food
and surplus commodities both exist it
makes commonsense to take these
commodities and make them available
to people in need. That is what H.R.
1590 does.

Surplus commodities do exist. Testi-
mony was received by the subcommit-
tee from the General Accounting
Office. Representatives from GAO
stated that the Department of Agri-
culture’s stocks of commodities are at
an all-time high. At the end of 1982
surpluses held by the Department in-
cluded such commodities as dairy
products, rice, honey, sugar, and vege-
table oil. Not all of these commodities
will remain at high levels or in sur-
plus; however, it is expected that
many commodities will be in surplus
and will be available for distribution to
needy people.

Not only will better use be made of
the commodities by distributing them
to the needy—the Federal Govern-
ment will save money that is now
being spent on storage of the commod-
ities. The Congressional Budget Office
estimates that over $56 million in stor-
age costs can be saved by distributing
commodities such as wheat, honey,
rice, and nonfat dry milk. Additionally
the Federal Government saves ap-
proximately $26 million per year in
storage costs because of the current
surplus dairy distribution program.

H.R. 1590 will provide approximately
$1 billion in commodities, in addition
to the surplus dairy distribution.
These commodities will be distributed
by soup kitchens, food banks, and
similar charitable organizations. Addi-
tionally these commodities will be
used in school lunch programs and el-
derly nutrition programs. Administra-
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tive money is provided, up to a maxi-
mum of $50 million, to assist States in
transporting, handling, and storing
surplus commodities.

Ours is a nation of plenty and while
there are positive signs that the econo-
my is turning around—there are fami-
lies and individuals who need food as-
sistance. I believe H.R. 1590 effectively
deals with these two issues—the need
to feed poor people and the food sur-
pluses in agriculture. This is a timely
and important bill and one that will
contribute toward resolution of these
issues.

I urge Members to support H.R.
1590.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
guorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 346, nays
51, not voting 35, as follows:

[Roll No. 184]
YEAS346

Ackerman
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews (NC)

Dyson
Eckart
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Erlenborn
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Feighan
Ferraro
Fiedler
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (TN)
Forsythe
Fowler
Frank
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gore
Gradison

Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conable
Conte
Cooper
Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne
Crockett
D’Amours
Daschle
Daub
Davis

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan
Dowdy

Hall (IN)
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hance
Hansen (UT)
Harkin
Harrison
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hefner
Hertel
Hightower
Hillis
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Ireland
Jacobs
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kostmayer
Kramer
Lagomarsino

Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan

Luken
Lundine
Madigan
Markey
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy

Archer
Bateman
Bethune
Bilirakis
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Burton
Chappie
Craig

Crane, Daniel
Daniel
Dannemeyer
DeWine
Drefer

Edgar
Edwards (OK)
Fields

McDade
McEwen
McHugh
McKinney
McNulty
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
O’Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Patman
Patterson
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Pritchard
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Ratchford
Ray

Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Rogers

Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal
Rudd
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Bawyer
Schaefer

NAYS—51

Goodling
Gramm
Gregg
Hansen (ID
Hiler

Holt

Lungren
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Scheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Shannon
Sharp
Shuster
Sikorski
Simon
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spence
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stangeland
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Sundquist
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vandergriff
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams (MT)
Winn
Wirth

Wise

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (MO}
Zablocki

Ottinger
Petri

Porter
Roberts
Roemer
Sensenbrenner
Shaw

Shelby
Shumway
Siljander
Smith, Denny
Stump
Thomas (CA)
Vucanovich
Walker
Young (FL)
Zschau
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NOT VOTING—35

Frenzel MecCain
Hartnett Nowak
Heftel Paul
Hubbard Pursell
Hyde Regula
Jeffords Schneider
Kolter Sisisky
Lantos Studds
Lioyd Weber
MacKay Williams (OH)
Martinez Wilson
Mavroules
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Addabbo
Badham
Beilenson
Boland
Cheney
Conyers
Crane, Philip
Early
Fazio
Fish

Ford (MI)
Franklin

NATIONAL SCLERODERMA WEEK

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service be discharged from further
consideration of the Senate Joint Res-
olution (S.J. Res. 75) to provide for
the designation of June 12 through 18,
1983, as “National Scleroderma
Week,” and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I take this time
only to say that the minority has
looked at the legislation, and we have
no objection to it.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, a similar resolution was adopt-
ed last year. I want to thank the sub-
committee and the committee for
their work in expediting this resolu-
tion and bringing it to the floor, be-
cause this does begin on June 12 and
goes through June 18, and the groups
that are concerned about scleroderma
and the impact of this disease on
many people in this country appreci-
ate our expeditious treatment of this
resolution. A similar resolution has
passed the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
leadership of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee for bringing this
important resolution to the House
floor today. House Joint Resolution
225, and its Senate equivalent, Senate
Joint Resolution 75, authorizes the
President to designate the week of
June 12 through June 18 of this year
as National Scleroderma Week. It is
similar to a resolution adopted last
year, and I think its importance is il-
lustrated by the large number of co-
sponsors it has gained in the House

the
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and the Senate both last year and this.
Since the Senate has already approved
the resolution, it is my hope that the
President will issue this proclamation
within the next few days.

Scleroderma, for those of my col-
leagues who are not familiar with this
disease, is a painful and debilitating
ailment that attacks the skin and mul-
tiple organs of the body. In its most
serious form, scleroderma can strike
the esophagus, intestines, lungs, heart,
or kidneys, causing fibrosis, inflamma-
tion, and atrophy of normal function-
ing tissues. Two major problems
caused by scleroderma are decreased
circulation and increased production
of collagen. Localized scleroderma
causes hardening and thickening of
the skin, particularly of the hands and
fingers, along with painful ulcerations.

This disease, one of the many forms
of arthritis, affects an estimated
300,000 people in the United States.
However, the actual number of victims
may be higher because of misdiag-
nosed cases. Four times as many
women as men develop scleroderma in
early and middle age.

Unfortunately, the cause of sclero-
derma is unknown, and there is no
permanent cure for the disease. While
there is no specific treatment for scler-
oderma, various medications and

therapies can alleviate symptoms. But
research is being conducted at medical
centers throughout the United States
in search of a cure.

Lack of focus on this disease has re-
sulted in a shortage of funding for this

vital research. At a time when public
funding for many worthy causes is
scarce, we need to encourage private
funding, and National Scleroderma
Week will bring the additional atten-
tion to this disease that will boost
public consciousness about sclero-
derma, as well as lend comfort to its
hundreds of thousands of victims.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleagues
for their support of this resolution.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J.REs. 75

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
shall issue a proclamation designating June
12 through June 18, 19883, as ‘‘National
Scleroderma Week"”, and calling upon the
people of the United States to observe such
week with appropriate ceremonies and ac-
tivities.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentlewoman from Indiana, Mrs. HALL,
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
scleroderma is a painful and debilitat-
ing disease which attacks the skin and
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multiple organs of the body. It affects
at least 300,000 people in the United
States, but the actual number of vic-
tims may be higher because of mis-
diagnosed cases. Four times as many
women as men develop scleroderma in
early and middle age. The cause is un-
known and there is no cure.

Designation of this week will focus
attention on this disease and encour-
age funding for research.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of
this resolution.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

BALTIC FREEDOM DAY

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service and the Committee on Foreign
Affairs be discharged from further
consideration of the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 201) designating June 14,
1983, as “Baltic Freedom Day,” and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object. I rise in sup-
port of House Joint Resolution 201
designating June 14, 1983, as ‘“Baltic
Freedom Day.”

Mr. Speaker, on June 14, 1940, 43
years ago, the Soviet Union forcibly
occupied and incorporated the Baltic
States of Latvia, Lithuania, and Esto-
nia into the U.S.S.R.

Before the conquest of these three
nations, they had a short yet glorious
period of independence. Latvia, Lith-
uania, and Estonia all declared their
independence following World War I
and enjoyed a democratic government.
Under Stalin, tens of thousands of the
Baltic peoples were killed and over a
million were deported to slave labor
camps. Many others were removed
from their homelands because of the
resistance to the subjugation or be-
cause of their political and religious
views. The Baltic people were replaced
by people from the Soviet empire.
This exchange of population has sub-
stantially altered the ethnic composi-
tion of the Baltic nations.

Throughout the free world, the peo-
ples of Estonian, Latvian, and Lithua-
nian origin have maintained their tra-
ditional civie, cultural, and church or-
ganizations and bravely continue their
efforts on behalf of their reslaved
compatriots held captive within the
U.S.S.R.

The plight of the Baltic people is
equal in gravity to that of the Poles
and Afghans but they have not re-
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ceived the intense media attention
that these more recent examples of
Soviet expansion and tyranny have for
the simple reason that their battle for
freedom is an old one. Despite their
43-year fight for autonomy, these
States remain under Soviet domina-
tion. Yet this has neither dampened
their spirit of determination, nor less-
ened their strong sense of culture and
tradition that unifies them.

As we draw attention to this tragic
anniversary, we must recognize that it
is the responsibility of the United
States to support the cause of freedom
for these Baltic people. Only with the -
end of political repression, religious
persecution, and cultural genocide in
these three nations can the legitimate
aspirations of the Baltic people be ful-
filled.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this resolution designating
June 14, 1983, as “Baltic Freedom
Day" and applaud the unyielding
courage of the Baltics in the continu-
ous pursuit of freedom.

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

Mr. COURTER. Under my reserva-
tion of objection, Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 201
declaring June 14, 1983, as Baltic Free-
dom Day. I would also like to com-
mend my colleagues BRIAN DONNELLY
and HeEnry HyDE for their work in get-
ting this resolution before Congress.

Forty-three years have passed since
the Soviets occupied Lithuania, Latvia,
and Estonia. Their continuing occupa-
tion is illegal and their attempts to de-
stroy the culture, religion, language,
and traditions of the Baltic peoples is
reprehensible. Passage of this resolu-
tion will be a message from freedom-
loving Americans that we have not for-
gotten these terrible acts and that we
will not lessen our vigil until these
brave people are free again.

In June of 1941, Soviet forces occu-
pied the neutral and sovereign coun-
tries of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia.
While their occupation lasted only a
week, the Soviets succeeded in deport-
ing virtually everyone who had con-
nections with the military, govern-
ment, or who were members of the
educated elite. On the night of June
14, some 30,000 members of the Lith-
uanian intelligentsia were forcibly de-
ported to Siberia; 5,000 more were
summarily executed.

The Soviet occupation combined
with the 3%-year Nazi occupation re-
sulted in the displacement or death of
850,000 Baltic peoples and reduced the
combined population by almost 10 per-
cent. The end of World War II did not
end the nightmare of the Baltic peo-
ples. Instead of freedom, they were
forcibly incorporated into the Soviet
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Union and have been under Soviet
domination ever since.

Despite tremendous odds, they have
continued to keep their culture and
traditions alive for future generations.
They are a gallant people. I am proud
to say that my district, the Lehigh
Valley of Pennsylvania, has benefited
greatly from the many people of Lith-
uanian, Latvian, and Estonian heritage
who came to our community to escape
Soviet oppression and injustice. Indi-
vidually and as a group their many
contributions have contributed to the
betterment of our community and I
salute them.

I urge Congress’ passage of this reso-
lution.

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

Mr. COURTER. Continuing my res-
ervation to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution
201, the Baltic Freedom Day resolu-
tion, which recognizes the continuing
desire and right of the people of Lith-
uania, Latvia, and Estonia for freedom
and independence from the domina-
tion of the U.S.S.R.

There is an exciting parallel between
this resolution and developments yes-
terday and today in Moscow and
Washington. I am gravely concerned
over this ominous series of events.

The resolution before us deplores
the refusal of the U.S.S.R. to recog-
nize the sovereignty of the Baltic Re-
publics. And it deplores the refusal of
the U.S.S.R. to yield to the Republics’
rightful demands for independence
from foreign domination and oppres-
sion.

This resolution commemorates the
14th day of June as the anniversary of
the mass deportation of Baltic peoples
from their homelands in 1941. It was
in the year before that—1940—that
the U.S.S.R. illegally occupied the
Baltic Republics. And since that time,
the U.S.S.R. has systematically re-
moved the Baltic people from their
homelands by deporting them to Sibe-
ria, causing masses of other people to
relocate in the Republics.

Today is an infamous day in Baltic
States history.

Yesterday, the New York Times re-
ported that a 6-week-old Soviet anti-
Zionist Committee had been formed
which contends that Soviet Jewry im-
migration has virtually ceased, pur-
portedly because those who wanted to
leave have already left.

Mr. Speaker, there is a correlation
between that committee’s allegations
in Moscow and the work of our House
Post Office Subcommittee on Investi-
gations, in which we have been looking
into the matter of Soviet interference
with U.S. mail to Iron Curtain coun-
tries. We have found that there has
been substantial interference, which
we believe is an attempt to cut off the
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lifeline of those Soviet citizens wishing
to emigrate to the United States and
elsewhere.

In our recent investigation of Soviet
interference, we have accumulated
over 200 documents thus far. One-
third of those documents pertain to
the Baltic States of Lithuania, Latvia,
and Estonia.

We have also documented evidence
that packages are being confiscated,
that postage surcharges are being im-
posed in an effort at harassment and
we have recent reports that the Sovi-
ets have lists of citizens who are pro-
hibited from receiving letters from the
United States, and lists of persons who
are not allowed to mail out.

Our Postal Investigations Subcom-
mittee will be conducting hearings
later on this year on this issue in San
Francisco and in Washington to con-
sider the evidence and witnesses from
many American ethnic groups on their
experiences in trying to get mail into
the Baltic Republics.

With regard, to the puppet anti-Zi-
onist committee set up in Moscow, I
should like to repeat here on the floor
what I said at a press conference earli-
er today on behalf of the Human
Rights Caucus:

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN BENJAMIN A.
GILMAN

The allegations coming from a six-week-
old anti-Zionist Committee in Moscow are
ridiculous.

To claim that Jewish immigration has vir-
tually ceased—all because those who wanted
to leave have already left—is absurd.

As a member of the Foreign Relations
Committee and as a member of the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee—the
latter of which has been investigating
Soviet interference with U.S. mail directed
to Soviet citizens—I have arrived at several
conclusions:

First, there is an unprecedented escalation
in Soviet interference with the mail. The
reason for this is that to make application
to emigrate, Soviet Jews must include a
handwritten invitation from a sponsor in
America.

If they don’t have the invitation, they
can't make application. If they don't get
their mail, they can’t receive an invitation.
The catch 22 is as simple as that.

The Sub-committee on Investigations has
documented nearly 200 cases of mail inter-
ference. And we will hold hearings on the
issue next month in San Francisco.

My second observation is that the very
creation of the anti-Zionist Committee
makes me suspect of its motives, its mem-
bership and its goals.

The Committee's allegations of secret co-
operation between Zionism and Nazism
should be rejected out of hand.

Clearly, the overall Soviet game plan is to
(1) cut off the “lifeline” for its citizens who
wish to emigrate; and (2) pump disinforma-
tion into those who stay behind, as well as
to the rest of the world.

Mr. Speaker, on this occasion in which we
underscore the oppression of Soviet Citizens
in the Baltic States, it is incredible that we
are once again confronted with new evi-
dence of Soviet interference in human
rights. It is clearly more than just another
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“crackdown”, It appears to be something
more extensive.

Our House Subcommittee on Postal Inves-
tigations would welcome any evidence of
mail tampering which other members of the
Congress might be able to gain through
their on-going communication with ethnie,
scientific, religious and human rights
groups.
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Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COURTER. Under my reserva-
tion of objection, Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, as a
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 201,
the Baltic Freedom Day resolution,
along with Congressman RITTER, Con-
gressman Hype, and 230 House Mem-
bers, I am very pleased that the House
is taking action on this worthy legisla-
tion today and I thank the committee
for its attention to this matter.

It is of great importance to the brave
people behind the Iron Curtain that
we pass this resolution, and commemo-
rate June 14 as Baltic Freedom Day.
Enactment of this legislation for the
second consecutive year demonstrates
that our Government and the people
it represents care deeply about the
cause of freedom in the Baltic States
of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia that
we stand in solidarity with the people
of the illegally occupied Baltic States,
and call once again upon the Soviet
Union to remove its forces from the
nations of Latvia, Lithuania, and Esto-
nia.

House Joint Resolution 201 states
that, “the Congress recognizes the
continuing desire and the right of the
people of the Baltic States for free-
dom and independence from the domi-
nation of the U.S.S.R.” It was on June
14 in 1940 that the Soviet Army bru-
talized and deported thousands of
Baltic families to the barren wastes of
Siberia. Let us not forget the infamy
and inhumanity that the people of
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia were
subjected to on that dark day. But in
remembering the legacy of the Soviet
occupation of the Baltic States, let us
also remember, that to this day, the
struggle for freedom and independ-
ence continues undaunted, and re-
mains very much alive, in the Baltic
States.

We in Congress will continue to do
all we can to keep the plight of the
people of Latvia, Lithuania, and Esto-
nia an active concern in the communi-
ty of nations and particularly in the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding under his reservation, and
I thank the gentlewoman from Indi-
ana for bringing this resolution to the
House.

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. Res. 201

Whereas the people of the Baltic Repub-
lics of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia have
cherished the principles of religious and po-
litical freedom and independence; and

Whereas the Baltic Republics have exist-
ed as independent, sovereign nations belong-
ing to and fully recognized by the League of
Nations; and

Whereas the people of the Baltic Repub-
lics have individual and separate cultures,
national traditions, and languages distine-
tively foreign to those of Russia; and

Whereas the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publies (U.S.S.R.) in 1940 did illegally seize
and occupy the Baltic Republics and by
force incorporate them against their nation-
al will and contrary to their desire for inde-
pendence and sovereignty into the U.S.S.R.;
and

Whereas the U.S.S.R. since 1940 has sys-
tematically removed native Baltic peoples
from their homelands by deporting them to
Siberia and caused great masses of Russians
to relocate in the Republics, thus threaten-
ing the Baltic cultures with extinction; and

Whereas the U.S.S.R. has imposed upon
the captive people of the Baltic Republics
an oppressive political system which has de-
stroyed every vestige of democracy, civil lib-
erties, and religious freedom; and

Whereas the people of Lithuania, Latvia,
and Estonia find themselves today subjugat-
ed by the U.S.5.R., locked into a union they
deplore, denied basic human rights, and per-
secuted for daring to protest; and

Whereas the United States stands as a
champion of liberty, dedicated to the princi-
ples of national self-determination, human
rights, and religious freedom, and opposed
to oppression and imperialism; and

Whereas the United States, as a member
of the United Nations, has repeatedly voted
with a majority of that international body
to uphold the right of other countries of the
world, including those in Africa and Asia, to
determine their fates and be free of foreign
domination; and

Whereas the U.S.8.R. has steadfastly re-
fused to return to the people of the Baltic
States the right to exist as independent re-
publics separate and apart from the
U.8.8.R. or permit a return of personal, po-
litical, and religious freedoms: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Congress
of the United States recognizes the continu-
ing desire and the right of the people of
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia for freedom
and independence from the domination of
the U.8.8.R. and deplores the refusal of the
U.8.8.R. to recognize the sovereignty of the
Baltic Republics and to yleld to their right-
ful demands for independence from foreign
domination and oppression and that the
fourteenth day of June 1983, the anniversa-
ry of the mass deportation of Baltic peoples
from their homelands in 1941, be designated
“Baltic Freedom Day"” as a symbol of the
solidarity of the American people with the
aspirations of the enslaved Baltic people
and that the President of the United States
be authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation for the observance of Baltic Free-
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dom Day with appropriate ceremonies and
activities.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentlewoman from Indiana (Mrs.
Hawyv) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,

the people of the Baltic Republics of
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia have
cherished the principles of religious
and political freedom and independ-
ence. The Baltic Republics have exist-
ed as independent, sovereign nations
belonging to and fully recognized by
the League of Nations. For these and
other reasons, the Congress of the
United States should recognize the
continuing desire and the right of the
people of Lithuania, Latvia, and Esto-
nia for freedom and independence
from the domination of the U.S.S.R.
@ Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of House Joint Resolution
201, a resolution designating June 14,
1983, as “Baltic Freedom Day.” This
joint resoution serves to remind us of
the unfortunate plight of the peoples
of the Baltic Republics of Lithuania,
Latvia, and Estonia who have been
subjugated by the Soviet Union since
1940. For over 40 years they have been
denied civil liberties, freedom of reli-
gious expression, and the right to self-
determination.

June 14 marks the 22d anniversary
of the mass deportation of Baltic peo-
ples from their homelands, by desig-
nating June 14 as Baltic Freedom Day,
the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives champion the rights of the
Baltic people to enjoy rights conferred
under international law.

