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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE REPUBLICANS' URBAN 

RENEWAL 

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, for the vast 
majority of American citizens, the 
President's budget proposal will not 
create any real change in lifestyle. 
But, for the millions of Americans 
who are poor, physically handicapped, 
disabled, uneducated, unskilled, blind, 
too old to work, or too young to care 
for themselves, the Reagan economic 
recovery plan will mean hardship and 
sacrifice. And, the millions of Ameri
cans who have been faithfully signing 
off each week on little mass produced 
postcards to prove their support for 
our President, can breath a sigh of 
relief if Congress agrees to the admin
istration's latest round of budget cuts. 

We have today a President who pre
tends to be playing "hardball" and he 
has his team out there swinging their 
bats in his defense. But, the Federal 
budget is not quite the same as a base
ball game. The administration is 
making a wholesale attack on social 
programs which exist only to serve the 
needs of the poor and the helpless. No 
consideration has been given to what 
programs work effectively and what 
programs do not. No assessment of 
human need has been made in this 
budget plan. Instead, a cause of infla
tion and high unemployment has been 
defined and targeted for elimination. 
Well, if the cause of the American eco
nomic instability can be so readily 
found and removed, perhaps the rest 
of the world can look forward to re
solving their inflation and unemploy
ment problems. 

The block grant program that the 
President wants is a model for failure. 
It reminds me of the urban renewal 
programs of the 1960's. Designed by 
the eastern middle-class radicals, it 
was premised on the notion that cities 
would be more liveable, and poverty 
eliminated if Government removed 
the debris and took the poor away 
from their dilapidated, unsightly 
dwellings and put them in neat, 
straight, modest structures that con
formed to desired environmental 
norms. Now, a bunch of western 
middle-class reactionaries, who like to 
pretend they are playing baseball, are 
acting on the notion that the economy 
will function better if we eliminate 
deficit spending, cut off the debris, 
and consolidate all the remaining un
desirable expenses in one neat, 

straight, modest structure that con
forms to a desired set of values. Urban 
renewal failed because the leaders did 
not account for all the good purposes 
that the old, dilapidated housing af
forded the people who lived there. Up
rooting and destroying neighborhoods 
and families created new problems in 
the inner cities. Uprooting Govern
ment social programs, to put them 
into a more suitable environment, 
cannot be done without accounting for 
and preserving the merits of their cur
rent structure. Historically, cities have 
never received an equitable share of 
State funds. Now, the administration 
wants to give State governments bil
lions of dollars in block grants without 
assigning any guidelines or standards 
of accountability. There will be no 
limit on the amount of money a State 
can spend on administrative costs, and 
still it is pretended that having 50 sep
erate bureaucracies administer the 
same program 50 different ways, will 
be less expensive than having one bu
reaucracy administer the same pro
gram 50 times. 

Mr. Speaker, there is an air of de
spondency and desperation sweeping 
our Nation today. I keep getting post
cards demanding that Government be 
more accountable and more efficient. I 
may not agree with them when they 
draw a correlation between Christiani
ty and deficit spending; but, I under
stand and respect their plea for effi
ciency and accountability in Govern
ment. What the Reagan administra
tion is proposing is the antitheisis of 
efficiency and accountability. It is a 
naive, insensitive, and stupid plan that 
fails to acknowledge the lessons of 
recent history. As leaders, I thought 
we had accepted a responsibility to 
look at the past, the present, and the 
future in one picture. There is nothing 
efficient about a policy which throws 
out the good with the bad, and 50 bu
reaucracies do not promise to be more 
accountable than one bureaucracy. 
The Reagan administration is side
stepping the real problems, and it is 
only the poor who will know. 

Mr. Speaker, despite the current 
fads, morality and Christianity are 
neither social clubs nor political par
ties. They are honest gestures which 
give life its real meaning. People who 
are poor and sick, children who are 
crippled and unwanted, old people 
who have gone blind and deaf, are not 
the enemies of Government, and they 
did not create the problems our Gov
ernment has to solve. But, I fear that 
they have become the scapegoats, and 
I pray that we remember how the first 
holocaust came to happen.e 

SUPPLY-SIDE FOLLIES OF 1981 

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, sup
porters of the administration's spend
ing and tax proposals have been argu
ing that they would be implementing a 
"supply-side" policy. These proposals 
would instantly unlease a brave new 
world, where everyone would be work
ing twice as hard and where untold 
new investments and savings would 
occur. 

