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Derry News, and recently negotiated
the purchase of the Haverhill Gazette.

When the Eagle-Tribune outgrew its
original headquarters in downtown
Lawrence, he opened a modern plant in
North Andover and became a pioneer in
the use of photos, color graphics, and
bold newspaper design, while insisting
that his newspaper maintain tradi-
tional standards of fairness and lan-
guage.

He was devoted, generous, and always
available to his 400 employees. When
the newspapers of New England were
hit by a brutal recession in the early
1990s, advertising revenues declined
and newsprint costs soared. Mr. Rogers
was a rarity. He never issued a layoff
notice.

He also showed an unwavering com-
mitment to his private charity. He was
a generous benefactor to so many im-
portant institutions in the Merrimack
Valley led by the Rogers Family Foun-
dation: the Lawrence Boys and Girls
Club, Merrimack College, the United
Way, Holy Family Hospital, Lawrence
General Hospital, St. Mary’s Church,
the American Cancer Society, St. Mi-
chael’s Church, and countless other
community organizations. Every year,
the Eagle-Tribune Santa Fund provides
hundreds of thousands of dollars for
the needy at Christmas.

Mr. Rogers was a friend to presidents
and governors and leaders of industry.
Despite his great influence, he was an
unassuming man. He walked his dog
every morning, he lunched at the Lan-
tern Brunch in Andover, and fished off
Seabrook Beach and Gloucester. His
priority was always his wife Jacqueline
and children Chip, Debbie, Marty and
Steve, along with his grandchildren,
and the nieces and nephews left by his
brother, Allan B. Rogers, a former
Eagle-Tribune editor who died in 1962.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have
known Irving Rogers as a friend and
admired him as a leader in our commu-
nity. My wife Ellen and I extend our
deepest sympathies to him and his fam-
ily.
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1990 CENSUS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
last week the Subcommittee on the Census
held a hearing on the 1990 census, and once
again, the record is full of mistakes. Let me,
once again, put the facts on the table so that
Congress can make its decisions on what
really happened.

Some of the errors at the hearing are be-
cause most of the members and staff on the
Republican side are new to the issue, and get
confused about which facts apply to 1990 and
which to previous censuses. Some of the er-
rors occurred because two of the three statisti-
cians who testified had no previous experi-
ence with the census undercount issue. It is
often useful to get fresh minds to think about
a problem, but in this case it also resulted in
people making statements when they did not
have the facts to support their position.

At last week’s hearing the statement was
made that in 1990 50 percent of the
undercount came from problems in the ad-
dress list. That is wrong. The facts are that in
1990 70 percent of those missed were in
households that were counted, and the ad-
dress list was 97.5 percent accurate.

One of the witnesses criticized the Post
Enumeration Survey because it put more peo-
ple into the census than other methods said
were missing. That too is wrong. The problem
with the Post Enumeration Survey in 1990
was that despite the Census Bureau’s best ef-
forts, it will missed people. In 1990 the Post-
Enumeration Survey showed that the census
net undercount was 1.6 percent, while the
Census Bureau’s Demographic Analysis,
which they have done since 1940, showed an
undercount rate of 1.8 percent.

Finally, one witness said that after the 2000
census there would be no Demographic Anal-
ysis. That is just wrong.

These are not all of the mistakes made at
that hearing, but they do illustrate the point
that new-comers to this issue are having a
hard time understanding the facts. What I find
more troubling is the intentional misrepresen-
tation of information.

At last weeks hearing the majority tried to
suggest that the 1990 census was actually
better than the 1980 census. To do that they
took the measure of the undercount of Blacks
from Demographic analysis in 1980 and com-
pared it to the Post Enumeration Survey esti-
mate of undercount for Blacks for 1990. I
would hope that our Subcommittee Chairman
is a good enough statistician to know that is
wrong. In 1980, Demographic Analysis shows
that the undercount of Blacks was 4.5 percent.
In 1990 it was 5.7 percent. The Post Enu-
meration Survey shows a lower undercount for
Blacks because even after the Census Bu-
reau’s best efforts, the survey still misses
some people.