I commend the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, the Honorable Brian Don-
NELLY, for introducing this resolution
which I am glad to cosponsor. I urge
its immediate adoption.e

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC WORKS AND
TRANSPORTATION TO FILE A
REPORT ON H.R. 3151

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation may have until mid-
night tonight to file a report on the
bill, H.R. 3151, the Jack Watson Post
Office.

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

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, under my res-
ervation I would just like to make an
inquiry as to whether the minority has
been notified.

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield,
the answer is “Yes.”
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iMr. COURTER. They have no objec-
tion?

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. They have
no objection.

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

NATIONAL PARALYZED
VETERANS RECOGNITION DAY

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service be discharged from further
consideration of the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 258) designating August 3,
1983, as “National Paralyzed Veterans
Recognition Day,” and ask for its im-
mediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

Mr. COURTER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, I take this time
simply to say that the minority has
looked at this and we have absolutely
no objection whatsoever.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

There was no objection

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. Res. 258

Whereas among those Americans who
have answered their country’s call to service
in defense of its freedoms, there are thou-
sands who, as a result of service in our Na-
tion’s military forces, have suffered the cat-
astrophic disability of paralysis;

Whereas despite the extreme severity of
this disability, these veterans have succeed-
ed in leading useful and productive lives, in
part through Federal programs for their re-
adjustment but, more significantly, by draw-
ing upon a special brand of heroism;

Whereas our country now enjoys the
blessing of peace, and it is appropriate that
all Americans recognize the special debt
owed to those who have been paralyzed in
the defense of our freedoms during the wars
of this country; and

Whereas the sacrifices and contributions
that these veterans have made and the serv-
ice rendered by the many veterans who
later suffered paralysis from nonservice re-
lated causes are deserving of national recog-
nition: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentalives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That August 3, 1983,
is designated as “National Paralyzed Veter-
ans Recognition Day”, and the President is
authorized and requested to issue a procla-
mation calling upon the people of the
United States and interested groups and or-
ganizations to set aside this day to honor
the sacrifices and services of paralyzed vet-
erans in an appropriate manner.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentlewoman from Indiana (Mrs.
HaLy) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
thousands who have served in the de-
fense of this country’s freedom suf-
fered the catastrophic disability of pa-
ralysis. In part through Federal pro-
grams but largely by drawing on a spe-
cial brand of heroism, these veterans
have succeeded in leading useful and
productive lives. All Americans owe a
special debt to those who have been
paralyzed while serving during the
wars of this century.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
resolution which authorizes and re-
quests the President to issue a procla-
mation to honor these veterans on
August 3.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5§ minutes to my
colleague, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY).

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker. I
would like to take this time to thank
the gentlewoman from Indiana for her
support as a cosponsor of House Joint
Resolution 258 and for her assistance
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
Census and Population in promptly
presenting the resolution to the House
for consideration.

Mr. Speaker. I rise today to urge my
colleagues to join with me in support-
ing this resolution which gives special
recognition and thanks to the thou-
sands of men and women who unself-
ishly defended this Nation in times of
turmoil and who suffered severe inju-
ries resulting in the catastrophic dis-
ability of paralysis. These veterans are
most deserving of this special tribute,
not only for their sacrifice to our
country, but also for the debilitating
physical impairment with which they
must live. Equally important, however,
we should recognize and commend the
remarkable adjustment these individ-
uals have made. Their strength and
determination have enabled them to
successfully overcome their handicaps
and to lead meaningful and productive
lives. These valuable members of our
society should be an example to all of
us for their courage and unselfishness.

I thank the 249 Members who have
cosponsored this measure and have in-
dicated their support for House Joint
Resolution 258 and for the paralyzed
veterans of America. I believe that
designation of August 3 of this year as
National Paralyzed Veterans Recogni-
tion Day in conjunction with the
issuance of the special commemorative
stamp by the U.S. Postal Service
would be a most fitting tribute to
those who have sacrificed so much for
our country. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
this opportunity to speak on behalf of
this resolution and our paralyzed vet-
erans and I am confident that this
measure will be supported enthusiasti-
cally by the Members of this body.

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in
the REcorp, comments of major veter-
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ans service organizations on this reso-
Iution:

PARALYZED VETERANS OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., May 24, 1983.

Hon. JoE MOAKLEY,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Rules of the
House, House Committee on Rules, U.S.
Hocuse of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

Dear REPRESENTATIVE MoakLEY: On
behalf of the members of Paralyzed Veter-
ans of America, I greatly appreciate your in-
troduction of House Joint Resolution 258
which would designate August 3, 1983, as
“National Paralyzed Veterans Recognition
Day.”

PVA, a Congressionally chartered veter-
ans' service organization, has a 37 year his-
tory of representing the needs of veterans
who have incurred spinal cord injury or dys-
function. PVA has worked with many other
national organizations to promote the inter-
ests of all veterans who have suffered paral-
ysis. Our twofold goal is to ensure that the
best possible medical care and rehabilitation
is available while all possible efforts are
made to develop cures and treatments for
these costly and catastrophic medical condi-
tions.

PVA strongly believes that the passage of
House Joint Resolution 258 is especially im-
portant to raise the public awareness of the
sacrifices and needs of America's veterans
who are paralyzed. Equally important is
that this Resolution illuminates the capa-
bilities and successes of paralyzed veterans
rather than their disabilities.

Again PVA thanks you for your efforts on
behalf of the nation's paralyzed veterans
and for your introduction of House Joint
Resolution 258 designating August 3, 1983,
as “National Paralyzed Veterans Recogni-
tion Day.” If successfully enacted, this
measure should go far in demonstrating the
nation's concern and appreciation to para-
lyzed veterans who have served and sacri-
ficed for their country.

Sincerely yours,
PAuL M. CHEREMETA,
National President.
VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., May 6, 1983.

Hon. JOE MOAKLEY,

Chairman, Subcommitlee on Rules of the
House, Commitiee on Rules, U.S. House
of Representatives, Washinglon, D.C.

DEeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I have noted your in-
troduction of H.J. Res. 258 to authorize and
request the President to issue a proclama-
tion designating August 3, 1983 as National
Paralyzed Veterans Recognition Day.

On behalf of the more than 2.5 million
men and women of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States and our Ladies
Auxiliary, I wholeheartedly support the
passage of this resolution to recognize the
great sacrifice made by our nation's para-
lyzed veterans in service to our country.

With best wishes and kind regards, I am

Sincerely,
JAMES R. CURRIEO,
National Commander-in-Chief.

D1SABLED AMERICAN VETERANS,
Washington, D.C., May 17, 1983.
Hon. JouN J. MOAKLEY,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeEarR CoNGRESSMAN MoOAKLEY: The Dis-
abled American Veterans is pleased to lend
its strong support to House Joint Resolution
258—a bill which would set aside August 3,
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1983 as National Paralyzed Veterans Recog-
nition Day honoring the thousands of
American veterans who have suffered devas-
tating injuries resulting in paralysis.

America owes no greater debt of gratitude
to those who have served in the Armed
Forces than to its veterans who became par-
alyzed during the course of their military
service to the nation. Passage of your bill
would, of course, pay tribute to the sacrific-
es made by paralyzed veteians but, as im-
portantly, would also recognize their success
in overcoming their severe impairments and
their determination to live productive lives.

On behalf of the more than three-quar-
ters of a million members of the DAV, par-
ticularly those within our ranks who are
paralyzed veterans, I wish to thank you for
your strong efforts to give national recogni-
tion to America's paralyzed veterans. You
have our wholehearted support!

Cordially yours,
Epwarp G. GALIAN,
National Commander.

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

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to my col-
league and cosponsor of the bill, the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
MONTGOMERY).

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly rise in
strong support of this Paralyzed Vet-
erans’ Recognition Day on August 3,
1983.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MoakLEY) for his strong
leadership in getting this bill before
the House, and also the gentlewoman
from Indiana (Mrs. HaLv), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Postal
Operations and Services of the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, it has
been a pleasure for me to work closely
with paralyzed veterans throughout
the country. Thousands of paralyzed
veterans belong to the Paralyzed Vet-
erans of America, ably led by its na-
tional president, Mr. Paul Cheremeta,
Mr. Jack Powell, executive director,
and Mr. Doug Vollmer, legislative di-
rector. This organization has provided
strong leadership and input into legis-
lation we have enacted over the years.
PVA is a very active organization
which fosters the highest ideal of the
disabled in the work force, and
through its generous funding of spinal
cord injury research, the organization
has enhanced the lives of veterans and
all disabled people.

Mr. Speaker, in working with this
fine organization, and the other out-
standing veterans organizations who
are vitally interested in helping the
catastrophically disabled veteran, I
have come to appreciate and value the
contributions of our Nation's handi-
capped people more than ever before.
They should be recognized for their
great work.
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I am, therefore, pleased to join.the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts and others in support of the
resolution that would set aside August
3 as a special day in honor of our Na-
tion’s paralyzed veterans.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. Don-
NELLY), a cosponsor of this bill.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Let me echo the words of my friend,
the gentleman from Mississippi, in
congratulating my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, for his
leadership in bringing this very impor-
tant resolution before the House; also
the members of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee and its Sub-
committee on Census and Population.

This is a very important resolution. I
think that it is important for the Con-
gress of the United States to recognize
the contributions that paralyzed veter-
ans have made to this society and also
show that there is a commitment in
this institution that the programs that
are available to these individuals will
be continued, they will be strength-
ened and that there is hope in the
future and that this Congress will not
forget what they have given fighting
for freedom and the type of leadership
and courage that they show in their
day-to-day lives.

I again congratulate the gentleman.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, once

again I would like to thank the gentle-
woman from Indiana for her support
and her leadership in this effort.
@ Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I am
honored to be a cosponsor of legisla-
tion to pay tribute to the paralyzed
veterans of this Nation whose service
and sacrifice on behalf of our great
land must never be forgotten.

‘While exact figures are hard to come
by, it is estimated that there are as
many as 30,000 paralyzed veterans in
the country. These men and women
must constantly face the difficulties
and challenges of their paralysis and
the many medical and emotional hard-
ships that accompany a devastating
injury. It is fitting that the sacrifices,
the needs, and the deep courage of
these veterans be publically recog-
nized.

Equally important, however, is the
need to recognize the tremendous ca-
pabilities and successes of paralyzed
veterans. We can all be humbled and
encouraged by the determination of
these special veterans to be active and
productive citizens and their refusal to
give up the fight in the face of great
adversity.

Paralyzed veterans have continued
to serve the Nation in the various vet-
erans organizations, providing help
and service not only to those veterans
who suffer paralysis, but to all veter-
ans, and to all Americans. The Para-
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lyzed Veterans of America is one such
organization and its 11,000 members
can be proud of their work on behalf
of veterans through their programs in
the area of service, sports, advocacy,
research, and legislation. This congres-
sionally chartered group has 34 chap-
ters and 50 service offices nationwide
which provide assistance to all veter-
ans and which serve as resource and
support centers for paralyzed veter-
ans.
We owe these men and women not
only our gratitude, but our admiration
as well, and this resolution is a small
but significant means of honoring the
paralyzed veterans of this country. I
am proud to give it my strong sup-
port.e

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ALASKA STATEHOOD DAY

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service be discharged from further
consideration of the Senate joint reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 42) designating
Alaska Statehood Day, January 3,
1984, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

Mr. COURTER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, I will not
object, but I would just like to men-
tion the fact that this, once again, as
well as the prior three resolutions
which came before, is a good resolu-
tion. I support it. The minority is in-
volved with it. We have no objection.

I would also like to commend the
gentleman from Alaska for sponsoring
it and note that today here is Wash-
ington, D.C. is “Don Young Day,” be-
cause he is now today 50 years of age.

Mr. Speaker, at this time it gives me
great pleasure to yield to the great
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. Don
Younae).

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for those kind
remarks.

This is a day of celebration on my
behalf.

Mr. Speaker, 25 years ago this
month, Congress approved the Alaska
Statehood Act, paving the way for
Alaska’s entry into the Union as the
49th State. On July 7, 1958, President
Dwight D. Eisenhower signed the
statehood bill, providing the final
action needed to complete the act.
Alaska formally entered the Union 6
months later, January 3, 1959. This
legislation, House Joint Resolution
161, commemorates 25 years of Alaska
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statehood and designates January 3,
1984, the silver anniversary of Alaska’s
formal entry into the Union, as Alaska
Statehood Day.

Statehood for Alaska did not come
easily. Most citizens of the lower 48
knew very little about the territory, a
situation which persists today. Alaska
was unknown and misunderstood.
Charges were made that Alaska could
not support itself. Alaskans, however,
knew the vast potential of their land,
and fought hard for statehood recog-
nition. They reacted with unrestrained
joy to the news of the signing of the
Statehood Act. Bold, half-page head-
lines declared, ‘“we're in,” residents
danced in the streets, and church bells
and factory whistles spread the news.

Alaska has made impressive progress
in the first 25 years of statehood. For
an initial investment of just over $7
million, the United States has reaped
a bonanza in return. Alaska produces
one-eighth of the Nation's gold; one-
fifth of the Nation’s oil; and two-fifths
of its harvested fish. Seventy-four per-
cent of the Nation’s Outer Continental
Shelf, containing vast amounts of re-
sources lies off Alaska's coast. The
State has developed a fine system of
State universities, and communication
and transportation facilities. Alaskans
are a proud people, proud of their land
and their resources, and proud to be
Americans. Our strengths come from
our people and our resources, and our
ability to make the best use of each.
Alaskans are noted for their determi-
nation, their originality, and their
fierce dedication to the principles of
freedom. Alaskans believe in America
and in the principles of American de-
mocracy. Alaskans participate in their
government; fully 75 percent of the
registered voters in Alaska participat-
ed in the last general election. We are
a growing State, with a vision for the
future. Alaska looks forward to the
next 25 years of statehood, and to con-
tinued progress.

I am certain that my colleagues join
me in recognition of 25 years of Alaska
statehood, and I ask their support in
approving this measure.
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Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution as follows:

S.J. REs. 42

Whereas July T, 1983, marks the twenty-
fifth anniversary of enactment of the
Alaska Statehood Act as approved by the
United States Congress and signed by Presi-
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower;

Whereas the Alaska Statehood Act au-
thorizes the entry of Alaska into the Union
on January 3, 1959;
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Whereas the State of Alaska is still grow-
ing and developing based on the principles
established by the Alaska Statehood Act;

Whereas the Alaska Statehood Act is the
foundation of the union between the State
of Alaska and the United States of America
:_thch has been to the benefit of both par-

ies;

Whereas many commitments between
Alaska and the Federal Government are
still being fulfilled;

Whereas the State of Alaska is a store-
house of this Nation’'s natural resources;

Whereas Alaska provides one-eighth of
the Nation’'s gold; one-fifth of the Nation's
oil production; and two-fifths of its harvest-
ed fish all to the benefit to the Union;

Whereas Alaska possesses ten of the six-
teen strategic minerals needed for our Na-
tion's security;

Whereas the Federal Government collects
$3 in taxes from Alaska for every $1 it
spends there;

Whereas the United States has reaped
economic rewards from Alaska many times
greater than its original $7,000,000 invest-
ment;

Whereas the people of Alaska contribute
to the cultural diversity and cultural re-
sources of this Nation; and

Whereas the Alaska Statehood Act au-
thorized Alaska's entry into the United
States of America and provided the basis for
these benefits shared by Alaska and the
Union: Now therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That January 3,
1984, be known as ‘‘Alaska Statehood Day”
in honor of the silver anniversary of the
entry of Alaska into the Union. The Presi-
dent is requested and authorized to issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States; and the Federal, State, and
local governments to observe “Alaska State-

hood Day" with the appropriate ceremonies
and recognition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentlewoman from Indiana is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
July 7, 1983, marks the 25th anniver-
sary of the enactment of the Alaska
Statehood Act as approved by the U.S.
Congress and signed by President
Dwight D. Eisenhower. The Alaska
Statehood Act authorized the entry of
Alaska into the Union on January 3,
1959. This resolution would designate
January 3, 1984, as Alaska Statehood
Day in honor of the silver anniversary
of the entry of Alaska into the Union.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. HALL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend
their remarks on the various resolu-
tions just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

There was no objection.
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THE REAL SPACE WAR

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

Mr. AKAKA, Mr. Speaker, according
to the U.S. Department of Defense,
the Soviet Union has an operational
capability to destroy satellites in near-
Earth orbit by using a type of anti-
satellite (ASAT) called a killer satel-
lite. The United States had an oper-
ational ASAT system using ground-
based missiles, but it was deactivated
in 1975; a new ASAT device using min-
iature homing vehicles launched from
F-15 aircraft is now being developed.
The Soviets continue to test their
ASAT system and President Reagan
has reaffirmed the U.S. commitment
to developing an operational ASAT
system.

During 1978 and 1979, the United
States and Soviet Union held ASAT
limitation talks, but no further talks
have been scheduled. In the fall of
1981, the Soviets introduced a draft
treaty at the United Nations to ban
weapons from space, although it ap-
parently would not include the ground
or airbased systems now in use or de-
velopment.

The question is: Should the United
States develop an operational ASAT
capability, or should the focus instead
be on renewing the stalled ASAT limi-
tation talks, or should there be some
combination of the two approaches?

In the absence of an ASAT limita-
tion treaty, should the United States
place more emphasis on means to
insure survivability of critical military
satellites and their associated ground
stations and data links?

Is space the proper high ground for
war? What will be the effect of placing
antisatellite weapons in space, both
from the perspective of geopolitical
stability and national defense?

To help you answer these and other
questions, the Congressional Space
Caucus will host a debate on ASAT’s
on Monday, June 13 at 3 p.m. in 2168
Rayburn. Dr. Richard Garwin, physi-
cist and defense consultant, will
present the case against ASAT's. Dr.
Colin S. Gray, president of the Nation-
al Insitute for Public Policy, will
present the case for development of
this new weapon. Since this issue will
be hotly debated soon during the
course of floor debate on the DOD au-
thorization bill, I urge you not to miss
this debate.

Prior to the debate at 3 p.m., there
will be a briefing on ASAT’s by the
Office of Technology Assessment, the
Congressional Research Service and
the GAO. The briefing will cover
United States and Soviet space sys-
tems, and will also include a discussion
of what an ASAT system would cost.
The ASAT briefing will be held in
2257 RHOB at 11 a.m. There can be no
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doubt that this issue is of critical im-
portance to the future of our space-
faring nation. I urge you and your
staff to attend both the briefing and
debate on Monday, June 13.

Remember to write on your calendar
that Monday, June 13 is ASAT day—
everything you always wanted to know
about ASAT's and were afraid to ask.

You will shortly be receiving an-
other “Dear Colleague” in the mail
with a fact sheet attached, summariz-
ing the pros and cons of ASAT's. 1
urge my colleagues to give this issue
the consideration it deserves.

I include the Washington Post edito-
rial on antisatellites for insertion in
the REcORD, as follows:

THE REAL SPACE WAR

President Reagan’s proposal of last March
to study shooting down Soviet missiles in
space anticipated a time and a technology
far in the future. But another kind of
“space war” is becoming possible in the here
and now: weapons to shoot down the satel-
lites on which both great powers increasing-
ly depend for communication and intelli-
gence. The Soviet Union already has
launched (non-nuclear) weapons meant to
kill low-orbiting American satellites. The
United States is ready to flight-test its own
first satellite killers. A down payment of $19
million, on a program that could vet cost
billions, is due to be voted on in the House
this week.

It is a serious business. One side's posses-
sion of effective anti-satellite weapons could
theoretically let it “blind” the other—de-
prive it of the means to control its own stra-
tegic forces and detect its foe's. Just the
fear that one side might attempt such a
blinding strike in a crisis could force deci-
sions of irreversible consequence. Yet
Moscow and Washington have been unable
to take the risk in hand.

Carter-era negotiations tripped over verifi-
cation, among other things. Anti-satellite
weapons, it turns out, are small and light
and can be launched as easily and quickly as
the satellites they are aimed at. A relative
handful of them could threaten a major
share of a great power’s missile-detecting or
guiding satellite capacity, making reliable
verification essential.

The Carter administration had hoped that
a discreet brandishing of American techno-
logical capacity, combined with active nego-
tiations, would induce Moscow to rein in its
own anti-satellite work. This policy did not
fare well, and now the Reagan administra-
tion is heading toward deployment of the
first American satellite killers. At the same
time, it hangs back from resuming negotia-
tions.