As a supporter of supply-side eco
nomics, I have been somewhat puzzled 
by those claims. Stimulating demand 
which would be the end result of gi
gantic personal income tax cuts does 
not seem to really meet the criteria of 
supply-side economics despite the 
many claims to the contrary. 

In the June 12 edition of the Wall 
Street Journal, Prof. Walter Heller did 
an excellent job of debunking the so
called supply-side economic policies of 
the administration. the article, appro
priately entitled "Supply-side Follies 
of 1981," points out the glaring incon
sistencies and the errors of omission 
and commission in those new policies. 
Professor Heller correctly demon
strates that "again and again, Reagan
omics fails to meet its own supply-side 
tests of spurring incentives to save, 
work and invest and channeling re
sources into efficient and growth-pro
moting uses." 

The article follows: 
SUPPLY-SIDE FOLLIES OF 1981 

<By Walter W. Heller> 
Much of the skepticism about Reagan

omics, especially in financial markets, arises 
out of what one might call the macro-de
fects of the program: 

An expansionary fiscal menu of tax cuts 
and defense boosts that will outstrip budget 
cuts by $100 billion a year by 1984, coupled 
with a firm pledge to cut money growth in 
half by 1986, is seen as an open invitation to 
tight money, high interest rates and period
ic economic indigestion. 

A program premised on promises that real 
GNP will surge ahead at a 4.5 percent rate 
in 1982-85 and investment will jump from 
10.5 percent to 14.5 percent of GNP while 
inflation drops from 11 percent to 5 percent 
a year and short-term interest rates from 14 
percent to 6 percent is viewed as a candidate 
for "That's Incredible." 

To get even close to the projected 1984 
budget balance, everything would have to 
break right: plunging interest rates, no de
fense overruns, Congress coming through 
with $125 billion of budget cuts by 1984, and 
the economy hitting on all cylinders. That, 
too, stretches credulity. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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But even if one lays aside these macro

doubts and judges the specifics of the 
Reagan program just by its supply-side 
tenets, one finds that micro-defects abound. 
Again and again Reaganomics fails to meet 
its own supply-side tests of spurring incen
tives to save, work and invest and channel
ing resources into efficient and growth-pro
moting uses. 

Take savings stimulus. Never mind that 
the savings the nation may gain from the 
incentive effects of lower marginal tax rates 
under the 5-10-10 plan will be wiped out and 
then some by the continued deficits arising 
out of big tax cuts. The most effective single 
instrument the federal government can use 
to boost saving is to reduce its own dissaving 
(its own deficits) or run surpluses in a high
employment economy. What good does it do 
to stimulate private saving by deep tax cuts 
if such saving is more than offset by in
creased public dissaving? 

The supply-siders argue that the saving 
induced by tax cuts will provide a non-infla
tionary source of financing for the contin
ued federal deficits. <After years of inveigh
ing against inflationary Democratic deficits, 
the Reaganites now assure us that Republi
can deficits need not be inflationary.) At 
the same time we are assured that the new 
flow of savings spurred by tax cuts will fuel 
an investment boom. Elementary arithmetic 
tells us they can't use the same savings 
twice. 

A RUDE JOLT 

Then there is the question of the savings 
surge itself. Except in the high, wide and 
handsome brackets above $50,000, two op
posing attitudes may give Treasury hopes of 
increased personal saving a rude jolt. 

On one hand, putting three years' tax cuts 
on the books at once may irresistibly tempt 
inflation-wise consumers to buy cars and 
other durable goods on the cuff, counting 
on surefire tax cuts to pay the installments. 
Here, "unnamed White House sources" have 
made clear that the motive is more political 
than economic: "If Congress hasn't got the 
money, it can't spend it." 