Unfortunately, it wasn’t bad enough that the
majority tried to minimize the fact that the cen-
sus misses millions of poor and minorities.
What they are really concerned about is that
the Census Bureau may take out the millions
of people who are counted twice. On the one
hand they are saying that they don’t care that
millions of Blacks, and Hispanics and Asians
and the poor are left out of the census. At the
same time they are saying, don’t you dare
take out any of those white suburbanites who
were counted twice in my district.

Following the 1990 census, there was a
broad and bipartisan consensus that we had
to find a better way to conduct the census—
to improve the accuracy of the counts and to
control the cost. For several years, while ex-
perts toiled over alternative methods and the
Census Bureau threw its energies into re-
search, Republican in Congress paid little at-
tention. In fact, the appropriators kept prod-
ding the Census Bureau to move more quickly
to develop a plan for a better census.

It was not until consultants working for the
Republican National Committee decided that
the use of sampling methods to help fix the
problem of undercounting might hurt Repub-
licans in the redistricting process that the party
leaders stood up and took notice. All of a sud-
den, scientific methods that the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, the General Accounting Of-
fice, and the Commerce Department’s Inspec-
tor General had recommended a few years
earlier, were no good. They were ‘‘unscien-

tific’’ according to a report pushed through by
the majority of the Government Reform Com-
mittee. All of a sudden, the National Academy
of Science was politically biased, and the Cen-
sus Bureau incapable of conducting a census.
Even the Speaker of the House changed his
position on the issue. In 1991 he supported
adjustment. In 1996 he did a 360 degree turn
around.

Now, I ask you: Is there any basis for the
strong and sudden opposition to the use of
scientific sampling methods in the 2000 cen-
sus among Republicans, other than their con-
cern that a more accurate count of African
Americans and Hispanics and Asian Ameri-
cans and poor people might somehow work to
their disadvantage when political district
boundaries are drawn.

Let’s not try to fool the American people
with talk about the efficacy of choosing this
post-stratification variable or that. All of this
minutiae is meant to do one thing only: to con-
fuse the American people, to make them think
the Census Bureau isn’t capable of honest, to
undermine public confidence in the entire cen-
sus process. All because Republican leaders
believe that their hold on political power will
slip if the census more accurately reflects the
true composition of our diverse population.

How utterly irresponsible! How utterly devoid
of any shred of moral imperative. I ought to be
angry or outraged. Instead I am genuinely
saddened. Saddened because one of the
most fundamental activities of our democratic
system of governance is being belittled and di-
minished for partisan political advantage. The
census and the Census Bureau may forever
be tarnished by this organized effort to tear
down the messenger because some people
don’t like the message.

This is a sad day and a low point for this
Congress. I hope my Republican colleagues
will look within themselves before they con-
tinue on their campaign of terror against
science in general, and the Census Bureau in
particular. I hope they will decide if they really
want to live with the consequences of their
plan to ensure that the 2000 census will con-
tinue to miss millions of people and that the
Census Bureau will be diminished in the eyes
of the public.

f

AGRICULTURAL TRADE MEASURES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for the remaining time
until midnight.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise to support additional trade
measures important to the agriculture
community.

On Tuesday of this week, just several
days ago, I outlined broad trade issues
that need to be addressed for U.S.
farmers and ranchers. These include
opening new markets, using our exist-
ing trade tools, and removing damag-
ing sanctions that penalize the Amer-
ican producer.

Tonight I would like to cite a specific
example of where our trade tools and
policy should be used. The U.S. wheat
gluten industry has a long-standing
battle with the European Union regard-
ing the EU’s excessive subsidies and
market-distorting trade barriers.


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-26T12:00:04-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