The new American weapons are consid-
ered to be substantially superior to the
Soviet weapons already in orbit. We should
proceed with caution in deploying them.
Meanwhile, a new approach to negotiations
should be devised. Reagan officials say talks
should not resume until the United States is
“ready with verifiable proposals that will
enhance national security.” Why is the ad-
ministration, in its third year, not ready? If
it is too hard now to negotiate limits on de-
ployment, why not try to limit tests? In this
branch of weaponry as in others, the admin-
istration has yet to find an effective, confi-
dence-inspiring balance of arms building
and arms control.
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INTRODUCTION OF CAPITAL
PUNISHMENT BILL

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

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing a bill permit-
ting the capital punishment penalty
for certain Federal crimes, and to
allow a life sentence without parole
for those capital cases where the
death penalty is not sought. The in-
tention of my legislation is to clearly
establish the constitutional procedures
whereby the imposition of the death
penalty would be allowed.

The Members of this body are aware
that there are a number of Federal
crimes now on the books which al-
ready carry the death penalty. The
Supreme Court itself has ruled in
favor of capital punishment in several
specific instances. A decade of deci-
sions by the High Court, though, has
clearly shown that certain specific
standards must be met before capital
punishment can be imposed. My legis-
lation is aimed at meeting these objec-
tives.

By approving responsible guidelines,
we remedy the unconstitutional delay
in carrying out these sentences.

The standards to be met are laid out
clearly in this bill. Under it, a separate
sentencing hearing will be held after a
guilty verdict has been rendered for a
crime which carries the death penalty.
The penalty must be appropriate to
the gravity of the offense. Aggravating
and mitigating circumstances must be
considered. The penalty must be dis-
cretionary rather than mandatory. All
reasonable requirements are clearly
presented.

The purpose of the provision is to
insure that while there are sufficient
guidelines to guard against complete
discretion in imposing a death sen-
tence, there is also assurance that
each case will be considered individual-
ly in light of aggravating and mitigat-
ing circumstances. It is important,
again, to note when considering legis-
lation on capital punishment that the
Supreme Court has never declared the
death penalty itself unconstitutional.

Mr. Speaker, an important byprod-
uct of the introduction of this legisla-
tion and other similar legislation ad-
dressing this issue is the focus it gives
on the need for a death penalty. We,
as our Nation’s legislators, have a spe-
cial duty to show support for the im-
position of the death penalty in cer-
tain cases—as well as life sentences
without parole. In doing so, we sup-
port our basic belief that it is society’'s
primary responsibility to protect its
members so that they might live in
safety.

This is an issue which deserves the
widest attention and discussion, for it
is one which goes to the heart of our
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moral and societal order. Murder is
the foremost breach of that order.

I wish to stress that this legislation
would not automatically call for the
death penalty in each instance where
there had been a killing. The death
penalty would be considered only in a
limited number of cases where the Kkill-
ing had been “in an especially heinous,
cruel, or depraved manner.” By that, I
mean that the circumstances, for ex-
ample, involved torture, the deliberate
prolonging of suffering, or severe
physical abuse.

Is there then a crime so wanton, so
horrible as to justify the imposition of
the death penalty? Both the late Sen-
ator John L. McClellan in debate in
1974, and Senator STROM THURMOND in
his statement earlier this year made
when introducing his own comprehen-
sive legislation to establish constitu-
tional procedures for the imposition of
the death penalty, provided examples
of crimes so grievous that the death
penalty is the only appropriate re-
sponse.

I will take the liberty of repeating
some of these examples here, for they
illustrate my point in a graphic way:

What other punishment is ‘“‘just” for a
man, found to be sane, who would stab,
strangle and mutilate eight student nurses?

What other punishment is “just” for men
who would invade the home of members of
a rival religious sect and shoot to death
men, women and children, after forcing a
mother to watch as her three young chil-
dren were drowned?

What other punishment is ‘“‘just” for
people who would force a 24-year-old
woman to douse herself with gasoline so
that they could turn her into a human
torch and watch as she burned to death?

What other punishment is “just” for a
man with an incredible history of violence,
rape and murder, who caps his vicious
career by getting a young woman with her
three children to stop in response to his pre-
tense of a disabled car and who rapes and
kills her and then drowns her three children
in a creek?

Mr. Speaker, I must echo the state-
ment of Senator THURMOND and
others, that ‘“people who commit
crimes like these have forfeited their
own right to life.”

I am aware that there is some debate
regarding whether or not capital pun-
ishment is an effective deterrent
against crimes as reprehensible as
those described above. There is testi-
mony supporting both sides of that
debate. However, my major focus in
supporting a death penalty does not
rest on the argument of possible deter-
rence alone. It rests on my belief that
such a penalty is justified because in
some cases it is simply just. It may or
may not deter others, it will not bring
the vietim back, but it is a legitimate
expression of the moral outrage felt
by a society whose moral fiber is based
on law. The type of action against
which this bill is directed is that which
is so repulsive as to threaten to under-
mine the fabric which binds us as a
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civilized society. As the Supreme
Court stated in the case of Gregg v.
Georgia, 42 U.S. 153 (1976):

In part, capital punishment is an expres-
sion of society’s moral outrage at particular-
ly offensive conduct. This function may be
unappealing to many, but it is essential in
an ordered society that asks its citizens to
rely on legal processes rather than self-help
to vindicate their wrongs.

And again,

The instinet for retribution . . serves
an important purpose in promoting the sta-
bility of a free society governed by law.
When people begin to believe that organized
society is unwilling or unable to impose
upon criminal offenders the punishment
they “deserve,” then there are sown the
seeds of anarchy—of selfhelp, vigilante jus-
tice, and lynch law.

According to the “Uniform Crime
Reports” for the year 1982, there was
one violent crime committed every 24
seconds, including a murder every 23
minutes, forceable rape every 6 min-
utes, one robbery every 55 seconds,
and one aggravated assault every 49
seconds. Since 1977, the number of
murders increased by almost 20 per-
cent. Crime index offenses are up 22
percent and the rate per 100,000 in-
habitants is up 15 percent. Indeed, as
we perceive an increasing lawlessness
and brutality in our communities,
there is an increasing number of
Americans who support the death pen-
alty for murder. A March 1981 Gallup
poll indicated that two out of every
three—or 66 percent—favor the death
penalty, up from 49 percent just 10
years ago. The 1081 figures represent
the apex of a steady uptrend in their
sentiment over the last decade.

If human life is indeed precious,
then the law which forbids the taking
of human life must be a most awesome
expression of society’s revulsion for
any violation of this tenent. This is a
legitimate function of the death penal-
ty. and it has been so supported by the
Supreme Court.

Through our acceptance of sound
laws providing for capital punishment
and life imprisonment without parole,
we promote respect for the criminal
justice system and for human life. We
express society's judgment that cer-
tain crimes, to quote Supreme Court
Justice Potter Stewart, “are in them-
selves so an affront to humanity that
the only adequate response may be
the penalty of death.”

We must make the clearest state-
ment that the abhorrent type of be-
havior I described earlier absolutely
will not be tolerated, that those who
violate this precept will be dealt with
surely and severely, and that this be-
havior may well mean that they for-
feit their own right to live.

THE NEXT MOVE IS MOSCOW'S

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

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
in today’s lead editorial in the Loos An-
geles Times, they praise the Presi-
dent’s arms control arrangement an-
nounced yesterday. The Los Angeles
Times has not exactly been in the
forefront of those leading the cheers
for Ronald Reagan so I think it is sig-
nificant as to what they have said.

The title of the editorial is, “The
Next Move Is Moscow's."”

The editorial follows:

[From the Los Angeles Times, June 9, 1983]
THE NEXT MovE Is Moscow's

The Administration’s new bargaining posi-
tion at the strategic arms reduction talks in
Geneva opens the door to serious negotia-
tions and ultimate agreement if the Soviets
are willing, as they say they are, to establish
a new, lower balance in long-range nuclear
weapons on each side.

In announcing a major change in the
original U.S. proposals at the START nego-
tiations Wednesday, President Reagan
pointed out that the new package reflects
suggestions urged on the Administration by
the Scowcroft advisory commission and by
key members of Congress.

Noting that U.S. negotiator Edward
Rowny has been instructed to be flexible in
exploring any new proposals by the Soviet
side, Reagan urged Moscow not to allow
“this new opportunity to be lost.”

The new U.S. proposal aims at a U.S.-
Soviet agreement based on warheads in-
stead of missile numbers in order to encour-
age both sides to move toward reliance on
single-warhead strategic nuclear missiles
and away from their more threatening, de-
stabilizing arsenals of multiple-warhead
missiles.

Soviet leader Yuri V. Andropov has ex-
pressed an interest in the warhead-counting
approach to an agreement on Euromissiles,
which is being negotiated separately. It re-
mains to be seen whether Moscow is willing
to extend the same principle to limitations
on intercontinental-range missiles.

The Soviet Union has 2,348 long-range,
strategic nuclear missiles compared with
1,572 on the American side. Because of their
emphasis on extra-heavy missiles, the Sovi-
ets have an almost three-to-one advantage
in throw-weight—the combined weight of
the warhead and guidance devices. They
also have a narrow lead in missile-deployed
warheads.

The numerical advantage passes to the
United States if you include our B-52s but
exclude the Soviet Backfire bombers.

Reagan’s original START proposal called
on each side to reduce its arsenal of missile
warheads by roughly one-third, to 5,000—no
more than one-half of which could be land-
based. It would have limited each side to 850
land- and sea-based ballistic missiles. The
question of bombers and cruise missiles was
left open.

This proposal was criticized by the Soviets
and some U.S. analysts because it would
have required the Russians to accept a
greatly disproportionate cut in their land-
based missiles. (This would not be true, it
should be remembered, except for the mas-
sive Soviet buildup in land-based missiles in
recent years.)

In any event Reagan, responding to public
and congressional pressures for a more
flexible posture, has now altered the U.S.
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proposal to make things easier for the Sovi-
ets.

The President sticks by his proposal for a
reduction to 5,000 strategic warheads on
each side as a negotiating goal. But he aban-
doned the ceiling of 850 missiles, The new
figure has not been disclosed, but is said to
be around 1,200—which should be within ne-
gotiating distance of the Soviet proposal of
a 1,450-missile ceiling.

Reagan says that his Administration is
giving priority attention to incorporating
congressional proposals for a “build-down”
provision under which each side would de-
stroy two existing nuclear warheads for
each new one deployed.

Earlier, the sincerity of the President’s in-
terest in arms-control agreements was open
to question. Having made the changes in the
U.S. negotiating posture that critics called
for, he must now be given the benefit of the
doubt.

The fact is that the new proposal is ex-
tremely open-ended. It is not a take-it-or-
leave-it proposition. The Soviets, for exam-
ple, are invited to make their own choice be-
tween directly addressing the problem of
unequal throw-weights or taking care of it
in limitations on missiles and warheads.

Reagan's proposal is fair, reasonable and
flexible. The next move is the Russians’.

ECONOMIC GROWTH AND RE-
TIREMENT SECURITY ACT OF
1983

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

Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing a bill today to amend the
Internal Revenue Code to increase the
limits on Individual Retirement Ac-
count (IRA) contributions and to in-
crease the IRA contribution limit
available to homemakers and lesser
earning spouses.

I know I speak for all of my col-
leagues when I express my continued
concern about the state of our econo-
my. We are beginning to climb out of
the recession that has plagued our
Nation for the last several years, al-
though the path is long and hard. We
all want to do what we can to speed
the recovery, but it is imperative that
we do this without spurring inflation
and driving interest rates up again,
putting into motion yet another disas-
trous cycle of stagflation. A very direct
means of accomplishing this is
through expansion of IRA’s.

Individual retirement accounts pro-
vide a generous bounty. They enable
Americans to better provide for retire-
ment, and in so doing, they reduce the
pressure on private retirement plans
and social security to provide total re-
tirement protection in later years of
life. IRA's increase personal savings
over the long haul, providing an excel-
lent source for additional capital to
fuel private sector growth. And by in-
creasing available capital, they reduce
the pressure toward higher interest
rates. Although IRA's reduce revenues
to the Treasury in the short run, the
money saved is taxed upon dispersal.
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Thus, it is a revenue deferral, not a
revenue loss. Best of all, IRA's work.
People understand them and use
them.

The rate of personal savings in the
United States is a disgrace when com-
pared with other industrialized, free
nations. In 1981, Canadians saved 12.4
percent of personal income, West Ger-
mans saved 15,3 percent, Japanese
saved 19.8 percent, and Americans
saved a paltry 6.4 percent. The results
are that money is tight, interest rates
are high, people are unable to buy
homes, and businesses are unable to fi-
nance growth or even maintain exist-
ing operations. People are forced to
rely more on social security and pri-
vate pension plans than they would
like to. Benefit changes and plan fold-
ings become crises of existence.

My bill provides an avenue for ad-
dressing these problems. The Econom-
ic Growth and Retirement Security
Act of 1983 will gradually increase the
amount individuals can invest in
IRA’'s. The current $2,000 maximum
contribution will be raised to $3,000 in
1984, $4,000 in 1985, and $5,000 in
1986. This will have the salutary effect
of increasing long-term savings in the
United States, putting downward pres-
sure on interest rates and increasing
available financing.

In addition, to help provide for the
many people who most need help in
retirement as they have little or no re-
tirement protection of their own, my
bill modifies the method by which
IRA contributions are determined.
Under existing law, an individual can
contribute a portion of gross income
not to exceed $2,000 each year to an
IRA. For spouses with no income, the
primary wage earner can contribute
$250 per year; $250 per year. Is it any
wonder that the women who raised us
and the women who are raising our
children make up the vast majority of
the elderly poor? And they will contin-
ue to do so unless we begin to recog-
nize the value of their contributions.

My legislation provides that the
lesser earning spouse will be able to
draw on the gross income of the pri-
mary wage earner in funding an IRA,
to the extent that the primary wage
earner does not contribute all of his or
her gross income to his or her own
IRA. For example, if the primary wage
earner earns $15,000 gross income and
the secondary wage earner earns
$1,000, under existing law, the primary
wage earner can contribute up to
$2,000 to an IRA. The secondary wage
earner can only contribute a maxi-
mum of $1,000. Under the Economic
Growth and Retirement Security Act,
if the primary wage earner put the
maximum $3,000 in 1984 in an IRA,
the secondary wage earner would be
able to draw on the remaining $12,000
gross income to increase his or her
IRA to the $3,000 maximum. Likewise,
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if the spouse earned no wages, he or
she would be able to contribute the
maximum $3,000 from the remaining
$12,000 gross income.

It is time that we acknowledge the
need to encourage saving, to encour-
age the development of personal re-
tirement plans, and to provide for
those of us who have had no opportu-
nity to prepare for retirement with
dignity. As a question of national
policy, it is apparent that all of these
goals are necessary to a healthy
nation. As a question of efficiency,
IRA liberalization addresses these
goals more directly and more thor-
oughly than any other means. I urge
my colleagues to cosponsor this legis-
lation and to support it at the first op-
portunity. The language of this bill
follows for my colleagues’ information.

H.R. 3266

Be it enacted by the Senate and House aof
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Economic Growth
and Retirement Security Act of 1983".

SEC. 2. CERTAIN MARRIED INDIVIDUALS ELIGIBLE
FOR DEDUCTIONS FOR RETIREMENT
SAVINGS ON BASIS OF EARNED
INCOME OF THEIR SPOUSES.

(a) INn GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section
219 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to special rules for certain married
individuals with regard to deduction allow-
able for retirement savings) is amended to
read as follows:

“(c) SpeciAL RULES FOR CERTAIN MARRIED
INDIVIDUALS,—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an individ-
ual described in paragraph (2) with respect
to the taxable year, the amount of the limi-
tation determined under subparagraph (B)
of subsection (b)(1) shall be the sum of—

“(A) the compensation (if any) includible
in such individual's gross income for the
taxable year, plus

“(B) the compensation includible in the
gross income, for the taxable year, of such
individual’s spouse reduced by the amount
allowable as a deduction under subsection
(a) to such spouse for such taxable year.

“(2) An individual shall be described in
this paragraph if—

*“(A) such individual files a joint return
for the taxable year, and

“(B) the amount of compensation (if any)
includible in such individual's gross income
for the taxable year is less than the com-
pensation includible in the gross income, for
the taxable year, of such individual's
spouse.”

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to tax-
1113;% years beginning after December 31,
SEC. 3. INCREASE IN LIMITATION ON DEDUCTION

FOR RETIREMENT SAVINGS FROM
$2,000 TO $5,000 IN 3 STEPS.

(a) INn GeNErRaL—Subparagraph (A) of
subsection (b)(1) of section 219 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to maxi-
mum amount of deduction for retirement
savings) is amended by striking out “$2,000"
and inserting in lieu thereof “$5,000".

(b) PHASE-IN OF INCREASE IN LIMITATION ON
Depuction.—In the case of taxable years be-
ginning in 1984 or 1985, there shall be sub-
stituted for the $5,000 amount in subpara-
graph (A) of section 219(b)1) of such Code,
as amended by subsection (a), amounts de-
termined as follows:
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Taxable years beginning in: Amount:
1984 $3,000
1985 4,000,

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 408 and section
409 of such Code (relating to individual re-
tirement accounts and retirement bonds)
are each amended by striking out *“$2,000"
each place such term appears in the follow-
ing provisions of such sections and inserting
in lieu thereof “$5,000":

(A) Paragraph (1) of section 408(a).

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 408(b).

(C) The last sentence of section 408(b).

(D) Section 408(j).

(E) Paragraph (4) of section 409(a).

(2) PHASE-IN OF INCREASE IN AMOUNTS
UNDER PARAGRAPH (1).—In the case of taxable
years beginning in 1984 or 1985, there shall
be substituted for the $5,000 amount in
each provision described in paragraph (1),
as amended by such paragraph, amounts de-
termined as follows:

Taxable years beginning in: Amount:
1984 $3,000
1985 4,000.
(3) INCREASE IN AMOUNT EXCEPTED FROM TAX

TREATMENT OF DISTRIBUTION RULE.—

(A) IN cENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sub-
section (dX5) of such section 408 of such
Code is amended by striking out “$2,250"
and inserting in lieu thereof *'$5,250".

(B) PHASE-IN OF INCREASE UNDER SUBPARA-
GRAPH (A).—In the case of taxable years be-
ginning in 1984 or 1985, there shall be sub-
stituted for the $5,250 amount in subpara-
graph (A) of section 408(d)(5) of such Code,
as amended by subparagraph (A), amounts
determined as follows:
Taxable years beginning in:

1984 $3,250

1985 4,250.

(d) EFFecTIVE DATE.—This section, and the
amendments made by this section, shall
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1983.

Amount:

BUDGET DEFICITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
CamPBELL) is recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I am
sure that every Member of this body
would agree with me that the project-
ed budget deficits are excessive, to say
the least. It is obvious that we must
reduce the deficits if we are to have a
sustained economic recovery.

There are many examples of how
the deficit is damaging our economy.
As we all know, the FHA rate for
home mortgages was recently raised to
12 percent from 11% percent because
of looming large deficits, and although
interest rates have dropped consider-
ably in the last 2 years, consumer
loans and home mortgages rates
remain at unacceptably high levels be-
cause of the projected deficits.

Many concerned citizens, business-
men, associations, and Members of
this body have called for a reduction
in the projected $200 billion deficits.
There has also been an overwhelming
amount of debate and literature on
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the best way to reduce the deficits. In
fact, some groups that have tradition-
ally supported large Federal programs
and increased Federal spending are re-
evaluating their policies because of
the lopsided Federal balance sheet.

We have made changes in the social
security system and other areas that
have resulted in budget savings. And
while I certainly support a major in-
crease in defense spending, I also be-
lieve that we have taken a necessary
step by reducing that increase to a
real growth rate of 5 or 6 percent. The
mistake that was made, I believe, was
not applying the savings from this re-
duction toward the deficit, instead of
increasing domestic spending.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Con-
gress must reduce the deficits. Howev-
er, there has been a considerable
amount of objection to new taxes,
elimination of recent tax reforms, and
cuts in Federal spending. In part, I
agree with this objection—mew taxes
through elimination of existing re-
forms could abort the economic recov-
ery. How then are we to achieve re-
duced deficits?

I believe that one of the causes of
these enormous deficits is the index-
ing of entitlements which often causes
increases that are greater than the
wage increases of working Americans.
Indexing entitlements has also left
little flexibility for Congress to pro-
vide adequate funding for important
discretionary programs such as reha-
bilitation, education, and job train-
ing—programs which, in my opinion,
actually need funding increases. As
Congress instituted more and more en-
titlement programs, we abdicated our
control over a vast portion of Federal
spending. Adding automatic COLA's
exacerbated the problem dramatically.
As a former member of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I was continually
frustrated by our committee's lack of
control over three-fourths of the Fed-
eral budget. These so-called uncontrol-
lables must be brought under control
for two reasons: One is to reduce the
huge deficits, and two, we need to
regain control over the Federal
budget. If this does not transpire in
the near future, Congress will be
under even greater pressure to reduce
already underfunded discretionary
programs.