On the other hand, taxpayers who see 
through the nominal tax cuts and recognize 
that they will get little or no real relief on 
marginal tax rates won't have any incentive 
to save more. Especially in the critical 
middle range between $16,000 and $35,000, 
where brackets are narrow, the inflation 
pump will push marginal rates up as fast as 
Kemp-Roth pulls them down. 

On this front, the Kennedy tax cut analo
gy so often cited by the supply-sides breaks 
down. Savings stimulated by the 1964 tax 
cut came from real marginal rate cuts in a 
non-inflationary environment, not illusory 
ones that high inflation in the Eighties will 
snatch away. 

A puzzling inconsistency in the supply
siders' approach is their unwillingness to 
tackle tax shelters and deductions that have 
perverse supply-side effects. Cut high-brack
et rates to boost savings? Fine. But cut off 
the tax deduction for interest on consumer 
debt and thereby remove a spur to spending 
(and hence a deterrent to saving) that costs 
the Treasury $6 billion a year? Or curb 
mortgage interest deductions and other tax 
breaks for housing that siphon funds away 
from productive machinery, equipment and 
plant? Or end the use of tax-free industrial 
revenue bonds <$8 billion in 1980) to finance 
private investments in everything from fac
tories to golf courses, K marts and 
hamburger stands? None of these supply
side improvements has been put on the 
White House economic agenda. Why not? 
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"We were elected to cut taxes, not increase 
them." 

What seems to escape the supply-siders is 
this: Eliminating tax subsidies that discour
age saving and distort investment has the 
same effect as granting tax reductions that 
encourage saving and promote investment. 
Indeed, true-blue supply-siders ought to 
insist on <a> cutting back tax preferences 
that deter saving or divert resources from 
the efficient uses into which the free play 
of market forces would channel them and 
(b) plowing the resulting revenue proceeds 
into reductions of marginal tax rates. That 
would double the bang for the supply-side 
buck. 

A related supply-side puzzle centers on 
the 10-5-3 depreciation plan <even as now 
modified in the "coalition program"). It 
throws an awful lot of money at the invest
ment problem, over $50 billion a year when 
fully effective. We need to stimulate capital 
formation and innovation. But is this the 
most supply-effective way to do it? 

The modified Reagan capital recovery 
program would still divert industrial invest
ment from equipment to structures and 
would confer huge tax benefits on big utili
ties and manufacturing companies and on 
the oil and gas industry. But there is very 
little in it for high-technology companies, 
small business and service industries with 
low capital requirements. 

To make matters worse, the slow phase-in 
over five years creates an incentive to post
pone investment to get a better tax break. 
And the combined benefits from 10-5-3 and 
the investment tax credit in some cases wipe 
out more than 100% of the corporate tax li
ability <and thus create juicy new tax shel
ters). The net result is a sloppy supply-side 
measure. 

One has to hope that the Congress will 
work out a tighter formula, speed up the 
schedule <even if personal tax cuts have to 
be delayed a bit), and give a better break to 
small business and the industries that rely 
on human investment and research and de
velopment. It could thus significantly en
large the supply-side payoff from the $50 
billion-plus package of investment tax bene
fits. 

When we turn to stimulus of work effort, 
the search for supply-side consistency in the 
Reagan program doesn't fare much better. 
True, on the insistence of Congress, provi
sion is now being made for reducing the 
"marriage penalty," a definite plus for work 
incentives. Careful studies show that while 
tax cuts on existing earners don't have 
much net effect on work effort, second 
earners in the family do respond to lower 
tax rates both by working harder and by 
saving more. 

BENEFITS WOULD BE CUT 

But a curious contradiction persists in the 
Reagan fiscal program. Cuts in marginal tax 
rates for the middle and upper brackets are 
touted as an incentive for greater market
oriented work effort. But the Reaganites 
apparently do not recognize that cutbacks 
in food stamps and welfare payments for 
the working poor create a huge disincentive 
for their work effort. 

Thus, under the Reagan proposals: Earn 
nothing, and benefit payments would be 
$518 a month (for a typical welfare mother). 
Work hard for miserable pay (say $300 a 
month), and those benefits would be cut 
back so sharply that the take-home pay 
would rise to only $535, a "marginal tax 
rate" of 95%! Where is the supply-side logic 
<let alone equity) in a 50% cap on marginal 
tax rates for the wealthy while levying a 
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95% ,marginal rate on the earnings of the 
poor? 

In its zeal to provide much-needed tax in
centives for investment, the Reagan team 
seems to forget that the real secret weapon 
of U.S. economic leadership has been its 
generous investment in human capital-edu
cation, training, health, nutrition and simi
lar intangibles. Deep budget cutbacks in 
these areas-for example, in education aids 
and loans, training and retraining, the Med
icaid payments for the poor, in food stamps, 
in nutrition benefits for expectant moth
ers-threaten to reverse progress toward a 
more skilled, healthy and productive work 
force. 

Supply-side economics in the sense of pro
moting more efficient use of resources, re
moving impediments to saving and invest
ment, and providing targeted tax incentives 
for greater work effort and capital forma
tion has much to offer. But if it is to deliver 
on its promise, the supply-siders-especially 
those in the White House and Treasury
will have to practice what they preach. 

<Mr. Heller is Regents' Professor of Econ
mics at the University of Minnesota, former 
chairman of the Council of Economic Advis
ers under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson 
and a member of the Journal's Board of 
Contributors.>• 

KANSAS-MISSOURI BORDER BILL 

HON. JIM JEFFRIES 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am introducing, for myself and Mr. 
COLEMAN, legislation to provide for the 
consent of Congress to an agreement 
between the States of Kansas and Mis
souri establishing their mutual bound
ary in the vicinity of French Bottoms 
near St. Joseph, Mo., and Elwood, 
Kans. As you know, such an agree
ment between States must be ap
proved by Congress according to the 
Constitution. I am happy to be of as
sistance to the State legislatures of 
Kansas and Missouri in initiating leg
islation to achieve the necessary con
gressional consent. 

In 1949, the States of Kansas and 
Missouri agreed on the center of the 
channel of the Missouri River between 
the 40th parallel and the Kansas 
River as their true and permanent 
boundary, subject to change by natu
ral erosion and accumulation, but not 
by sudden avulsion. This agreement 
was ratified by Congress in 1950, and 
is still in effect today. 

Nevertheless, in 1952, flooding 
caused the Missouri River to alter its 
course near St. Joseph, Mo. and 
Elwood Kans. Since the cause was 
avulsion, it did not alter the State 
boundary. Over time, the dried chan
nel of the original path has filled in, 
but since no survey had been made 
prior to the flood to determine just 
where the center of the channel was, 
the exact location of the boundary 
was in doubt. 
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To rectify this problem, in 1978 the 

Kansas and Missouri legislatures 
adopted an agreement to establish a 
true boundary between the States. 
This boundary line was to duplicate 
the deep water line of the original 
channel. In 1980, the Kansas legisla
ture unanimously passed, and the 
Governor signed into law, legislation 
establishing the true boundary. In 
1981, the Missouri legislature passed 
identical legislation, also unanimously, 
which was signed into law yesterday 
by Missouri Governor Kit Bond. 

It is now up to Congress to ratify 
this agreement, pursuant to article I, 
section 10 of the Constitution. This 
agreement has had the consistent and 
unanimous support of both legisla
tures in Kansas and Missouri. I want 
to commend the public officials of 
both States for the fine spirit of coop
eration they have shown in settling 
this matter, and not making a Federal 
case out of it. 

I would urge the Judiciary Commit
tee, which will consider this bill, to 
move quickly in its deliberations. 

I am honored to have as co-sponsors 
of my bill, in addition to Mr. COLEMAN, 
the following Members: Mr. GLICK
MAN, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. ROBERTS of 
Kansas, Mr. WINN, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. 
TAYLOR, Mr. BAILEY of Missouri, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, and 
Mr. SKELTON.e 

FOREIGN PENSION PLAN IN
VESTMENTS IN THE UNITED 
STATES 

HON. MARTIN FROST 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I submit 
for the RECORD a copy of a staff report 
on foreign pension plan investments in 
the United States. The report contains 
information not readily available from 
other sources, and I invite my col
leagues to contact me for additional 
copies if they so desire. 
FOREIGN PENSION PLAN INVESTMENTS .IN THE 

UNITED STATES 

Foreign pension plans are established for 
the benefit of employees and are exempt 
from taxes on investment profits or such 
profits are taxed at reduced rates in the 
home country. 