If entitlement programs were taken
off of automatic pilot, then we could
target resources better. For instance it
might be better to fund a program to
help people help themselves instead of
merely maintaining them with an enti-
tlement for subsistence as many of our
programs do. Programs such as job
training, vocational rehabilitation,
handicapped programs, these are
upward mobility programs that help
people become self-sustaining.

Some of my distinguished colleagues
would prefer to raise taxes to cover
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the costs of these programs, while
others favor reduced spending. I do
not believe we can continue to raise
taxes on the already overburdened
taxpayer. I strongly support the third
year 10-percent reduction in individual
income taxes and tax indexing, and I
recognize that it will be difficult to sig-
nificantly pare spending for programs
more than we already have done. how-
ever, the Democratic budget proposes
large tax increases, large domestic
spending increases, and large deficits,
which in my opinion is not only mis-
guided, but detrimental to the nation-
al economy.

I am sure that all of my colleagues
are aware that tax indexing is sched-
uled to be implemented in 1985. As a
proponent of this concept, I believe
that taxpayers need to be protected
from inflation just as entitlement
beneficiaries are by COLA’s. Indexing
would provide this same protection by
adjusting the tax tables to reflect in-
creases in the inflation rate.

However, I believe that we can
reduce the deficits by billions of dol-
lars without cutting 1 cent from Fed-
eral programs and without imposing
new taxes on the American taxpayer.
Presently, all entitlement programs
contain a 3-percent threshold on cost-
of-living adjustments. In other words,
if the inflation rate is 2.9 percent, a
COLA is not awarded. However, if the
inflation rate is 3.1 percent, the full
3.1-percent increase in benefits is
given, since this is over the 3-percent
trigger.

Tax indexing does not work in this

manner. Under indexing, the tax
tables will be adjusted to reflect any
increase in the inflation rate.

Mr. Speaker, in light of these threat-
ening deficits, I am suggesting that
annual adjustments for both entitle-
ment programs and tax indexing be
tied to a 3-percent trigger and only
that amount over 3-percent increase in
the CPI be indexed. In other words, if
the inflation rate is 8 percent, entitle-
ment COLA’s would be adjusted by 5
percent, and the tax tables would like-
wise be adjusted by 5 percent. This
would have minimal impact on most
people, but the savings from this ad-
justment in the COLA’s and tax index-
ing is phenomenal.

Over a 4-year period, from fiscal
year 1985 through fiscal year 1988, the
savings resulting from the 3-percent
trigger applied to tax indexing alone
would be $57 billion. The savings over
the same period of time for the 3-per-
cent trigger applied to entitlement
programs would be $68.5 billion. The
total savings from the 3-percent trig-
gers on the revenue and spending sides
would be $125.5 billion over a 4-year
period. This is the kind of deficit re-
ducer that our Government needs. We
need to show the American people
that this body is willing and capable of
taking definitive and responsible
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action by reducing these unacceptable

deficits, and very frankly, I believe

Americans would be willing to accept

the impact on them, knowing it is

across the board and fairly shared by
both recipient and taxpayer.

This proposal recognizes that citi-
zens and taxpayers need to be protect-
ed from the ravages of inflation. Infla-
tion has been and may continue to be,
a problem confronting our Nation—
unless we implement a sound fiscal
policy that incorporates lower deficits.
Inflation is currently at its lowest level
in many years, but based on the infla-
tion projections of the Congressional
Budget Office through fiscal year
1988, we can still save $125 billion with
this minor adjustment—even with in-
flation rates averaging in the low 4-
percent range.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
carefully consider this proposal, and I
challenge this body to take definitive
action to reduce these excessive defi-
cits but only through reductions in
spending or a balanced approach.
Without objection, I wish to insert a
chart in the REcorp showing the pro-
jected savings from this proposal, as
estimated by the Congressional
Budget Office and the Joint Tax Com-
mittee.

Savings when 3-percent adjustment is added
to tax indering (Joint Tax Commitlee pro-
Jjections).

Savings
fbillions)
$3.6
10.0

17.4
26.0

Fiscal year:
1985
1986
1987
1988

Savings over 4 years

Savings from entitlement programs, includ-
ing social security, when 3-percent adjust-
ment is added to entitlement programs
fCBO projections)?

Fiscal year:

1986

1988

Savings over 4 years
i These figures do not include the 6-month delay
in the COLA that was recently enacted. If this is
factored in these projections, the savings are great-
er.
Note: Total savings for plan incorporating social
security to $125.5 billion (4 years).

Savings from entitlement programs, not in-
cluding social security, when 3-percent ad-
justment is added to entitlement programs

Savings

Fiscal year: tbillions)

1986
1987
1988

Savings over 4 years

Note: Total savings for plan not incorporating
social security is $77 billion (4 years).
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1 will be glad to yield to the gentle-
man from California.
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Mr. PASHAYAN. I would like to
thank the gentleman for his remarks,
remarks that I certainly adhere to. I
would like to ask the gentleman to
focus on one of his remarks. That was
the subject of indexing.

I was wondering whether the gentle-
man agreed with me that by retaining
the indexing feature of the Tax Re-
covery Act, the Economic Recovery
Act, that we are in fact, protecting,
most greatly, the lower and middle-
income working people of this country
who, after all, are the ones who have
been paying an undue burden of the
taxes for so many years. I was wonder-
ing whether the gentleman agreed
with me on that.

Mr. CAMPBELL. The gentleman is
absolutely correct. When we passed
the changes in the tax law it was pro-
posed—at that time I agreed with it—
by the Democratic side that we reduce
the top tax rate from 70 to 50 percent,
in other words, cut the tax on the rich
people.

Then we indexed. We had a 10 per-
cent across-the-board tax cut that we
tried to get. We wound up getting 23
percent. The rich have already gotten
theirs. The middle-income American is
the one that is due the next tax cut.
Right now—this July. And we have to
keep that. If we do not keep it, what
you are doing is raising taxes on
people who make under $100,000 but
over $30,000 as a family. That is
middle-income America. So we have to
keep that.

Indexing protects lower and middle-
income America. Those are the people
who are being pushed up by bracket
creep. I propose to keep all of that
intact, but I propose to trigger it on
the same basis that we trigger our en-
titlement expenditures.

Mr. PASHAYAN. In other words,
does the gentleman agree that an-
other way to phrase his very good re-
marks on what he was saying would be
by saying that the upper income tax-
payers are oftentimes already paying
in the highest tax brackets anyway, so
the bracket creep does not apply to
them, but it does apply to the lower
and middle-income families because
they in fact are being pushed up and
when they get a raise in their wages or
salaries or income they lose more be-
cause they are pushed in a higher tax
bracket than they gain in the increase
in their wages, salaries or income be-
cause of inflation. And indexing, of
course, protects them against that in-
creased tax rate.

Mr. CAMPBELL. The gentleman is
absolutely correct. People who are in
the top tax bracket do not gain any-
thing on indexing. Indexing protects
people who are climbing the ladder of
success in the country.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Does the gentle-
man not find it strange then that
many of those who oppose indexing
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are the very ones who claim to be in
favor of the middle-income wage
earner; does the gentleman not find
that rather strange? I do, at least.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I find that to be
rather strange. As a matter of fact, I
think that once they examine it they
may change their argument a little
bit. Facts speak very loudly.

The truth is that people often
oppose an idea without really knowing
what it is. And when they make the
argument that indexing helps people
who are wealthy, then they are
making exactly the wrong argument
because it does not at all.

Mr. PASHAYAN. The gentleman
mentioned they may change their ar-
guments. I personally hope that they
would change their minds rather than
just the arguments.

Mr. CAMPBELL. It is also interest-
ing to me that the same people who do
generally oppose indexing or oppose
tax are generally the ones who vote
for every spending program that
comes through here. They also want
to keep an automatic tax increase
coming in.

Why do they want to keep that auto-
matic tax increase? Because they do
not have to vote a new tax and they
can go home and say, “I didn't vote to
raise your taxes even though I voted
to spend all this money.” Because it
was automatically going up.

If we get off of automatic pilot just a
little bit on our entitlements and on
our taxes and we make the politicians
start voting for the new faxes every
time they have to put on a new spend-
ing program, we are going to have a
whole lot more fiscal responsibility in
this country.

Mr. PASHAYAN. The gentleman's
statement has not only raised a lot of
individual particular points but it was
a grand sweep. Let me ask the gentle-
man to focus once again on something
he mentioned and that is the impact
of the third phase of the tax reduction
that takes place on this July 1, just
less than 30 days away.

Would the gentleman state perhaps
in different words the effect that is
going to have on middle-income tax-
payers. This is a 10-percent reduction
in their income taxes. And in particu-
lar could the gentleman highlight
once again so we all make sure where
we are on this just exactly why is it
that this particular tax reduction is
going to be relatively more favorable
to the lower and middle income than
to the upper income people.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I would be glad to.
First, let me say, when we started this
the top tax rate was 70 percent. And it
was proposed on the Democrats side
that that be reduced to 50 percent.
That helped everyone in the top tax
brackets immediately right off the bat.

Mr. PASHAYAN. That was 2 years
ago.
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Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct.
That was 2 years ago.

Then we changed again and we had
our first tax cut of 5 percent which
really was wiped out because there
had been an increase in taxes for
social security. Then we got our first
10-percent tax cut in place.

Now, the increase in social security
taxes and bracket creep and all of
these combined have virtually kept
the taxpayer about even. This is the
first real tax cut that the people, the
average income American, working
family of two, making in the low
$30,000 is going to get. If you take it
away, that is who you are taking it
away from. You are not taking it away
from the guy making $125,000 a year.
He has already got his. He has already
been cut. He was cut from the 70 to 50
percent. So this is middle-income
America that they are talking about
taking the tax cut away from.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Once again, does
the gentleman not find it strange that
many of those who would remove this
very tax cut the gentleman has just so
brilliantly described that would
remove it from the law, are those same
people once again not unlike the in-
dexing feature who claim to be the
champions of the lower and middle-
income working people of this coun-
try, does the gentleman not find that
a little on the strange side?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I find that ex-
tremely strange and there is no ques-
tion that they try to parade as that.
However, I think that the American
people are beginning to realize that
you just cannot continue to soak
middle America in order to spend for
every program that people dream up
in the Congress of the United States.

My grandmother told me when I was
a little boy, she said:

“If you go through life trying to
spend your money on what you need
instead of what you want you will
always have some that you have saved
for a rainy day.”

And I really did not understand
what all that meant as a little boy.

Mr. PASHAYAN. I was given the
same advice.

Mr. CAMPBELL. But I will tell the
gentleman right now, we spend on
what we want, not on what we need in
this country often and we need to get
back to that old principle of spending
for needs and needs only.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Or at least a better
balance than we have today.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Certainly a better
balance.

Mr. PASHAYAN. I appreciate the
gentleman’s remarks. And once again,
not to elongate this, I think the gen-
tleman’s statement is an important
statement. I have heard many people
say that they have not visibly seen
any of the results of the income tax
reduction over the last 2 years, but I
think the gentleman is exactly right.
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The reason they have not seen it was
because the social security tax, payroll
tax, was going up at the same time. I
am sure the gentleman would agree—I
do not mean to put the words in the
gentleman’'s mouth—but I feel strong-
ly that he would agree with me when I
say that had it not been for the
income tax reduction, the first two in-
stallments, the third of which as we
say is coming on this July, but had it
not been for those first two install-
ments the overall effect on the income
of the lower and middle-income
worker would be their taxes would
have gone up. And at least the income
tax reduction permitted them to stay
even.

Mr. CAMPBELL. The gentleman is
absolutely correct with one exception.
The tax cut of the 25 percent which
comes out to the 23 percent actually
across the board allowed the working
taxpayer making less than $50,000 a
yvear to stay even. The upper income
taxpayer was reduced by the 70 to 50
percent reduction.

So had we not done that, the taxes
on that taxpayer, on the working tax-
payer, from around $10,000 to $50,000,
would have gone up about 15 percent
over the last 2 years.

Mr. PASHAYAN. During this 2
years, and in balance would have re-
mained the same, but for the first two
installments of the income tax reduc-
tion.

Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct.
This one is an actual and real tax cut
because it comes at a time that there
are no new taxes going on for social se-
curity and other programs and infla-
tion is at the lowest point that it has
been in ages.
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Mr. PASHAYAN. Well, once again I
should like to thank the gentleman for
his most timely remarks, and I think
he has stated the proposition very well
indeed.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution.

Mr. PASHAYAN. I hope some minds
have been changed, owing to the re-
marks made by my friend, the gentle-
man from South Carolina, and maybe,
because of the effort he has put in—I
know he has put in considerable re-
search—a few more in this town will
acknowledge that it is desirable indeed
for us to retain both this third phase
of the income tax reduction and the
indexing feature of the law.

Mr. CAMPBELL. We should retain
them both, and if we trigger any type
of index, apply it across the board, but
any savings should be applied to the
deficit until such time as we bring it
under control, and then we can allo-
cate our resources. You have to move
a step at a time. The problem is that
we have been in a position of wanting
to continue to spend without ever
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wanting to bring the whole thing
under control.

Mr. PASHAYAN. It is perhaps a nat-
ural temptation. I think the gentle-
man is right, that we will have to take
that away form ourselves, really.

Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct.

LEE L. VERSTANDIG

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. SNYDER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to learn that this administra-
tion and the Nation will continue to
enjoy the every able services of Lee L.
Verstandig, newly appointed as Assist-
ant to the President for Intergovern-
mental Affairs.

The recent accomplishments of Lee
Verstandig are surely fresh in the
minds of my colleagues. At President
Reagan’s request, he took charge of
the embattled Environmental Protec-
tion Agency at perhaps its most turbu-
lent period, first as Assistant Adminis-
trator for Legislation, and soon there-
after as Acting Administrator of EPA.

As Assistant Administrator, he
quickly set about the task of restoring
the Agency’s public credibility, rees-
tablishing a dialog with Congress, im-
proving morale within the Agency,
and strengthening its relations with
State and local governments and envi-
ronmental and Dbusiness interest
Eroups.

When he assumed the duties of
Acting Administrator, he quickly put
the Agency back on course, instituted
an Agency-wide management reorgani-
zation, and prepared William D.
Ruckelshaus for his Senate confirma-
tion and transition to the Agency. It
was an exceptionally complex task and
required the talents of an exceptional-
ly competent administrator.

Certainly it was not by accident that
President Reagan selected Lee Ver-
standig for the difficult job at EPA.
His outstanding record of accomplish-
ments at the Department of Transpor-
tation had preceded him. As Assistant
Secretary of Transportation for Gov-
ernmental Affairs, under Secretary
Drew Lewis, Lee Verstandig received
extremely high marks for his direction
of the Department’s relations with
Congress, State and local govern-
ments, and special and public interest
groups, as well as its technology and
assistance planning efforts.

He provided substantial input into
the deregulation of the inter-city bus
industry; enactment of landmark avia-
tion legislation which will modernize
the Nation's air traffic control system;
transfer of the Maritime Administra-
tion to the Department of Transpor-
tion; and passage of the 1982 Surface
Transportation Act, which will assist
in improving the Nation’s deteriorat-
ing transportation infrastructure.
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The President'’s selection of Lee Ver-
standig as his assistant for Intergov-
ernmental Affairs is a wise and alto-
gether appropriate decision. His out-
standing professional career covers an
extremely broad range, stretching
from his days as a member of the fac-
ulty at Brown University, to his serv-
ice as administrative assistant to Sena-
tor JouN CHAFEE, and eventually to a
number of important posts in the ex-
ecutive branch.

Lee Verstandig’s extensive experi-
ence uniquely qualifies him for his
new position at the White House, and
certainly his track record throughout
an enormously successful public and
academic career gives all of us reason
to applaud his selection.e

THE 10TH ANNUAL STAN MIKITA
HOCKEY SCHOOL FOR THE
HEARING IMPAIRED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to bring the attention of my col-
leagues to the 10th annual Stan
Mikita Hockey School for the Hearing
Impaired in Northbrook, Ill.

The school has been held each year
for the last nine summers at an ice
rink in the Chicago area. More than
250 boys and young men ages 9
through 24 have participated in rigor-
ous training sessions coached by Chi-
cago Blackhawk star Mikita, his
former teammates Elmer ‘‘Moose”
Vasko and Gene Ubriaco along with
Chicago Blackhawk power skating
coach Wally Kormylo, and Jeff Sauer,
hockey coach at the University of Wis-
consin, and other professional players
from throughout the National Hockey
League.

The Mikita Hockey School was not
founded to produce professional qual-
ity athletes; its goal, instead, is to
bring into the lives of the hearing-im-
paired a new confidence and under-
standing of their own abilities and
those skills needed to prosper in their
education and in their careers.

On June 17, 1983, the Chicago Park
District in cooperation with the Amer-
ican Hearing Impaired Hockey Asso-
ciation and the McFetridge Parents
Hockey Association will present the
U.S. National Deaf Hockey Team
versus Chicago McFetridge Patriots at
the McFetridge Sports Center.

I congratulate the young players,
their coaches, and all of those who are
instrumental in the success of this
program, and I send to all of them my
warmest best wishes for many more
years of success.

The names of the team members of
the 1983 Stan Mikita Hockey School
for the Hearing Impaired and the
names of members of the Chicago var-
sity team follow:
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CHIcAGO PARK DIsTRICT ALL STAR HOCKEY
TEAM

McFetridge Hockey Team: Brian Wahnon,
Jamie Parker, Chuck Wood, Brian Buicane,
Steve Holter, Tim Daily, Ron Kifttel, Roger
Pertynski, Dan Ilkich, Charlie Popov, Tony
Orlando, Jeff Rollocheck, Phil Grace, Mike
Waldron, Tom Keczenarek, Joe Calabresz,
Bill Mologousise, Randy Johnson, Stan Du-
bicke, and Brian Dorfman.

TENTH ANNUAL STAN MIKITA HOCKEY SCHOOL
FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED

Player and age:

Brett Belzer, Glenview, Illinois 60025, 17.

Phil Cachey, Oak Lawn, Illinois 60453, 18,

Jim Cammarata, Mt. Prospect, Illinois
60056, 17.

Alfred Casaccia, Encino, California 91436,
19.

Bobby Cisluycis, Staten Island, New York
10302, 19.

Cindy Cisluycis, Staten Island, New York
10302, 17.
mJohnston Cole, Glenview, Illinois 60025,

Michael Collins, University City, Missouri
63130, 16.

John Dalton, Hull, MA 02045, 13.

Sean Dee, Cheektowaga, New York 14215,
117.

Michael
53716, 20.

Edward Gardner,
York 11369, 18.
m!(en Gentzke, Eoneoye, New York 14471,

Elijah Gold, Ithaca, New York 14850, 12.

Mark Grant, Brunswick, Maine 04011, 11.

Eric Gross, Littleton, Colorado 80123, 9.

Joseph Hartge, Bloomingdale, Illinois
60108, 15.
12Da.vit'i Hegarty, Newburyport, MA 01950,

John Hickey, Medford, MA 02155, 19.

Robert Knox, Brunswick, Maine 04011, 14.

Matthew Kraker, Amherst, MA 01002, 15.

Bill Kwarciany, Jr., Gladstone, Michigan
49837, 15.

Jeffrey LeRoy, Erie, PA 16508, 11.

Kevin LeRoy, Erie, PA 16508, 14.

James Liebrecht, DeWitt, Michigan 48820,
14.

William Loftus, Summit,
07901, 15.

Paul Malaney, Norwell, MA 02061, 17.

Michael Maynard, Madison, Wisconsin
53714, 13.

Bill Mellen, Lowell, MA 01852, 18.

Tony Meister, Buffalo, New York 14207,
18.

Keith Mischo, Green Bay, Wisconsin
54303, 22.

Gary Montalbano,
01701, 19.

Rick McGaughey, Holbrook, Massachu-
setts 02343, 21.

Mick McLaren, Londonberry, N.H. 03053,
16.
Marc Nash, St. Paul, MN 55105, 14.

Kenneth Newman, Plymouth, Minnesota
55441, 21.

Daniel
55441, 15.

Bobby Norton,
01720, 15.

Anthony Pietraniello, Staten Island, New
York 10306, 18.

aMickey Pilson, Ardsley, New York 10502,
18.
Don Polaski, Rehoboth, MA 02769, 24.
Carey Siegel, Chicago, IL 60645, 25.

Jim Siciliano, Longmeadow, MA 01106, 18.

DeVries, Madison, Wisconsin

Last Elmhurst, New

New Jersey

Framingham, MA

Newman, Plymouth, Minnesota

Acton, Massachusetts
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Wayne Smooker, North Patchogue, Long
Island, N.Y. 11772, 18.

Ken Stehle, Florissant, Missouri 63033, 19.

John Stinson, Hayward, Wisconsin 54843,
13.

James Tourangeau, Gladstone, Michigan
49837, 14.

Jason Vendola,
60462, 13.

Wendell Waldroup, Jr., Lowell, Michigan
49331, 18.

Jason Weaver, Knoxville, TN 37914, 15.

Steve Young, Florissant, Missouri 63031,
h & 3

David Zimmerman, Minot, North Dakota
58701, 18.e

Orland Park, Illinois

THE WAR POWERS RESOLUTION

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker,
today’s news brings with it word that
two Israeli soldiers have been killed in
Beirut. My heart goes out to these
men, to their families. They were
killed by a remote control bomb, dead
because their heads happened to be
exposed when the bomb was triggered
against the armored vehicle in which
they were riding. The incident is, of
course, not the first, nor, tragically,
will it be the last of killings in Beirut.

It is a reminder that we have yet to
clearly delineate the American pur-
pose in Beirut. We have yet to receive
from the President and the adminis-
tration any meaningful compliance
with the War Powers Resolution, and
with each passing day the danger
grows greater.

What are our political objectives in
Lebanon? And why is it necessary for
our troops to be there? We need to ask
ourselves here and now if we would be
willing to endure warfare for the sake
of whatever these objectives, yet unde-
fined, are, for, as the military histori-
an S. L. A. Marshall has written:

Disaster is less likely to derive from one
gross blunder than from reasoned calcula-
tions which slip just a little.

In this case we do not know what
the reasoned calculations are, let alone
whether they are reasonable or not,
whether they are supported by the
people of this country, or whether
indeed they are attainable without
bloodshed.

Meanwhile, in Central America,
events move apace. In the last few
days there have been drastic diplomat-
ic moves in which the Government of
Nicaragua expelled two American dip-
lomats because of their charge, quite
absurd to us, that they attempted to
poison one of their leaders.

But I think it stresses what I have
been trying to say for months, and
that is the fact that we do not perceive
that part of the world as it really is.
Right now the most popular novel best
seller in Mexico—not Nicaragua, not
Panama, but Mexico, our next door
neighbor—is a novel depicting a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

treacherous Mexican President who
was compelled to sell out to the United
States. The opening chapter shows a
scene in which the President goes to
his bedroom when he discovers a
lethal poisonous breed of snake that is
so excited that it had to have been im-
ported into Mexico, and it turns out to
be a CIA plot.

Now, this looks ridiculous to us. But
this is the image, the perception, that
exists now in Latin America, and not
just in Mexico. And this is taken for
granted. This, because of other things
that have happened, many of which
have never even been reported in our
country, that this image and misper-
ception of America on their part
occurs to match our misperceptions.

But this Nicaraguan explusion, I
think, glaringly and dramatically dem-
onstrates this. For what is our reac-
tion? We then tenfold the ante, this
game of tit for tat, so that the Nicara-
guans expel two of our ambassadorial-
level diplomats and we come in and
turn out 10 of theirs. And what is the
reason we give? That these 10 Nicara-
guan diplomats, ranging from New Or-
leans up to California and here, Hous-
ton, Tex., were conducting espionage
against the United States.

Now, this really makes us the laugh-
ing stock of the world. What in the
world could the consul in New Orle-
ans, who, incidentally, has been now
seeking refuge in our country, have
been conducting by way of espionage?
The latest hit on Basin Street Blues? I
do not know. It just seems that a retal-
iation of this nature, for a small coun-
try, in effect, arrogates that country
to a higher level than it deserves, and
one which shows clearly the bankrupt-
cy of our policy, if we can call such a
thing a policy, this passes for adminis-
tration conduct.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I insert
into the REcorp the Richard Cohen
column in today's Washington Post,
which very, very eloquently brings out
the situation, in which he points out
what a silly game this is and how dis-
advantageous it is to the United
States:

S1LLY GAMES
(By Richard Cohen)

It is not all that important, I suppose
what a government says when it engages in
the game of tit for tat. This is the game
being played by America and Nicaragua in
which one country and then the other takes
turns kicking out each other’s diplomats.

It is a silly and depressing game, made all
the more silly and depressing because
merely by playing it, we lose.

The game started, you will recall, when
Nicaragua accused three American diplo-
mats of attempting to assassinate the coun-
try’s foreign minister, Miguel d’Escoto, by
passing him a poisoned bottle of brandy.

As assassination plots go, this one is so
absurd as to be unbelievable—even if the
CIA years ago did have a very clever plan to
slip Fidel Castro a mickey to make his beard
fall out. Still, the Nicaraguan charges are
hard to believe.
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But then so are the American ones. In re-
taliation for giving our three diplomats the
boot, the State Department ordered Nicara-
gua to close its consulates in six U.S. cities—
New York, Miami, San Francisco, Houston,
New Orleans and Los Angeles—saying they
had been used for spying. It expelled about
21 diplomats, a retaliation ratio, if there is
such a thing, of about seven to one.

This is the game we have played for years
with the Soviets, but as silly as it is, they
are at least our size and their “spies” are
very often the real McCoy.

Nicaragua is a different case entirely. It is
a smaller country, in fact a very small one,
which either by design or out of fear threw
a clumsy insult our way and—to the report-
ed consternation of its own people—got
taken seriously.

By doing this, not only have we inflated
Nicaragua's standing but we also have di-
minished our own by playing its game and
saying things for which we are not willing
to offer any evidence. After all, if these con-
sulates were spy centers, why were they al-
lowed to operate all this time and what ex-
actly were the Nicaraguans spying on in
New Orleans? Dixieland jazz?

If this sinking to the other guy’s level
were limited to mere rhetoric, it would be
bad enough. But the administration seems
determined to see much of Latin America
through some sort of magnifying glass,
blowing threats out of proportion and giving
these regimes a standing and popularity
that they would otherwise not have. The
Sandinista regime in Nicaragua is either a
brat or a paranoid of a regime, but it is not
exactly a world power.

Nevertheless, it has somehow become
public enemy number one, so threatening to
hemispheric peace that the arrival of every
Soviet boat is photographed from above and
defensive artillery is shown to the American
people as if it were MXs aimed at Lafayette
Park. So great is the perceived danger that
our government has been frank about its in-
tentions. The Sandinista regime has to go.

In fact, all across the board we are yelling
and screaming about countries that until re-
cently were considered little more than set-
tings for dippy musicals and whose most
lethal weapon were rum drinks.

Now one kind of naivete has been replaced
by another. Grenada all of a sudden is an
enemy, armed to the teeth with, of all
things, a world-class airport. Surinam, a
thuggish regime to be sure but hardly a
threat, has got to go and Castro has been
turned into some sort of tropical version of
the Godfather—up to his beard in the dope
traffic.

All of this has made wonderful headlines.
None of this, though, has been proven. The
distinction between truth and propaganda
has become blurred and a great government
has engaged in shouting matches on late-
night television with representatives of gov-
ernments no one ever heard of. Sometimes,
it seems that the fate of the Western Hemi-
sphere will be settled on Nightline.

There is a total loss of perspective here,
no recognition of who we are and what we
stand for. We are paying our adversaries
compliments by our willingness to adopt
their tactics, treating them as major
threats. We match their machismo with
ours—and then some—fighting their fight
on their terms, It is a fight we can only lose.
After all, we are better than they are. It is
time we acted that way.

Even as these events have been un-
winding, the President has sent more
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troops to Honduras, there to greatly
increase the training activity on
behalf of Salvadoran troops and thus
slip by questions and concerns about
our commitment in El Salvador.

I am reminded, with all of this, of
the war powers resolution, as I have
been trying to bring out, because it
arose from Presidential blunders and
miscalculations.

Ten years ago the Congress realized
that open-ended military commit-
ments, made unilaterally by our Presi-
dents, could lead to catastrophe, as
happened in Vietnam and a couple of
other places.

Those who do not remember history
so well say that Congress passed the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution and so was a
party to the commitment of troops to
Vietnam later. But the fact is that
these are individuals who are ignorant
of the circumstances of the consider-
ation and approval of the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution.

I happened to be right here on this
floor at that time, and I raised, I think
about the only questions to the then
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, Dr. Morgan of the great State
of Pennsylvania. What these individ-
uals do not realize and do not remem-
ber is the fact that months passed be-
tween the resolution’s approval,

which, as explained to me by Dr.
Morgan, was seen and understood as
routine backing for possible retaliato-
ry action and nothing more, at the

most, and, at the request of the Presi-
dent, who was asking for moral sup-
port, under the shadow of an action
against our national interest in the
then charged attack on one of our
ships in the bay.

When I read the language of the res-
olution, the plain import of the lan-
guage, I became troubled, and I went
to Dr. Morgan and I asked him about
it. The exact words I used were these:

“Hey, Doc, what is the meaning of this
resolution? Why are we having to pass it?

I said,

This is mighty strong language. It looks to
me like we are sanctioning a backdoor decla-
ration of war.

The good chairman replied and said,

Do you want to deny Lyndon Johnson
what we have given John Kennedy in the
case of Berlin, President Eisenhower in the
case of Lebanon?—coincidentally.

And I said,

What do you mean?

He said,

This is a pro forma resolution of moral
support for the President under the exigen-
cies of the moment.

I said,

Oh, in other words, this is an identical res-
olution to that which the Congress has
passed in the cases you say of President Ei-
senhower and President Kennedy?
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He nodded his head. I returned to
my seat. At that time we did not have
electronic voting, so I had plenty of
time to look and ponder. They used to
call the rollcall of every 435 names by
voice twice. I was still in such grave
doubt I returned to the chairman, but
by then he was kind of short tempered
and dismissed me and did not want to
discuss anything further, so I came
back to ponder what I should do.

Up to then nobody had voted “no”
on the resolution. So I finally waited,
because I was seriously considering
voting “no,” and then, feeling insecure
in view of the explanation given by
the chairman, I had great inward
doubt, when finally the Clerk called
the last name for the second time. So I
then came to the well to be recognized
in order to register my vote, Speaker
MeCormack chairing and presiding.

At that moment the doors burst
open and Representative Adam Clay-
ton Powell of New York rushed in. He
saw me standing and he said, “Hey,
what is this all about?” I tried to ex-
plain, as the Speaker was looking to
me to recognize me, and under my
breath I said, “Well, this is a resolu-
tion from the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee.” So the Speaker said, “The gentle-
man from New York,” and Mr. Powell
then looked around and he said,
“Well, just vote me present,” and
walked away.

Then the Speaker recognized me
and I voted “aye.” If you look at the
record for that day’s vote, you will see
that the only non-aye vote was Mr.
Powell's who voted present, and that
was the reason for it; not on the basis
of any particular principle involved,
but because he simply had come in
late in time to register his vote, did
not understand it, could not justify
voting either way, so he voted present.

But this same resolution, because of
what I felt then was a plain, obvious
purport in content of the words, was
used later by the then-Secretary of
State under Mr. Johnson, to argue the
case for the tremendous incursion by
way of our troops into South Vietnam.

So these folks do not remember that
there were months that passed be-
tween the approval of this resolution
which, as I say, was considered pro
forma, and the time when American
troops actually landed in Vietnam in
that form of combat units. That com-
mitment was clearly beyond the politi-
cal objectives understood by the Con-
gress. It was probably also beyond the
objectives of the President at the time
he asked for the resolution. I do not
think that President Johnson had the
intent at that time to permit half a
million troops to Vietnam.

Speaking for myself, I knew that the
Government of France, for instance,
and no government which had been
engaged in Vietnam before, had com-
mitted formal troops, or much less
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conscripts, to what they call Indo-
china. In fact, in 1950 the French Par-
liament passed an absolute prohibition
against the use of conscripts. But we
are the only country in the history of
the world. Even the Romans in the
time of their emporium, did not use
free-born Romans. They did not im-
press them. They impressed slaves.
England, at the height of its colonial
empire, never conscripted to go and
send the troops over to India, but we
did. We sent conscripts, unwilling
Americans, in an undeclared war.

Now, this was the issue that I single-
handedly raised from the very begin-
ning right here on this floor. The
record will show that when the draft
extension bill came up in 1967, I of-
fered an amendment which, in effect,
was really reiterating what the origi-
nal conscription act of 1941 contained,
and the only reason why it passed by
one vote in 1941 was because the Con-
gress, the House, put a clause saying
that under no circumstances would an
unwilling conscript be sent to serve
outside of territorial United States
then unless there was a declaration of
war or specifically provided so by the
act of Congress. That was the only
issue I raised of any real persistence
on my part.

No, I was not one of those that went
around ranting and raving and yelling
and doubling my fist and saying, “Hey,
hey, LBJ; how many babies have you
killed today?"” But I did everything, as
I am trying to do now in this case, to
speak out.

I did join Senator Gruening, Ernest
Gruening in the Senate, who was one
of the outspoken opponents from the
very beginning, with Senator Morse of
Oregon, against what turned out to be
our commitment in Vietnam, in a reso-
lution in which we asked that the
United States withdraw unilaterally
and proceed only if we had what—a
decent respect for the opinion of man-
kind by getting the United Nations to
come in.

What I have been advocating since
April 1, 1980, and mind you, that was
not President Reagan, that was Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter, in the case of Cen-
tral America, and specifically El Salva-
dor, was for us to proceed under Amer-
ican leadership and exercise an Ameri-
can leadership collectively through
the OAS, the Organization of Ameri-
can States, which I am still asking.

My position is that we ought to
withdraw every single military and
proceed under a combined multina-
tional approach through the OAS.
Our absence and our abdication of our
responsibility of exerting leadership is
a tremendous price, as history will
show and as the future will develop
unquestionably for this terrible, terri-
ble abdication of leadership.

So we have created a vacuum, and
into that vacuum have rushed five of
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the surrounding countries: Mexico,
Panama, Costa Rica, Colombia, and
Venezuela. They call it the Contadora
group. What do they say? You do not
read anything about their meetings.
They have already met five times to
see how they can collectively initiate
something to being about stability and
peace in that area, stop the bloodshed.
The bloodletting is terrific. Most of
the bloodletting, 95 percent of it, is
being committed with our arms, not
with Cuban or Chinese. Oh, yes, some
of them are arms that we left in Viet-
nam that have come back by way of
Czechoslovakia and a few other coun-
tries, but they are American made.
Both sides are killing 95 percent of the
time, if not 99, with American-made
armament.

So the point I am driving at is this:
Congress allowed the war in Vietnam
to develop because we failed to clearly
define the authority we were giving
the President. Later, Congress refused
to accept responsibility for its failure.
The Presidents have long, long, and
even a Supreme Court decision, have
long, long pointed out that the matter
of foreign affairs is primarily the re-
sponsibilty of the Presidents. That is
true. And when Presidents do not get
their foreign aid bill, they cry about it
and exercise that power. And it is true.
From the beginning, constitutionally
and historically, the area of foreign af-
fairs is primarily a Presidential ter-
rain. However, the Congress cannot
escape its part of the responsibility,
for it has the control of the purse
strings and also the constitutional
power of the declaration of war. The
President does not have it; only the
Congress. And by indirection it has
been delegated. That is the point I am
trying to make. But the fact that Con-
gress, at the critical time, does not
define its responsibility does not lessen
that responsibility later as the Presi-
dents blunder.
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Why is that? The reason is, and this
has been true since we have had the
history of mankind in warfare, no
leader can lead a people into war if the
people do not have the will, and the
great people in a country such as ours
can hardly be coalesced and unified in
a cause that they themselves have not
had explained or rationalized or clear-
ly defined.

This is why I am speaking the way I
am about our yet to be defined com-
mitment in Lebanon and Beirut. When
the President was asked, “Mr. Presi-
dent, how long are we going to have
Marines in Beirut?”

He said, “I don't know. It depends on
the Lebanese Government."”

So that this again is precisely what
is happening in Lebanon and in El Sal-
vador today. We have not authorized
any combat action, but there is every
possibility of it and we have had casu-
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alties. We have not defined the pur-
pose or scope of these commitments.
We have not suggested any limits, and
so we invite the President to take us
over into the abyss.

What every Member of the House
must ask is this. If we had a son to
serve, would we be willing that he die
in Lebanon or in El Salvador?

We cannot morally by action or inac-
tion commit any life to grave risk that
we would not assume for ourselves. We
cannot assume the cynicism of com-
fortable imperialists, a breed well un-
derstood by Menachim Begin, who
wrote of his experience in the Irgun
this way:

When a nation reawakens, its finest sons
are prepared to give their lives for its libera-
tion. When empires are threatened with col-
lapse, they are prepared to sacrifice their
non-commissioned officers.

In short, Congress cannot afford the
luxury of saying that our commit-
ments are nothing. We have to under-
stand what they are and ask whether
they are commitments we know will
have the full support of all or most of
all the people of this great country.

In the case of El Salvador, we know
that the people of that country do not
support any kind of incursion such as
we have foisted, not the people.

We know that the people of this
country do not support a military com-
mitment. We know that there is not
even much support for the aid that is
already being extended. I have talked
to Salvadorans who tell me that there
are quite a number of cases in which
the arms that we have sent to the gov-
ernment that this administration is
supporting have been turned over by
Army officers of the Salvadoran forces
to the rebels, guerrillas, Marxists,
whatever you want to call them.

What they tell me is, “Senor Gonza-
lez, if only your country would leave
us alone, let us fight it out, this thing
will be over with.”

If not, there will be another 40,000
dead, as there have been already in
just the smallest country in the area
of the Western World, that is El Sal-
vador.

We know that there is not much
support even for that extended now,
because our people also are well aware
of that Government of El Salvador. It
is certainly not being attacked by
troops from other countries. There
have been vague allegations about the
importation of foreign arms, but no
one yet has evidentiary facts to show
that any Cuban soldier or Russian,
much less, or any foreign troops are
aiding and abetting the cause of the
rebellion in El Salvador. There is no
question about it at this point and up
to now, an indigenous rebellion, just
like the one in 1932.

Our people are well aware that not a
one of us would choose to live under
that kind of regime, which even today
is more interested in murky power
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struggles than in carrying out the hor-
rendous task of rehabilitating and re-
deeming itself.

In the case of Lebanon, it is not
likely that our people are very much
aware even of the fact that we have
troops, much less the likelihood that
they will remain for another year and
a half. That is just in Beirut.

I do not even hear a mention about
the 2,000 airborne we have up the
desert about 500 miles above Beirut.

Now, the big difference there is that
the Congress committed them, an his-
torical commitment, never before once
done so by any Congress since 1789.

I doubt also that more than 1 in 100
or more than a handful of my own col-
leagues knows that American policy
assumes a growing role for our troops
in Lebanon during these immediate
coming days and that the likelihood of
attacks on our personnel will grow as
this commitment grows.

I do not know of anybody in this
Congress that has been given the de-
tails of the secret agreements made by
our President, I presume, unless his
Secretary of State has not communi-
cated. It would not surprise me, That
has happened before.

The extent, the content and the
range of those secret agreements have
still not been divulged, much less to
the Congress that I know of; but I do
know that they involve a tremendous
exponential increase in the nature of
our commitment. If, for example, Is-
raeli troops leave Beirut, our troops
are expected to patrol in areas now pa-
trolled by them. It could just as easily
have been an American group that was
struck by yesterday'’s attack as it could
have been, as it tragically was, but
their mission is clear; ours is not, as is
evidenced by the turmoil that existed
here just a few minutes ago, even be-
tween components of the Israeli Army
and the Marines—unimaginable, yet it
happened.

Much more to the point, even in
Israel itself, there is a devisive feeling
about the commitment in Lebanon. If
the American role grows, if our sol-
diers then suffer, what is to be done?
Had two marines died last night, what
would our President be saying today?
Would he be saying the same thing as
after the destruction of the American
Embassy with 16 American lives extin-
guished, and what was his reaction?

He said, “We are not going to let a
bunch of murderers deter us. As a
matter of fact, we will double our pur-
pose”’—whatever that is. “We will rein-
force. We are not going to abandon.”

That is fine, but that still does not
define the role or the policy, and at
that point would hardly be the time to
ask the question. The time to ask is
now, as I have been saying for the last
weeks. The time to define roles is now.
That is what we should have learned
with the Bay of Tonkin resolution, to
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ask questions before and not after the
troops land on the beach, to define our
purposes before we are committed and
not to try to rationalize afterward, to
ask ourselves the hardest questions of
all. Is this the place? Is this particular
political objective one that I would die
for or be maimed for?
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That is why we have had a war
powers resolution adopted. That is
why we ought to insist on using it now
while it is being violated, before it is
too late either in Lebanon or in El Sal-
vador.

I yield back the balance of my time.