The most recent study of foreign portfolio 
investment in the U.S. was made by the 
Treasury Department in the mid-1970's pur
suant to the Foreign Investment Study Act 
of 1974 <Public Law 93-479). That study, the 
first since 1941, examined the patterns and 
effects of foreign portfolio investment and 
the institutional and legal aspects of such 
investment. The study does not segregate 
foreign pension plan investments from 
other foreign origin investments, although 
the general findings would apply to invest
ments from any foreign source. 

In regard to the effects of foreign portfo
lio investment on the U.S. economy, it was 
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found that foreign purchases of U.S. stocks 
and bonds tend to reduce yields and, there
fore, make raising of capital relatively easier 
for domestic borrowers. This stimulates real 
investment and increases the output and 
productivity of the U.S. economy. Further, 
it was found that, since foreigners have 
been net purchasers of U.S. equities as a 
whole and have lagged behind the U.S. 
market in selling equities when prices de
cline, foreign portfolio investors provide a 
stabilizing influence on the U.S. market. 

While the effects of foreign investment on 
the balance of payments were considered 
more difficult to measure, the fact that for
eigners were net purchasers of securities 
was considered to strengthen the value of 
the dollar on foreign exchange markets, 
thus improving the terms of trade in the 
short-rl.in. Long-run effects were more un
certain; the study implied that foreign port
folio investment probably had a neutral 
effect on the balance of payments. 

Recent. press reports, together with sever
al expressions of interest received by U.S. 
life insurance companies, clearly show that 
foreign pension plans are increasingly at
tracted to investing in the U.S. As might be 
expected, the foreign plans that have shown 
this interest are those established by major 
employers in highly developed countries 
such as the United Kingdom, Japan and the 
Netherlands, where funded retirement plans 
have been in existence for many years. For 
example, a recent article highlighted the 
strong desire of Japanese trust companies to 
increase pension fund returns through for
eign investment. The article noted recent 
changes in Japanese regulations to encour
age investment in foreign securities, 
changes which enabled Japenese financial 
institutions to increase their holdings of for
eign securities to a previously unsurpassed 
$4 billion. ("Japanese yen for U.S. securi
ties," Pension World, July 1979, p. 38) 

The interest of foreign pension plans in 
the U.S. real estate market is also growing. 
One Chicago real estate development firm 
has placed more than $250 million for for
eign clients in U.S. real estate developments 
("U.S. real estate is attractive investment to 
foreign funds," Pensions & Investments, 
July 2, 1979, p. 2). Additionally, the $150 
million acquisition of a U.S. real estate in
vestment trust by a corporation controlled 
by the pension plans for employees of the 
National Coal Board of the United Kingdom 
was recently announced in The Wall Street 
Journal <July 18, 1979). 

The U.S. maintains comprehensive finan
cial information with respect to the assets 
of U.S. pension plans, but the total amount 
of foreign pension capital <and the portion 
available for U.S. investment> is difficult to 
determine. Available information does indi
cate that the total pension capital of foreign 
country retirement systems who would qual
ify under this proposal <including the 
United Kingdom, the Netherlands and 
Japan) probably exceeds $100 billion, and 
the 1976 Treasury Department study found 
that private foreign portfolio investment in 
stocks and bonds was $40 billion. Based on 
this information, estimates that U.S. retire
ment plans have invested $1 billion (of a 
total $300 billion) abroad and other factors, 
the removal of U.S. tax barriers to foreign 
pension plan investment could possibly at
tract more than $1 billion in additional cap
ital to the U.S. 

To the extent that foreign plans have al
ready made some investments in the U.S., 
such investments have been effected pri
marily through major financial institutions 
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or directly for the foreign plan through U.S. 
agents. 