REFORM OF TRADE REMEDY
LAWS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GIBBONS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, last
month, the Subcommittee on Trade of
the Committee on Ways and Means,
which I chair, completed extensive
hearings on possible options to reform
our trade remedy laws. These hearings
covered T full days and included testi-
mony from administration officials,
Members of Congress, domestic indus-
tries, importers, organized labor, re-
tailers, trade lawyers, academians, and
several other interested persons. We
heard dozens of recommendations re-
lating to both administrative and legis-
lative improvements, Many recommen-
dations received widespread support,
while others were more controversial
in nature and seemed to appeal only to
a narrow constituency. A vast majority
of the witnesses, however, agreed that
changes are now needed to make our
trade remedies, particularly antidump-
ing and countervailing duty laws, less
costly, less complex, and more effec-
tive. Consequently, there are several
possible changes in these laws which I
am anxious to see made and which I
believe the Committee on Ways and
Means should report to the House.

The subcommittee staff is now in
the process of cataloging and analyz-
ing the large number of recommenda-
tions. Based on this review, I plan to
introduce legislation implementing
what I believe to be the most impor-
tant and reasonable procedural and
substantive changes to improve en-
forcement of these very important
unfair trade laws. I believe that such
changes will accomplish a number of
important and necessary goals: to im-
prove access to trade remedies for all
domestic industries potentially affect-
ed by unfair trade; to provide a more
administerable, less costly procedure
for all groups, domestic and foreign;
and to deter the spread of unfair trad-
ing practices by our trading partners,
particularly such measures as industri-
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al targeting and other subsidy
schemes.

I believe that constant improvement
and refinement of our trade laws pre-
sents the best hope for preserving an
open, liberal trading system while at
the same time confronting the spread
of unfair foreign competition and the
changing conditions of international
trade.

The United States is generally recog-
nized to have the fairest and most ac-
cessible system of trade laws in the
world. This system, which is based on
the simple but practical principle of
“free but fair trade,” has benefited us
greatly. We must not dismantle it. We
must, in fact, make certain that such
laws remain evenhanded, objective,
transparent, and consistent with our
GATT obligations. But, we must also
improve such laws to keep pace with
the changing times and to carry out
the job they were designed to do. Our
recent hearings indicated a need for
legislation—and I want to reassure my
colleagues that I intend to act quickly
in improving these laws so that we
ensure the fair conduct of internation-
al trade and the competitiveness of
American industries.@

CAN OUR ECONOMY PICK UP IF
HOUSING IS DOWN

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

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, positive
economic indicators have received
much attention in recent weeks as
each of us look for some signs of an
economic turnaround. The health of
the Nation's housing industry is gener-
ally agreed to be one of the most im-
portant indicators of long-term eco-
nomic growth and recovery by all
knowledgeable observers.

The decision by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development to
raise the FHA-VA interest rate from
11'% percent to 12 percent is a sign
that the current upturn, while wel-
come indeed, may be shorter and less
vigorous than needed.

The rise in the FHA-VA rate reflects
the fact that the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development had
pegged the rate artificially low in light
of market conditions. The result was 7
or 8 points charged to sellers and
homebuilders, a factor which discour-
ages new loans.

The signs for a robust return of
housing over the next 6 months are
discouraging. An April conference
board report indicates that only 2.6
percent of consumers plan on buying a
home in that time period. This com-
pares to 2.7 percent in March and 2.1
percent in April 1982.

The increase in interest rates under-
cuts one of the positive aspects of the
generally discouraging announcement
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of April housing starts. While starts
for that month dropped by 8 percent,
to a seasonally adjusted annual rate of
1.49 million, building permits rose 7
percent.

If interest rates continue to rise, it is
a safe bet that builders will not make
use of those permits.

What could be termed the housing
undertow in our economy is a danger-
ous current that may determine
whether we have a healthy recovery.
A poor performance in the housing
sector, it seems certain, is a critical in-
dicator of what we may expect in
other areas.

At this point, I would like to share
with my colleagues an article from the
Washington Post of June 8 which de-
scribes the mortgage interest rate in-
crease and which includes the reac-
tions of realtors, homebuilders and
others:

[From the Washington Post, June 8, 1983]
FHA L1rrs MORTGAGE RATE TO 12 PERCENT
(By Ann Mariano)

The interest rate on FHA- and VA-insured
home mortgages will be raised to 12 percent
today, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development said yesterday. The an-
nouncement touched off fears of further
damage to the already faltering housing re-
covery.

The rate was cut only a month ago to 11%
percent, the lowest level in nearly three
years. The new rate of 12 percent is for 30-
year, level-payment loans, and the rate for
graduated-payment loans is being raised
from 11% percent to 12% percent.

The HUD announcement said the hike re-
flects events in the mortgage market, where
interest rates have been creeping up in the
past few weeks.

Both FHA Commissioner Philip Abrams
and a spokesman for the nation's mortgage
bankers attributed the increases—which
have pushed rates on conventional loans to
13 or 13% percent—to investors' fears that
the federal budget deficit will continue to
grow, eating up money available to borrow-
ers.

The rate increase “stinks, that's what it
does,” said Michael Sumicrast, chief econo-
mist for the National Association of Home
Builders. “We desperately need stability in
the financial markets. We cannot have
these ups and downs in the mortgage
market. It upsets people; it upsets buyers.”

Housing sales have slowed in recent
weeks, and “it doesn’'t take very long to
really upset the whole” housing recovery,
Sumicrast said.

Sale of new one-family houses dropped to
a seasonally adjusted annual rate of 573,000
in April, down from a peak of 611,000 in
January and from the March rate of
597,000, according to the Census Bureau
and HUD.

A spokesman for the National Association
of Realtors called the FHA-VA increase
“very disappointing.”

“Frankly it scares us, and I guess it ought
to scare a lot of the general public,” said the
spokesman, Bill Atkinson. “What we are
seeing . . . is the reaction of financial mar-
kets to the federal deficit. Congress and the
administration are not making any headway
on bringing deficits down."”

Interest rates on conventional loans are
dangerously near the 14 percent threshold
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“above which mortgage demand gets choked
off fairly quickly,” said Mark J. Riedy, exec-
utive vice president of the Mortgage Bank-
ers Association.

Before today's increase, closings on home
sales already “were falling off and applica-
:Lc;gs for loans had started to fall off.” he

Many industry leaders say potential
buyers are kept away by the high number of
discount points being charged before today's
rate increase.

Lenders want to sell the loans they make
to investors in the secondary mortgage
market, and they must produce a yield com-
petitive with other types of investments to
make these loans saleable. To produce the
yield, lenders must give investors a discount.
then lenders try to get this money back by
charging points to either the home buyer's
or sellers. A point equals one percent of the
mortgage amount. Riedy said today's rate
hike “probably knocked out at least 3 points
in FHA and VA mortgages.”

EQUAL PAY ACT

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

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, tomorrow will be the 20th anniver-
sary of the Equal Pay Act. Unfortu-
nately, pay equity does not look much
better than it did 20 years ago. In
1960, working women received 60.8¢ to
every dollar earned by men. In 1981,
women were making 59.2¢ to the male
dollar. During a time of technological
progress, we continue to economically
oppress our female laborers. Whereas
women comprise 43 percent of our
work force, few have entered skilled
blue-collar jobs where the Equal Pay
Act would enable them to receive the
high wages paid to men in these jobs.
While all persons should be free to
enter the occupation of their choice,
they should also be able to expect pay-
ment based upon skill, effort, and re-
sponsibility rather than gender. There
exist many reasons for the continued
wage gap. Among these reasons are
violations of the Equal Pay Act, lack
of unionization among women, and job
segregation.

In an effort to examine pay differen-
tials, joint labor/management commit-
tees have been developed in many
areas to evaluate job requirements and
tasks. During an evaluation, points are
assigned for designated work factors:
skill, effort, responsibility, and work-
ing conditions. A consistent pattern of
inequitably low pay for working
women has been revealed in this proc-
ess. In Minnesota, registered nurses—
female dominated—and vocational
education teachers—male dominated—
both scored 275 evaluation points. The
registered nurses’ monthly salary was
$1,723, and the vocational education
teachers earn $2,260 per month. In
San Jose, Calif., a senior legal secre-
tary—female—and a senior carpenter—
male—were both evaluated at 226
points. The senior legal secretary
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made $665 per month, while the senior
carpenter made $1,040 per month.

Equity in blue-collar jobs is most fre-
quently secured by unions, but only 15
percent of all workingwomen are
union members. These women earn 33
percent more than nonunion women.
However, unionized women are often
fired as “troublemakers” and replaced
by nonunion workers.

Still, the most serious cause of the
wage gap remains job segregation.
Stereotypes about women's capabili-
ties and the appropriateness of male
and female jobs dominate the job
market. Traditional educational and
employment practices channel men
and women into different jobs.
Women are hired for traditional
female occupations which too often do
not offer opportunities for promotion.

On this 20th anniversary we should
dedicate ourselves to the enforcement
of the Equal Pay Act and make the
promise of equal pay for equal work a
reality in this country.

INTRODUCTION OF REVISED
COMPREHENSIVE OIL SPILL LI-
ABILITY LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
Stupps) is recognized for 15 minutes.
@ Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing, along with Represent-
atives Jones of North Carolina, Younc
of Alaska, ForsYTHE, and BIAGGI, a re-
vised bill to establish a comprehensive
oil pollution liability and compensa-
tion scheme for the United States.

This bill reflects a compromise be-
tween H.R. 2222 and H.R. 2368, two
pieces of legislation which had earlier
been introduced on this subject, and
contains sections of yet another, H.R.
2115, which had much in common
with both of the other bills. The new
legislation also reflects the testimony
presented to the Subcommittee on
Coast Guard and Navigation at its
hearing on this subject on April 20.

Our decision to introduce a new bill
dealing with o0il pollution liability
stems from the complexity of the leg-
islation, and from the nature of the
changes which have been agreed upon
between myself and the ranking mi-
nority member of the Coast Guard
Subcommittee, Mr. Younc of Alaska.
The large number of changes required
in the text of H.R. 2222, the bill which
I had earlier introduced, and H.R.
2368, Mr. Younc's bill, would have
made the amending process unduly
complicated and difficult for either
Members or the public to understand.
By combining our compromise text in
one bill, prior to a planned subcommit-
tee markup on June 21, we hope to
permit other Members and interested
persons to comment on the proposal in
a timely way.
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The following is a discussion, in out-
line, of the major issues which were
considered in arriving at the text con-
tained in the bill being introduced
today.

FUND ESTABLISHMENT AND FUNCTIONS

H.R. 2222 and H.R. 2368 both estab-
lish an oil spill liability and compensa-
tion fund. The fund is derived from
the oil industry and thus complements
the concept of strict liability. Both
bills pay for essentially the same dam-
ages and cleanup. The major purposes
of the fund is to be a backup for large
spills not compensated for by a pollut-
er under the limits of liability estab-
lished by the legislation.

The major differences between the
bills is the type of fund established.
H.R. 2222 establishes a public fund in
the Treasury administered by the De-
partment of Transportation. Moneys
would be raised through a tax on oil
that would terminate in 5 years. H.R.
2368 establishes a private corporate
entity to administer the liability and
cleanup fund. It would be regulated by
the Secretary of Transportation and is
modeled after the existing private
fund in the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Act.
Moneys in this fund would be derived
from a fee on oil. The fee would only
be in effect when the fund falls below
$100 million. The money in the fund
could be invested to increase the fund
to $200 million. Any excess investment
income after that point would be re-
bated on a pro rata basis to the private
entities who contributed to the fund.
Generally, the private fund would
have all the lawful powers needed to
administer this fund and carry out its
functions and duties, including the or-
ganization, staffing, procedures and
other activities relating to the purpose
of the trust fund. Finally, the private
fund would be available to pay for im-
mediate response for cleanup, claims
for damage, the cost of administration,
and the initial and annual contribu-
tions to an international fund if two
global oil pollution conventions are
adopted by the United States.

The new bill adopts the concept of
the private fund in H.R. 2368 with
modifications. One of the most impor-
tant modifications relates to the com-
position of the board of directors of
the trust fund. The number of board
members would remain at nine but are
distributed as follows: Three would
represent those contributing to the
fund, three would represent potential
claimants to the fund, which would in-
clude, but not be limited to, State or
local governments, and three would be
required to have particular knowledge
and experience in the field of oil spill
liability and compensation. The terms
of the directors would be raised from 3
to 6 years and the basis for removal
from office would be expanded to in-
clude incompetence in addition to ne-
glect of duty and malfeasance in
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office. The level of the fund that trig-
gers the fee mechanism would be
raised from $100 million to $200 mil-
lion and the level of the fund at which
any rate of excess investment would
occur would be raised from $200 mil-
lion to $300 million. In addition, the
availability of the fund for immediate
payment of removal costs was added to
the disbursement provision. Other re-
strictions and safeguards regarding
the fund apply including the require-
ment for an independent annual audit
to be reviewed by the General Ac-
counting Office.

In H.R. 2368, the trust fund is re-
sponsible for designating a polution
source and, if the designated responsi-
ble party fails to act, advertises the
designation and claims procedures.
H.R. 2222 provides for the Govern-
ment to carry out these functions.

The new bill basically adopts the ap-
proach in H.R. 2222 with regard to
designation. The feeling is that the
Government is in the best position to
detect spills, or receive the notice of
one, and to make the designation.

RELATION TO INTERNATIONAL CONVENTIONS

Both H.R. 2222 and H.R. 2368 in-
clude provisions to implement two
international conventions dealing with
oil pollution liability and compensa-
tion. The new legislation includes simi-
lar provisions, except that several
modifications were made fo reflect
drafting assistance provided by the
Coast Guard, and for the purpose of
clarifying the intent of the text.

Provisions concerning the interna-

tional conventions constitute a sepa-
rate title IV in the new bill. Language
has been included providing within
the context of the conventions:

(1) for a waiver of sovereign immunity
from oil pollution claims submitted against
U.S.-owned public vessels which are being
used commercially;

(2) for the implementation of financial re-
sponsibility requirements;

(3) for the recognition by U.S. courts of
judgements reached in the courts of other
states;

(4) for the location of the International
Trust Fund, for purposes of venue, in the
District of Columbia; and,

(5) for required technical changes.

The intent of the authors of the leg-
islation remains to exclude from the
text of this bill any language con-
tained in the two international con-
ventions which is clearly self-execut-
ing in nature. The language included
in the bill, therefore, is either essen-
tial to the implementation of the con-
ventions by the United States, or nec-
essary to clarify the method by which
certain provisions would be imple-
mented.

DEFENSES TO LIABILITY

H.R. 2222 and H.R. 2368, like much
other pollution liability legislation,
adopts a standard of strict liability for
pollution incidents with certain specif-
ically enumerated exceptions to that
liability. These exceptions include in-
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stances where a particular incident
was caused by an act of war, by an
overwhelming natural phenomenon,
or by a third party.

The two bills differ, however, in the
wording which determines the ability
of a spiller to make use of a defense to
liability. In H.R. 2222, the spiller—or
“responsible party'"—is liable unless an
incident is caused solely by one of the
causes listed as an eligible defense. In
H.R. 2368, a responsible party may
escape liability in all cases to the
extent that an incident is caused by
such a defense, a less stringent test.

The issue of defenses of liability was
discussed in nearly all the testimony
received during the public hearing on
this legislation before the Subcommit-
tee on Coast Guard and Navigation.
The authors of this bill ultimately de-
cided to accept a general recommenda-
tion contained in the testimony of a
representative of the American Petro-
leum Institute:

The petroleum industry believes it to be
paramount importance that uniform inter-
national tanker liability and compensation
schemes be established.

Accordingly, the new legislation
adopts language in its section on de-
fenses to liability which closely mir-
rors that contained in the Internation-
al Convention on Civil Liability for Oil
Pollution Damage. The new language
will require a responsible party, in
order to escape liability, to prove that
the incident—

(A) resulted from an act of war, hostilities,
civil war, insurrection or a natural phe-
nomenon of an exceptional, inevitable and
irresistible character, or

(B) was wholly caused by an act or omis-
sion of a third party person other than—

(i) a responsible party,

(ii) an employee or agent of a responsible
party; or

(iii) one whose act or omission occurs in
connection with a contractual relationship
with a responsible party.

A responsible party is also permit-
ted, with respect to a particular claim-
ant, to escape liability to the extent
that the economic loss from an inci-
dent was caused by the claimant.

One other change was made to this
section in response to testimony re-
ceived at the subcommittee’s hearing.
The Center for Law and Social Policy
suggested that a responsible party be
prohibited from making use of a de-
fense to liability in the event he has
failed to comply with his legal obliga-
tion to report the oil spill to the Coast
Guard. This change has been incorpo-
rated into the new legislation.

LIABILITY LIMIT FOR OFFSHORE FACILITIES

The liability limit for facilities oper-
ating under the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA) is $75 mil-
lion in H.R. 2222, and $35 to $50 mil-
lion in H.R. 2368. In the new bill, the
liability limit will be set at $50 million.

Establishing a proper limit on liabil-
ity for offshore oil facilities is not an
easy task. Experience indicates that
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spills of significant size from offshore
facilities are quite rare. Since the off-
shore oil pollution fund was created in
1978, for example, no claims for dam-
ages for spills from facilities have been
filed. Nevertheless, the threat of a cat-
astrophic spill from an OCS facility
continues to exist. The Santa Barbara
oil spill of 1969, and the IXTOC oil
blowout of 1979 demonstrate the po-
tential for an OCS spill to generate
enormous pollution cleanup and
damage costs.

It is not possible to establish a liabil-
ity limit high enough to cope with a
catastrophic spill, and yet also equita-
ble given the excellent pollution safety
record of the offshore oil industry, as
a whole. The $50 million figure includ-
ed in this legislation is, therefore, a
compromise which places a liability
burden on all OCS operators sufficient
to encourage them to demonstrate
care in their operations, and which
will certainly prove adequate to deal
with all but the most serious incidents,
but which is lower than that proposed
in H.R. 2222.

SCOPE OF COVERAGE

H.R. 2368 applies to oil pollution in-
cidents from vessels and from all oil
storage, production and transportation
facilities, whether located onshore or
offshore. H.R. 2222, however, only
covers pollution from vessels and from
facilities licensed under the Deepwater
Port Act, or which are being used in
activities carried out under the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act. The new
legislation adopts the less comprehen-
sive approach taken in H.R. 2222,

Good arguments can be made in
behalf either of including or excluding
from coverage onshore facilities and
offshore facilities located in State
waters. The decision to exclude is ten-
tative, and the sponsors reserve the
right to alter this provision as the leg-
islative process moves forward. There
is a need for greater input from the
administration, from State govern-
ments, and from the private sector
concerning the wisdom of applying a
Federal oil liability and compensation
scheme to facilities which might argu-
ably better be dealt with at the State
or local level, and which may already
be satisfactorily covered under the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act.e

PRESIDENT'S NEW ARMS CON-
TROL POLICY HOLDS GREAT
PROMISE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
NEaL) is recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I received
with cautious optimism the President’s
pronouncement that he has revised
his instruction to his START negotia-
tors to “reflect concerns and recom-
mendations of the Scowcroft Commis-
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sion, the Congress, and others.” While
endorsing the MX missile, the Com-
mission underscored the critical need
to reach an arms control agreement to
help assure our national security. The
President laid most of the blame for
failure to reach an agreement thus far
on the Russians, but appeared to con-
cede that U.S. intransigence was also a
factor. Indeed, he has instructed his
negotiators to be more flexible at the
negotiating table. This is a positive de-
velopment, Mr. Speaker, and indicates
that President Reagan may well join
every other President since World War
II in endorsing the importance of arms
control.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s public
statement is heartening, but Congress
and the American people will want to
see substantive progress before long in
reaching an accord with the Soviet
Union. It is well understood, Mr.
Speaker, that the President made a
deal with Congress to alter his negoti-
ating position in exchange for congres-
sional support for development and
testing of the MX missile. It should be
clearly understood by the administra-
tion that continued congressional sup-
port for the MX is not assured. A
great many Members of Congress, in-
cluding myself, reluctantly voted for
the missile on the basis of the Presi-
dent’s promise to pursue arms control
more vigorously. We intend to hold
the President to that agreement.

Up to this point, Mr. Speaker, the
President’s attitude toward nuclear
war and arms control could be charac-
terized as nothing short of cavalier.
The President and others in his ad-
ministration spoke of firing nuclear
warning shots, and the possibility that
nuclear war is survivable and, indeed,
winnable, even going so far as to char-
acterize nuclear war as an unfortunate
event. If the President has truly em-
braced the Scowcroft Commission in
full, it represents a remarkable change
in attitude and presents a real oppor-
tunity for reaching an accord with the
Soviet Union and reducing the threat
of nuclear war.

The text of the President’s state-
ment on his new arms control policy
appeared in the Washington Post of
June 9, 1983. It is important, Mr.
Speaker, that his statement be made a
part of the official public record.
Therefore, I am inserting the full text
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. I am
also inserting the Post editorial that
appeared in the same edition and
which clearly states the meaning and
promise of the President’s new arms
control policy.

The President argued strenuously
that he required the MX missile to
bargain with the Russians for reduc-
tions in the Soviet nuclear arsenal.
Our hope, Mr. Speaker, is that the
President succeeds in negotiating re-
ductions in the Soviet nuclear arsenal
and eliminates the need for the MX.
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The text and editorial follow:

[From the Washington Post, June 9, 19831
REAGAN OUTLINES NEW PLAN FOR ARMS RE-

pucTioN TaLkEs: OUR GoAL Is To MAINTAIN

A STABLE NUCLEAR BALANCE IN ORDER To

REDUCE THE RISK OF WAR

(The text of President Reagan’s statement

yesterday on nuclear arms)

The Strategic Arms Reduction Talks, or
START, officially resumed today in Geneva.
I would like to speak for a moment about
my hopes for these important negotiations
and about changes which I have decided to
make in our START proposal.

Such changes reflect concerns and recom-
mendations for the Scowcroft Commission,
the Congress, and others. They offer the
prospect of new progress toward a START
agreement.

Before discussing these specifics, I would
like to comment on what I see as very posi-
tive developments taking place both here
and abroad. I am happy to say that today
there is a growing sense that we are making
progress. I just met in Willlamsburg with
the leaders of the major industrialized na-
tions, and I was struck there not only by the
facts and figures pointing toward economic
recovery, but also by a spirit of optimism
and cooperation which was remarkable.

This same spirit is visible in our discus-
sions of security issues. In NATO, as in our
other alliances, there is a new feeling of
partnership. The Atlantic alliance is alive
and well, and its close consultations are a
source of strength and participation for
each of its members.

At least as important, and very gratifying
to me, is the new spirit of bipartisanship on
national security issues which is increasing-
ly evident in both houses of Congress. When
I established the Scowcroft Commission I
could not then foresee the impact that this
outstanding panel would have. Clearly, the
commission’s work, which went beyond MX
to address critical issues of deterrence and
arms control, has become a major stimulus
to the rethinking of national policy.

The commission’s report challenged some
favorite assumptions, and called for changes
in our strategic planning. At the same time,
it expressed support for my administration’s
most heartfelt objectives in arms control:
deep reductions, modernization for stabili-
ty's sake, and the elimination of the first-
strike threat.

I have pledged to Congress my full sup-
port for the Scowcroft Commission recom-
mendations and my intention to incorporate
them in our START proposal. So that we
can continue to benefit from the wisdom of
its counsel, I intend to ask the commission
to continue to serve. Its bipartisan member-
ship will thus be able to provide timely
advice to me, both with respect to the adop-
tion of its proposals into our defense pro-
gram and our arms control policies.

In recent weeks, I and officials of my ad-
ministration have had an extensive series of
private meetings with many members of
Congress. We have reviewed implications
for the START negotiations of the Scow-
croft Commission recommendations and
also of the “mutual guaranteed build-down"
advocated by a number of distinguished
members of the Congress.

The review of our START position was
capped by four recent meetings—three yes-
terday and one today. Yesterday morning,
at a meeting of the National Security Coun-
cil, my senior advisers and I reviewed major
implications and options. We also consid-
ered a range of congressional viewpoints.
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Yesterday afternoon, I met with groups of
senators and congressmen whose interest
and expertise in arms control I value highly.
I discussed with them the major issues
before us. This morning, I met with the
leadership of both houses of Congress. And
throughout the START negotiations, the
administration has consulted with our allies.

Three full rounds of START negotiations
are now behind us. It is my judgment that
these rounds have been useful and have per-
mitted us to cover necessary ground. Howev-
er, due largely to Soviet intransigence, we
have not yet made meaningful progress on
the central issues.

I remain firmly committed to take what-
ever steps are necessary to increase the like-
lihood of real, substantive progress towards
an agreement involving significant reduc-
tions in U.S. and Soviet strategic nuclear ar-
senals, and in the national security interests
of both sides. Above all, our goal is to main-
tain a stable nuclear balance in order to
reduce the risk of war. Our efforts in the
START negotiations must be guided by that
objective.

The report of the Scowcroft Commission
offers us a new opportunity for progress. It
has provided a consistent and coherent
framework to guide our thinking about the
fundamental elements of our national secu-
rity policy—deterrence, defense and arms
control. But, more than that, it has provid-
ed the basis for renewed, bipartisan support
for that policy.

To capitalize on this critical opportunity
and on the basis of the widest possible range
of advice, I have directed new steps toward
progress in achieving real arms reductions
at the START negotiations. The purpose of
this guidance, provided to Ambassador Ed
Rowny, our chief START negotiator, is to
adjust the U.S. START position to bring it
into line with the Scowcroft Commission's
recommendations and to provide additional
flexibility to our negotiators in pursuing our
basic goals.

Although we have put forth a comprehen-
sive proposal on limiting strategic ballistic
missiles and bombers, our primary aim in
the START negotiations has been, and con-
tinues to be, to reduce the threat posed by
the most destabilizing systems, namely bal-
listic missiles. To achieve that aim, meas-
ures that constrain the number and destruc-
tive capability and potential of ballistic mis-
sile warheads are essential.

Our proposed limit of 5,000 total ballistic
missile warheads—a reduction by one-third
of the current level—remains the central
element of the U.S. START position.

The U.8. START position tabled in previ-
ous negotiating rounds includes another
constraint. It would have limited each side
to no more than 850 deployed ballistic mis-
siles. This measure was never viewed as
being as useful or important a constraint as
the limit on total ballistic missile warheads.

The Scoweroft Commission report specifi-
cally suggested that it should be reassessed
since it could constrain the evolution we
seek toward small, single-warhead ICBMs.

Acting upon the Scowcroft Commission's
recommendation, I have now directed our
negotiators to adjust our position deployed
ballistic missiles by relaxing our current
proposal for an 850 deployed ballistic mis-
sile limit.

At the same time, the U.S. remains firm
on the point that the destructive capability
and potential of ballistic missiles must be
addressed in START.

Our current position includes a network of
constraints designed to lead to a more stable
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strategic balance at reduced force levels—
while addressing the destructive potential of
missiles.

The Soviets and others have complained
that these constraints are designed to dic-
tate Soviet force structure according to U.S.
standards. This is not the case. We believe,
as does the Scowcroft Commission, that sta-
bility can be increased by limitations on the
destructive capability and potential of bal-
listic missiles. As a consequence, we will con-
tinue to propose such constraints which in-
directly get to the throw weight problem
while making clear to the Soviets our readi-
ness to deal directly with the corresponding
destructive capability if they prefer.

There may be more than one way to
achieve our objective of greater stability at
reduced levels of arms. So I have instructed
Ambassador Rowny to make clear to the
Soviet delegation our commitment to our
fundamental objectives, but I have also
given him the flexibility to explore all ap-
propriate avenues for meeting our goals, I
sincerely hope that the Soviet Union will re-
spond with corresponding flexibility.

Finally, high-priority work is continuing
on how the mutual and guaranteed build-
down concept proposed by several United
States senators can be applied in our quest
for significant and stabilizing strategic arms
reductions.

These actions reflect a bipartisan consen-
sus on arms control, and new flexibility in
the negotiations—steps to be viewed serious-
ly by the Soviets and all others who have a
stake in world peace. To the leaders of the
Soviet Union, I urge that this new opportu-
nity not be lost. To America's friends and
allies around the world, I say that your
steadfast support for the goals of both de-
terrence and arms control is essential in the
future. To Congress and to the American
people, I say let us continue to work togeth-
er in a bipartisan spirit so that these days
will be spoken of in the future as the time
when America turned a corner.

Let us put our differences behind us. Let
us demonstrate measured flexibility in our
approach, while remaining strong in our de-
termination to reach our objectives of arms
reductions, stability, and security. Let us be
leaders in the cause of peace.

[Editorial from the Washington Post,
June 9, 19831
Two NEGOTIATIONS

Any American president dealing with the
Russians must conduct two sets of negotia-
tions simultaneously. This is the reality,
sometimes the curse, of diplomacy in a
democratic society. The bargaining that
must go first, since otherwise there is no
foundation for the second, is with his own
citizens and allies. The second is with the
Kremlin. Yesterday President Reagan went
a long way toward completing that vital
first set of negotiations. He presented the
outlines of the altered proposals on limiting
intercontinental missiles that his negotia-
tors have carried back to the START table
in Geneva.

“When I established the Scowcroft Com-
mission,” Mr. Reagan said, “'I could not then
foresee the impact that this outstanding
panel would have.” He was referring to the
bipartisan presidential group whose bal-
anced recommendations on arms and arms
control, as filtered through an attentive
Congress, have now become administration
policy. For these recommendations, which
have provided Mr. Reagan the politician’s
dream gift of a second chance, too little
credit has been given to Brent Scowcroft
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and his colleagues. They did a terrific job.
You could say, of course, that it is easier to
give good advice than to take it. Mr, Reagan
has taken it, where a more prideful man
might have hesitated to make the implicit
confession of earlier error.

The upshot is that Mr. Reagan now has a
negotiating position that has been tested
and improved in the American political
fires. It is an advantage that will not help
him so much in the ratifying stage, where
he did not stand to need help anyway if he
got that far, as in the negotiating stage,
where he needs a great deal of help. The
support that his new position and, perhaps
even more, his newly projected flexibility
will bring him should make it harder for the
Soviets to go over his head to the American
public, as they like to do.

Two broad questions still need to be asked
about Mr. Reagan’s newly enunciated
START position. Would an agreement
based on it make the United States more
secure? By and large the people knowledge-
able about defense believe it would. Is it ne-
gotiable? That is, can it be matched to the
Soviet Union's own definition of its self-in-
terest? We think it can be. Our distinct im-
pression is that Mr. Reagan is becoming, by
political necessity if not by personal choice,
a believer in arms control as one essential
element in strengthening American securi-
ty. Gone from his latest statement is his fre-
quent past intimation that arms control was
unnecessary, perhaps even a peril. His
appeal to the Soviets can be usefully under-
lined: “To the leaders of the Soviet Union, 1
urge that this new opportunity not be
lost."®

COMPREHENSIVE DRUG
PENALTY ACT OF 1983

(Mr. HUGHES asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the RECORD.)
® Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing the Comprehensive
Drug Penalty Act of 1983. This bill is
the result of a thorough examination
by the Subcommittee on Crime of the
problems confronted by Federal law
enforcement agencies in their at-
tempts to take the profits out of drug
dealing and is a substantial reform of
penalties and forfeiture procedures.
The net result of the subcommittee’s
inquiries reemphasized the fact that
the single most important crime prob-
lem confronting this country is the
vast increase in drug trafficking in
recent years. The subcommittee heard
testimony that we are now faced with
a situation where drug dealers have
been able to accumulate huge fortunes
as a result of their illegal activities,
and the sad truth is that the financial
penalties for drug dealing are fre-
quently only seen by dealers as a cost
of doing business. Under current law
the maximum fine for many serious
drug offenses is only $25,000. More-
over, the Government’s ability to
obtain civil or criminal forfeiture of
the profits or proceeds of drug dealing
has been hampered by a number of de-
ficiencies.

An overview of the problems of any
economic attack on the illegal drug
business presented by Government of*
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ficials at these hearings produced a
clear consensus about the need for
change. What was less clear was the
path to achieve that reform. Most ob-
servers agreed that prosecutors face
three major problems: Ambiguous
statutes, problems in tracing the pro-
ceeds of drug trafficking, and difficul-
ties in proof. The solutions to these di-
lemmas were numerous and pursuit of
them created a divergence of views.
For example, while it may be desirable
to expand the authority of the Gov-
ernment to seize property involving
drug trafficking, one must also be
careful to protect the rights of inno-
cent third parties.

However, the Subcommittee on
Crime and the full Committee on the
Judiciary were able to fashion H.R.
7140 to deal with these complex issues
in the 97th Congress in a truly biparti-
san fashion. H.R. 7140 was then placed
on the suspension calendar and was
passed by the House of Representa-
tives without dissent on September 28,
1982. A compromise version of this bill
along with other bills (H.R. 3963, the
anticrime package) passed the House
and Senate late in the lameduck ses-
sion of the 97th Congress by the
margin of 271 to 72 in the House and
unanimously in the Senate. Unfortu-
nately, the President, primarily on an
issue unrelated to this bill—and
against the advice of a bipartisan dele-
gation from Congress, decided to
pocket veto the anticrime package.

As a result of the President’s ill-ad-
vised veto, we are forced to process
this much needed legislation again in
the 98th Congress.

The following are the essential ele-
ments of the new Comprehensive
Drug Penalties Act of 1983 which is es-
sentially the same as H.R. 7140 in the
97th Congress:

First, the bill substantially increases
maximum permissible criminal fines in
drug cases and establishes a new alter-
native fine concept under which drug
offenders can be fined up to twice
their gross profits or proceeds where
the alternative fine would be greater
than that specified in the crime itself.
The new maximum fine limits were de-
veloped in large part by the Judiciary
Committee during the consideration of
the Criminal Code revision in the 96th
Congress. The alternative fine concept
was recommended in the final report
of the National Commission on
Reform of Federal Criminal Laws—the
Brown Commission.

Second, it amends the present civil
forefeiture law (21 U.S.C. 881) to
permit the civil forfeiture of land and
building used, or intended to be used,
for holding of storage of controlled
substances when such use constitutes
a felony. Current law is unclear as to
whether warehouses or other build-
ings can be forfeited.
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Third, the bill changes certain venue
authority to allow the Justice Depart-
ment to bring civil forfeiture actions
in the district where the defendant is
found or where the criminal prosecu-
tion is brought.

Fourth, it sets aside up to $10 mil-
lion per year in fiscal year 1984 and
fiscal year 1985 from forfeiture dispo-
sitions into a revolving fund to be used
for drug law enforcement purposes.

Fifth, the bill provides, for the first
time, criminal forfeiture provisions for
all felony drug cases.

Sixth, it outlines authority for
courts to restrain the transfer of prop-
erty which might be subject to forfeit-
ure and to order the seizure of such
property in order to insure its avail-
ability for a forfeiture proceeding. Re-
mission and mitigation provisions are
also provided in order to protect the
interests of innocent property owners.

It also details procedures for allow-
ing temporary restraining orders in ex
parte hearings under extraordinary
circumstances.

Seventh, the bill creates a permissive
presumption in criminal forfeiture
cases that all property acquired by
drug offenders during the period of
the violations or shortly thereafter is
subject to forfeiture if no other likely
source for such property exists. These
provisions follow closely the U.S. Su-
preme Court opinion in Ulster County
Court, N.Y. v. Allen, 442 U.S. 140
(1979).

In this fashion we have attempted to
balance the strong societal interest in
eradicating trafficking in illegal drugs
with the constitutional rights of our
citizens. In the Comprehensive Drug
Penalty Act of 1983, we are satisfied
that a proper balance has been struck,
and look forward to hearing the as-
sessments of interested parties on this
bill. Anyone with views on this legisla-
tion should communicate directly with
the Subcommittee on Crime, Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, 207 Cannon
House Office Building, Washington,
D.C. 20515 or telephone (202) 225-
1695. A hearing on this subject is
scheduled for June 23, 1983. Anyone
wishing to testify should contact the
subcommittee.@

TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF
EQUAL PAY ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to commemorate the 20th an-
niversary of the Equal Pay Act. I ap-
preciate my colleague from New York
taking this opportunity to remind us
of the continued need for concern
about the question of economic equity.
Passage of this act in 1963 spurred the
important task of breaking down the
system of wage discrimination on the
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basis of sex. Numerous cases in which
women and men performed egual work
but were receiving unequal pay have
been rectified by the courts in the past
20 years.

What we face today is the difficult
step beyond the question of equal pay
for equal work. At issue is the way in
which we determine the value of and
compensation for any given job. The
Equal Pay Act mandates that a male
salesperson, for example, may not be
paid more than a female salesperson,
but we have not yet confronted the in-
equality which results from sex segre-
gation in different jobs. Employment
in America occurs along a two-tracked
job structure. While men are trained
and hired as managers, engineers, pro-
fessors, chemists, electricians, and
plumbers, the clerical and lower eche-
lon service professions are primarily
relegated to women. In 1979, women
made up 80 percent of clerical work-
ers, a category including secretaries,
bank tellers, billing clerks, and cash-
iers. They make up two-thirds of
school teachers and 91 percent of reg-
istered nurses, dietitians, and thera-
pists.

In these jobs, pay averages $4,000, a
year less than in male-dominated jobs.
We send a message daily to employees
across the United States that work as
a teacher, a secretary, or a nurse is far
less valuable than the work of an ac-
countant, an electrician, or a construc-
tion worker. For example, despite the
fact that a nurse’s work is vital to the
life of patients in a hospital, salaries
of experienced staff nurses average
less than $17,000 a year. One study
showed that a pharmacist with similar
skill, effort, and responsibility may be
making $10,000 more than a compara-
bly experienced nurse.

Despite the fact that a teacher may
hold an advanced degree, the starting
salary for a teacher with a master’s
degree in 1981-82 was $14,000—in con-
trast to an engineer with a comparable
degree starting at $25,000. The aver-
age salary for a teacher is $19,000,
with higher salaries in secondary
schools than in the elementary schools
which have 98 percent female teach-
ers. The low pay, of course, makes it
difficult to integrate men into the ele-
mentary schools, as men gravitate
toward the higher-paying administra-
tive positions.

A serious problem resulting in part
from this indirect discrimination is
that working women face increasing
poverty. Three-fifths of working
women earn less than $10,000 a year.
Many of these poorly paid women are
single parents struggling to raise fami-
lies, Women can no longer afford to be
treated as secondary or supplementary
earners because their incomes are es-
sential to their families’ livelihoods.

What is required now is a reconsider-
ation of the way in which the value of
work is assessed. We must begin by
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pushing for vigorous enforcement of
the Equal Pay Act and of title VII of
the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which bans
sex discrimination in compensation.
The courts have held that these acts
provide a basis for the requirement of
equal pay for comparable work by
women and men. If the work of indi-
viduals in service and clerical profes-
sions is to be granted its full value, we
must also direct our efforts to increas-
ing social recognition of the existence
of inequities in wages resulting from
deeply rooted sexual stereotyping. A
number of States, including my own
State of Michigan, have initiated job
evaluation research to examine wage
depression in female-dominated jobs.
Ending pay inequity will require an ac-
knowledgement that the work tradi-
tionally done by women secretaries,
bank tellers, nurses, receptionists,
waitresses, telephone operators, and
teachers is vital to the U.S. culture
and economy. On the anniversary of
this landmark legislation, let us affirm
our commitment to economic equity
by giving workers in these professions
the salaries they have earned.e

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM
AMENDMENTS OF 1983

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. ANTHONY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Speaker, there
is growing concern among us who serve
in the U.S. Congress and the public
about the escalating costs of campaign-
ing and the influence and impact of
political action committees in election
contests.

I share that concern. That is why I
joined with my colleague, Representa-
tive Mige Sy~NAR of Oklahoma, in in-
troducing the Campaign Finance
Reform Amendments of 1983.

This legislation is designed to reduce
the influence of political action com-
mittees and to increase the influence
of individuals in campaign financing.

Let me say that I do not believe that
political action committees are evil or
corrupt. I do not believe their intent is
to corrupt politicians or the political
process.

I am told that I received more PAC
contributions than any candidate for
Congress in my home State of Arkan-
sas last year. Many of those PAC’s
that contributed to my campaign were
formed by people who live and work in
the State of Arkansas. They formed
committees, studied voting records,
and gave to the candidate who had
best represented them and their inter-
ests in the past. I was proud to receive
their support.

But we must also face the fact of the
tremendous growth in political action
committees and the amount of money
they give to political campaigns, as
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well as the escalating cost of cam-
paigns. In 1974, PAC's gave $12.5 mil-
lion to House and Senate candidates.
Six years later, the amount of money
PAC’s gave to congressional campaigns
had increased by almost five times to
$55 million. By 1982, PAC contribu-
tions increased to $85.7 million. In
1974, there were only 608 PAC's. By
1982, that number had grown to 3,371.

There are many who believe that
PAC’s buy access and influence by
their contributions. There are some
who believe PAC’s are only rewarding
persons of like views for their past
stands. Whatever the intent of PAC
giving, in the public’'s mind, those con-
tributions are undermining public
credibility in our election process. And
I believe that it is having a detrimen-
tal effect on us, as elected representa-
tives, because we are having to spend
more and more time on fundraising to
finance the astronomical costs of our
campaigns.

The public does see a need for
reform and change in our method of
financing campaigns. In a Louis Harris
and Associates, Inc., survey last No-
vember, the public endorsed, by 84-14
percent, the view that those who con-
tribute large sums of money have too
much influence over government.
Sixty-two percent, in the same poll,
felt that excessive campaign spending
in national elections is a very serious
problem.