In order to encourage foreign pension 
plan investments in the U.S., and in keeping 
with the traditional "equal treatment" 
standard of U.S. tax policy in regards to do
mestic versus foreign entities, legislation 
was introduced in the 96th Congress by Sen
ator Daniel Moynihan CD-NY> on the 
Senate side and by Congressmen Fisher <D
V A> and Conable <R-NY> on the House side. 
That legislation would have permitted for
eign pension plans, those which meet cer
tain requirements, to invest in the U.S. 
without being taxed on the investment prof
its. The Moynihan bill was introduced too 
late in the Congress for any action to occur. 
Senators Moynihan and Malcolm Wallop 
<R-WY> have introduced similar legislation 
<S. 502) in the 97th Congress. 

The "equal treatment" standard has prec
edent. Tax treaties between the U.S. and 
major industrialized nations have relied to a 
great degree on the principles of non-dis
crimination and reciprocity. Additionally, 
recent legislation, the Budget Reconcilia
tion Act of 1980, brought foreign investors 
in the U.S. real estate on a par with U.S. in
vestors. 

However, there is not equal treatment of 
foreign pension plan investments. As dis
cussed above, foreign pension plans are not 
treated as U.S. pension plans with respect to 
investments in the U.S.e 

THE 40TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE RESTORATION OF 
UKRAINE'S INDEPENDENCE 

HON. WILLIAM D. FORD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, on June 30, 1981, we will com
memorate the 40th anniversary of the 
restoration of Ukrainian independ
ence. On June 30, 1941, Ukrainian un
derground fighters occupied strategic 
points in the Capitol of West Ukraine, 
Lviv. Ukrainian leaders issued a proc
lamation of the restoration of Ukraini
an independence, and a provisional 
government was appointed. Mr. Yaro
slav Stetsk, a prominent leader of the 
Organization of Ukrainian National
ists, became Prime Minister. 

Despite the tragedies endured by the 
Ukrainian people in this struggle, they 
remain aware of the sacrifices made, 
and that they never were defeated in a 
military sense. Instead their organiza
tion decentralized and melted away in 
the deep underground where they con
tinued the Ukrainian national libera
tion struggle by means appropriate to 
changed conditions. The Soviet Rus
sians are also aware of these facts and 
this explains why the events of June 
30, 1941, are of extreme significance. 

The importance of this event cannot 
be downplayed. On the 40th anniver
sary of the restoration of Ukrainian 
independence, I feel that we, as mem
bers of an institution that epitomizes 
the belief in freedom, should rise and 
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commemorate this day as Ukrainian 
Independence Day·• 

VA'S READJUSTMENT 
COUNSELING PROGRAM 

HON. THOMAS A. DASCHLE 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the fourth and final statement I am 
placing in the RECORD from a witness 
who appeared before the Subcommit
tee on Hospitals and Health Care on 
June 15, 1981, in Atlanta, Ga. I was 
priviledged to chair this oversight 
hearing on the V A's readjustment 
counseling program in the absence of 
Subcommittee Chairman RoN MoTTL. 

The statement I .am including today 
was presented by Mr. Demory Wil
liams. I am sure you will find it as re
markable as I did. 
STATEMENT OF DEMORY WILLIAMS REGARDING 

THE READJUSTMENT COUNSELING PROGRAM 
FOR VIETNAM ERA VETERANS 

Greetings, committee members, members 
of the media, and my fellow Vietnam vets. 
It gives me great pleasure to testify before 
you. 

My name is Demory Williams: ex-Marine, 
combat Vietnam vet. I was attached to an 
artillery company as a wireman and radio 
operator, which allowed me to see action 
from two perspectives. First, behind the 
"front line" at base camp, and second, "on 
the line" in actual combat. At this moment I 
feel that my life is on the line again because 
of the threat to the continuation of the Vet 
Centers. 

As a black patriarch in the mid-sixties, 
mom, apple pie, and the girl next door were 
as real as the hand before my face. I was a 
street soldier because there was a war in the 
streets here in the United States, for the 
same reasons we went to 'Nam: freedom and 
the right to vote. In the States, riots were 
occurring and boundaries had been drawn 
many years prior to the first brick being 
tossed. Unemployment among young blacks, 
as usual, was very high, which added fuel to 
the smoldering embers. Black generals like 
King, Newton, and Malcolm were calling for 
a few good men. Even with this knowledge, I 
answered the draft notice from Uncle Sam 
about a month before my high school grad
uation. I opted to join the Marines just to 
increase my chances of returning home in 
one piece. You see, two of my friends joined 
the Army and one returned a cripple and 
the other returned in a box. They had 3 or 4 
weeks of training after boot camp, and their 
letters informed me that they had not been 
well trained for Vietnam. 