But while the public sees a need for
reform, about the only overwhelming
consensus on the issue of reform is op-
position to public financing of congres-
sional campaigns. A February 1983
poll by Civic Service, Inc., showed the
public disapproving of public financing
of congressional campaigns by a 56-24
percent margin.

From my own experience, and the
experience of my colleagues with
whom I have talked, we, too, see a
need for a change. We see a need to
limit the cost of campaigns. I do be-
lieve that escalating campaign costs
can be attributed, in no small part, to
the growth of PAC's and the money
PAC’s contribute to political cam-
paigns.

I believe that my colleagues agree
with me that we must limit in some
way the growth and growing influence
of political action committees on the
election process—not because they are
inherently bad, but because they are
supplanting the traditional role and
the responsibility of the individual
and of political parties in our election
process.

We need to restore the balance be-
tween the concerns of the individual
and the concerns of special interest.
We need to spend less time raising
money among those who can afford to
give and more time with those who
cannot afford to give to congressional
campaigns.
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I believe that by imposing a ceiling
on the amount of PAC contributions
and increasing the amount individuals
can give, we will begin to restore the
balance. Our bill increases the amount
individuals can contribute from $1,000
to $2,500. Basically, it limits House
candidates to receiving $75,000 and
Senate candidates to receiving be-
tween §75,000 and $500,000 f{from
PAC's.e

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CHENEY (at the request of Mr.
MicHEL), for today and the balance of
the week, on account of a death in the
family.

Mr. MacKay (at the request of Mr.
WRricHT), after 2:30 p.m. today, on ac-
count of necessary business.

Mr. KoLTER (at the request of Mr.
WRricHT), for this week, on account of
medical reasons.

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. MoLINARI) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. CorcoranN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CampBELL, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. SNYDER, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DysoN) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. AnNunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLEz, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. GieBoNs, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CoynE, for 5§ minutes, today.

Mr. LEeaMaN of Florida, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Stubpbs, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. AuCoin, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. CoyNE) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. NeaL, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

Mr. CoLEmMAN of Missouri, on House
Resolution 207 in the House today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MoLiNARI) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. BROOMFIELD in three instances.

Mr. MOLINARI.

Mr. F1eLDs in two instances.

Mr. F1sH.

Mr. LacoMARSINO in five instances.

Mr. DanIEL B. CRANE.
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. LEw1s of Florida.

. MorrisonN of Washington.
. MICHEL.

. SNOWE.

. GOODLING.

. GILMAN in three instances.
. Younc of Alaska.

. O'BRIEN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DysoN) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SABO.

. LELAND.

. Hoyer in two instances.
. Fazio.

. WEiss.

. HERTEL of Michigan.

. GUARINI.

. LEHMAN of California.

. Evans of Illinois.

. CLAY.

. AuCoIn.

. UpnaLL in two instances.
. SCHUMER.

. GEPHARDT in two instances.
. MINISH.

. RATCHFORD.

. McDoONALD.

Mrs. LLoYD.

Mr. GARCIA.

Mr. Forp of Michigan.

Mr. MARKEY.

Mr. LipINSKI in two instances.

. MIKULSKI.

. ZABLOCKI.

. PANETTA.

. JOoNEs of Oklahoma.

. STARK in two instances.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 52 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, June
13, 1983, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1333. A letter from the District of Colum-
bia Auditor, transmitting a report issued by
his office entitled, “Revenue Report for
April 1983,” pursuant to section 455 of
Public Law 93-198; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

1334. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting the annual report of
the National Technical Institute for the
Deaf for fiscal year 1982, pursuant to sec-
tion 5(b)3) of Public Law 89-36; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

1335. A letter from the Chairman, Nation-
al Commission for Employment Policy,
transmitting the Commission’s eighth
report, entitled “The Work Revolution,”
pursuant to section 505 of Public Law 93-
203, as amended; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

1336. A letter from the Secretary of
Energy, transmitting a report on energy
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conservation and solar energy in Federal
buildings and on the coordination of Feder-
al energy conservation factors and data pur-
suant to section 550 of Public Law 95-619
and section 597 of Public Law 96-294; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1337. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary for Health, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting a report on
revised records systems, pursuant to 5
U.8.C. 552a(0); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

1338. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary for Health, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting notice of a
proposed new records system, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552a(0); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

1339. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary for Health, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting notice of a
proposed altered system of records, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(0); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

1340. A letter from the Director, NAF Fi-
nancial Management, Office of the Adju-
tant General, Department of the Army,
transmitting the annual report for the U.S.
Army nonappropriated fund (NAF) employ-
ee retirement plan for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, pursuant to Public Law
95-595; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

1341. A letter from the Director, Federal
Prison System, Department of Justice,
transmitting the 1982 annual report of the
Board of Directors of the Federal Prison In-
dustries, Inc., pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 4127, to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

1342, A letter from the Executive Office
of the President (Office of Management and
Budget), transmitting notice of proposed
draft legislation to simplify the authoriza-
tions for reduced-rate postage supported
through appropriated funds, to enable the

extent of public support for eligible mail-
ings to be more visible and more easily un-
derstood by the public, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

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:

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. Supplemental report on H.R.
2867 (Rept. No. 98-198, Pt. II). Ordered to
be printed.

Mr. pE LA GARZA: Committee on Agricul-
ture. H.R. 1875. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 to modify the dairy price
support program for the 1983 through 1985
fiscal years, and for other purposes; with
amendments (Rept. No. 98-237). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. HEFNER: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 3263. A bill making appropria-
tions for military construction for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1984, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 98-238). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. HOWARD: Committee on Public
Works and Transportation. H.R. 3151. A bill
to name the U.S. Post Office Building to be
constructed in Fort Worth, Tex., as the
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“Jack D. Watson Post Office Building”
(Rept. No. 98-239). Referred to the House
Calendar.

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:

[Omitted from the Record of June 8, 1983]

By Mr. HANCE (for himself, Mr. LOEF-

FLER, Mr. HIGHTOWER, Mr. STEN-

HOLM, Mr. Sam B. HaLy, Jr., Mr.

PickLE, Mr. Rarrpe M. Harn, Mr.

Frost, Mr. VANDERGRIFF, Mr. JONES

of Oklahoma, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. WaT-

KINs, Mr. ANDREWs of Texas, Mr.

RicHARDSON, Mr. Dowpy of Missis-

sippi, Mr. PaTMAN, Mr. SYNAR, Mr.

CoLEMaN of Texas, Mr. Kazen, Mr.
Brooks, and Mr. BRYANT):

H.R. 3253. A bill to repeal the crude oil

windfall profit tax; to the Committee on

Ways and Means.

[Introduced June 9, 1983]

By Mr. HEFNER:

H.R. 3263. A bill making appropriations
for military construction for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1984, and for other purposes.

By Mr. BIAGGIL:

H.R. 3264. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to require commercial
passenger-carrying aircraft to be equipped
with smoke detectors and automatic fire ex-
tinguishers in all aircraft lavatories and
galley areas; to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

By Mr. COELHO:

H.R. 3265. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that losses
attributable to disasters determined to war-
rant assistance under the Disaster Relief
Act of 1974 shall be allowable as a deduction
without regard to whether they exceed 10
percent of the adjusted gross income of the
taxpayer; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CORCORAN:

H.R. 3266. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that cer-
tain married individuals shall be eligible for
the deduction for retirement savings on the
basis of earned income of their spouses and
to increase in three steps the limit on deduc-
tions for retirement savings from $2,000 to
$5,000; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FIELDS:

H.R. 3267. A bill relating to the effective
date of the provision in the Economic Re-
covery Tax Act of 1981 which permits elec-
tions under section 2032A of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to be made on late
estate tax returns; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GEJDENSON:

H.R. 3268. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
principal campaign committee of a candi-
date for State or local office will be subject
to tax at the graduated corporate tax rates;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GEKAS:

H.R. 3269. A bill to amend title 31, United
States Code, to provide for the carryover of
unobligated appropriated amounts from any
fiscal year to the succeeding fiscal year and
a corresponding reduction in appropriations
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for such succeeding fiscal year; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mr. PASHAYAN:

- H.R. 3270. A bill to establish a seasonal
agricultural foreign worker program; joint-
ly, to the Committees on the Judiciary,
Ways and Means, Education and Labor, and
Agriculture,

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself, Mr.
AnTHONY, Mr. AuCoIN, Mr. BATES,
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BerMaNn, Mrs.
BoxEer, Mr. BrRown of California, Mr.
CoEeLHo, Mr, CoLEMAN of Texas, Mr.
D'Amours, Mr. Dwyer of New
Jersey, Mr. Evans of Illinois, Mr.
Fazio, Ms. FPErrARO, Mr. FLIrPO, Mr.
FraNK, Mr. HugHEs, Mr. KOGOVSEK,
Mr. LEvINE of California, Mr. LOWRY
of Washington, Mr. McNuLTy, Mr.
MiNIsH, Mr. Mooby, Mr. MORRISON
of Connecticut, Mr. PANETTA, M.
REm, Mr. SaBo, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr.
STAGGERS, Mr. TaLLonN, Mr. WOLPE,
Mr. WirTH, Mr. VALENTINE, and Mr.
CARR):

H.R. 3271. A bill to broaden the base of
the individual and corporate income taxes,
to significantly reduce tax rates, to flatten
out the rate schedules of the individual
income tax, and to simplify the tax laws by
eliminating most credits, deductions, and ex-
clusions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HUGHES (for himself, Mr.
FisH, Mr. SAwWYER, and Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER):

H.R. 3272. A bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act and the Controlled Sub-
stances Import and Export Act to improve
forfeiture provisions and strengthen penal-
ties for controlled substances offenses, and
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on the Judiciary and Energy and Com-
merce,

By Mr. McNULTY:

H.R. 3273. A bill to establish a commission
to investigate the relocation of governmen-
tal functions outside the immediate vicinity
of the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. OBEY:

H.R. 3274. A bill to increase the penalties
for violations of the Taft-Hartley Act, to
prohibit persons, upon their convictions of
certain crimes, from holding offices in or
certain positions related to labor organiza-
tions and employee benefit plans, and to
clarify certain responsibilities of the De-
partment of Labor; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.R. 3275. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that dis-
ability income shall not be subject to
income tax withholding; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SABO:

H.R. 3276. A bill to provide for certifica-
tion and require the offering of qualified
health plans, to provide Federal assistance
to States to establish a program of assist-
ance for low-income persons to purchase
comprehensive health insurance and a pro-
gram for coverage of catastrophic health
care expenses, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SEIBERLING:

H.R. 32717. A bill to improve the regulation
of civilian nuclear powerplants and to pro-
vide economic incentives for their safe oper-
ation and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
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By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr.
Jones of North Carolina, Mr. Younc
of Alaska, Mr. FOorsYTHE, and Mr.
Bi1acer):

H.R. 3278. A bill to provide a comprehen-
sive system of liability and compensation for
oilspill damage and removal costs, and for
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees
on Public Works and Transportation and
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. SUNDQUIST:

H.R. 3279. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, regarding sentencing for cap-
ital offenses; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

188. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Nevada,
relative to the conveyance of additional
land; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 81: Mr. ALBOSTA.
H.R. 82: Mr. ALBOSTA.
H.R. 408: Mr. McCoLLum and Mr. TORRI-

CELLL

H.R. 656: Mr. Gray, Mr. EpGar, Mr. FoGLI-
ETTA, Mr. WEiss, Mr. FisH, Mr. FAUNTROY,
Mr. SorLarz, Mr. Bonior of Michigan, Mr.
Corrapa, Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr.
Rowranp, Mr. KiLpee, Ms. FErrarOo, Mr.
RoYBAL, Mr, Saso, Mr, HusBARD, Mr. DYSON,
Mr. Bracer, Mrs. ScHNEIDER, and Mr. FEI-
GHAN.

H.R. 800: Mr. FoLEYy, Ms. KaPTUR, and Mr.
SLATTERY.

H.R. 953: Mr. NeaL, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr.
BryANT, and Mr, LELAND,

H.R. 954: Mr. HorTOoN and Mr. CARNEY.

H.R. 1020: Mr. TorriceLLl, Mr. Forp of
Tennessee, Mr. SAvAGE, Mrs. HaLL of Indi-
ana, Mr. MacEKay, Mr. DeLLums, Mr.
McEKINNEY, Mr. CoYNE, and Mrs. SCHROEDER.

H.R. 1183: Mr. FROST.

H.ER. 1199: Mr. St GerMAIN and Mr.
BREAUX.

H.R. 1676: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. FLoRIO, Mr.
McEwEeN, Mr. McHucH, and Mr. TORRICELLL.

H.R. 1691: Mr. Craic and Mr. WALKER.

H.R. 1823: Mr. SI1MON.

H.R. 1824: Mr. Leaman of California and
Mr. WOLPE.

H.R. 1870: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BETHUNE,
Mr. Britrr, Mr. CLARKE, Mr. Coars, Mr.
CoURTER, Mr. Crockerr, Mr. Davis, Mr.
DickinsoN, Mr. Dowpy of Mississippi, Mr.
Dreier of California, Mr. Dyson, Mr. Gun-
DERSON, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. JOHNSON,
Mr. Kazen, Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. LELAND, Mr.
Levine of California, Mr. MarTIN of New
York, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. McEwWEN, Mr.
Mica, Mr. MooRg, Mr. NicHOLS, Mr. PICKLE,
Mr. RITTER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. DENNY SMITH,
Mr. SoLoMON, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. STRATTON, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. BILIRAKIS,
and Mr, MOLLOHAN,

H.R. 1885: Mr. SKELTON.
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HR. 2014: Mr. Fazio, Mr. LELAND, MTr.
REGULA, and Mr. SCHEUER.

H.R. 2053: Mr. LuJAN and Mr. PICKLE.

H.R. 2088: Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. Towns,
and Mr. FisH.

H.R. 2099: Mr. NEAL, Mrs. JoHNsoN, Mr.
McCoLLrumM, Mr. FrReNzeL, Mr. Biacer, and
Mr. PATTERSON.

H.R. 2100: Mr. NeaL, Mr. B1aGGl, and Mr.
PATTERSON.

H.R. 2118: Mr. Marrrorr and Mr. Ging-
RICH.

H.R. 2124: Mr. FRANKLIN, Mr. WiLLIAMS of
Ohio, Mr. HuNTER, Mr. Dicks, Mrs. JOHN-
soN, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. DanieL B. CRANE,
and Mr. CrAIG.

H.R. 2154: Mr. HoveEr, Mr. WiLLiamMs of
Ohio, Mr. RoysaL, and Mr. SAVAGE.

H.R. 2186: Mr. WeavEr and Mr. Bosco.

H.R. 2193: Mr. GOODLING.

H.R. 2323: Mr. WiLLiams of Montana and
Mr. Wisk.

H.R. 2382: Mr. HATCHER, Mr. MOORHEAD,
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. ROBINSON,
Mr. NicHoLs, Mr. RoeMER, Mr, KasicH, Mr.
TaYLOR, Mr. Crarc and Mr. MADIGAN.

H.R. 2468: Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. LELAND, Mr.
REGULA, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. FRANK, Mr. LONG
of Maryland, Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mr,
WyLIE, and Mr. GREEN.

H.R. 2498: Mr. WirLiams of Montana.

H.R. 2746: Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
Strokes, Mr. Forp of Michigan, Mr. ScHu-
MER, Mrs. Boxer, Mr. Garcia, Mr. CORRADA
and Mr, DASCHLE.

H.R. 2819: Mr. STarRg, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
MaTsul, Mr. CrLay, Mr. FRANK, Mr. WALGREN,
Mr. KoLTER, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
Epcar, Mr. Borski, Mr. Dwyer of New
Jersey, Mr. WiLLiams of Montana, Mr.
Wisg, Mr. CArRr, Mr. AspPiN, Mr. MORRISON
of Connecticut, Mr. CrRocKETT, Mr. ToORRI-
CELLI, Mr. D’AMoOURS, and Mr. STAGGERS.

H.R. 2847: Mr. ALBOSTA.

H.R. 2871: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. DREIER of
California, and Mr. MogrrisoN of Washing-
ton.

H.R. 2883: Mr. HertEL of Michigan, Mr.
BREAUX, and Mr. PEPPER.

H.R. 2911: Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut,
Mr. HucHes, and Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE.

H.R. 3028: Mr. Kemp, Mr. PHILIP M.
CRrANE, Mr. Kinpness, Mr. BRown of Colora-
do, Mr. Rog, Mr, WonN PAT, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. MorrisoN of Washington, Mr. MRAZEK,
Mr. Parris, Mr. Younc of Alaska, Mr.
Weiss, Mr. Yates, Mr. FisH, Mr. Towns,
and Mr. GILMAN.

H.R. 3050: Mr. Bosco, Mr. Frirpo, Mr.
FOwWLER, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr, HAMMERSCHMIDT,
Mr. K1LpEg, Mr. McCLosKEY, Mr. OBEY, Mr.
RotH, Mr. SHARP, Mr. SHUSTER, and MTr.
SWIFT.

H.R. 3184: Mr. AppaeBo, Mr. GARCIA, Mr.
OTTINGER, Mr. SoLArRZ, Mr. WALGREN, Mr.
SuitH of Florida, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. CROCK-
ETT, Mr. ToRRICELLI, and Mr. WINN.

H.R. 3224: Mr. AuCoiN, Mr. GaRrcia, Mr,
HARKIN, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. KoSsTMAYER, Mr.
Leranp, Mr. Mmuer of California, Mr.
MoagLEY, and Mr. WALGREN.

H.J. Res. 153: Mr. RoBIiNsoN, Mr. Forp of
Tennessee, and Mr, WAXMAN.

H.J. Res. 201: Mrs. MarTIN of Illinois.

H.J. Res. 227: Mr. Remn, Mr. CoELHO,
PasHAYAN, Mr. Lewis of California,
BrownN of California, Mr. CHAPPIE,
MaTtsur, Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. AKAKA,

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
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FrLipro, Mr. BETHUNE, Mr. DowNEY of New
York, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SiMonN, Mr. LEwis of
Florida, Mr. Won Par, Ms. SNowg, Mr.
LELAND, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. FIsH,
Mr. ARCHER, Mr. ZasLockKl, Mr. KasicH, Mr.
AwnpERSON, Mr. Price, Mr. Howarp, Mr.
LENtT, Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr., HEFNER, Mr.
MarTiN of New York, Mr, Nowag, Mr.
LATTA, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. MURTHA, Mr, HILER,
Mr. BEpELL, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. FoGLIETTA, MT.
WIRTH, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. LEvIiTAS, MTI.
WHITEHURST, Mr. EMERSON, Ms, MIKULSKI,
Ms. OARAR, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BARNARD, Mr.
Sywar, Mr. RaHaLn, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr.
PorTER, Mr. Fuqua, Mr. NATCHER, Mr.
Brrtr, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. PERKINS, Mr.
Parman, Mr. Lort, Mr., McNuLTY, Mr. FEer-
GHAN, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. WHITTA-
KER, Mr. BARNES, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr.
WoLPE, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. ALBosTA, Mr. SIL-
JANDER, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr,
GUNDERSON, Mr. Dowpy of Mississippi, Mr.
CouGHLIN, Mr. SmMITH of Iowa, Mr. ROBERTS,
and Mr. GRray.

H.J. Res. 228: Mr. SkeLToN and Mr. CARR.

H.J. Res. 258: Mr. MiNETA, Mr. DORGAN,
and Mr, SISISKY.

H. Con. Res. 39 Mr. Appaeso, Mr.
DowneEy of New York, Mr. MazzoLi, Mr.
McCain, Mr. MorrisoN of Washington, Mr.
MURPHY, Mr. OXLEY, and Mr. WonN PaT.

H. Con. Res. 115: Mr. BrLiraRIs and Mr.
HARTNETT.

H. Res. 39: Mr. HanseN of Idaho.

H. Res. 182: Mrs. BoxEr, Ms. OAKAR, Mr.
MiTcHELL, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. Biracer, and Mr.
LELAND.

H. Res. 191: Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. HORTON,
Mrs. Boxer, Mr. Starg, and Mr. HErRTEL of
Michigan.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

118. The SPEAKER presented a petition
of the House of Representatives of the Re-
public of Cyprus, relative to the mainte-
nance of peace; which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1580

By Mr. pE LA GARZA:
—On page 14, after line 2, insert the follow-
ing new section:

COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

Sec. 8. (a) Effective on October 1, 1983,
section 5 of the Agriculture and Consumer
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612¢, note)
is amended by striking out, in subsection
(a), “amount appropriated for the provision
of commodities to State agencies.” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “sum of (1) the total
amount appropriated for the commodity
supplemental food program, and (2) the
value of bonus commodities, as defined by
the Secretary, which are included in food
packages distributed to program partici-
pants.”

(b) The provisions of this section shall
become effective on October 1, 1983.
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