Once in the Corps, I found the racial war 
zone more visible. By this, I mean that the 
white-to-black ratio was about 7 to 1, whites 
having the edge. But his was just the gener
al training company. The separation became 
more apparent at the end of boot camp 
when the job assignments were made 
known. The average white Marine got tech
nical or clerical jobs, but blacks were usual
ly assigned 0311 or "grunt" infantry jobs. 
By the time of advanced infantry training, 
the ratio had now become five blacks to 
each white. At this point in time, whites 
were typically cited for pro:rnotion to NCOs 
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and blacks went to 'Nam as privates. Howev
er, let me emphasize that even after fight
ing in 'Nam and then fighting the ostracism 
at home, my patriotism is still intact. 

The Vet Centers that the administration 
wishes to cut back are not something given 
out of kindness, but by a prearranged agree
ment, a contract, if you will. It states that 
for serving my country in combat, the emo
tional trauma I experienced will not remain 
to haunt me for the rest of my years. We 
are not like the people on welfare or other 
social programs based on handouts. These 
are benefits given in contract form, and the 
President wishes to rewrite this contract. I 
cite the President with breach of contract. 
We upheld our end with our lives for some, 
our limbs for others. In the President's nit
picking, he found clauses or words by which 
the contract did not apply to Vietnam veter
ans. 

Psychological disorientation is in my opin
ion the most serious of all of the effects this 
war had on its young patriots. Our inability 
to fit in, having been ostracized because of 
the public's inability to separate the war 
from the warriors, has left scars on all Viet
nam vets, and particularly those of us from 
minority groups who already have to fight 
for equal rights due only to our skin color. 
Like so many minority veterans, I have a va
riety of job and social skills which are of 
little use in a civilian job market. 

The psychological disorientation which I 
talk about is also due to the nature of the 
guerrilla welfare-18- and 19-year-old young 
American soldiers were not prepared for the 
Eastern propaganda and values of the Viet
namese soldiers. Charley would walk 
women, children, and old men onto a battle
field to force U.S. soldiers to choose be
tween their life or their beliefs. Because we 
had to kill or be killed, our instincts usually 
prevailed and we shot women, children, and 
older people. One way of coping with being 
in this situation is to begin to not value 
human life. 

Another cause of the psychological disori
entation of Vietnam veterans was the evHy
day nature of the combat situation. I lived 
constantly with the threat of death or dis
figurement. War was during the day and at 
night. Unlike Korea or the European thea
ter, there were no front lines or trenches to 
fight from. 

My first 2 months in 'Nam, I was a radio 
operator in a field unit and was in combat 
constantly for 2 months. This was monsoon 
season and I caught pneumonia and was 
sent to Okinawa for 2 months. After recov
ering, I was returned to 'Nam and was put 
in a 155-millimeter artillery company as a 
communication wireman and radio operator. 
I thought I was safe since we were a main 
support element not in the field. However, 
Charley liked to attack fixed positions and 
continued to try to knock out our big guns. 
They would hit us at night and make runs 
on our wire perimeter with women, chil
dren, pigs, water buffalo, and old men up 
front. When my tour ended, I was back in 
the States within 18 hours with no prepara
tion. My buddies before me had written that 
I would be spit at if I wore my uniform 
home, so I ditched my uniform and wore a 
civilian suit. Eight months later my mind 
had not yet returned home from Vietnam 
and, while having a flashback, I killed an in
nocent person. I have to live with this for 
the rest of my life. Gentlemen, if there had 
been Vet Centers or readjustment counsel
ing available for the returning soldier, this 
might not have happened to me. It is for 
this reason that I say my life is once again 
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on the line when the President talks of cut
ting back the future of the Vet Centers. 
Please do not let this happen. 

Thank you for letting me be here today 
and I will be glad to answer your ques
tions.e 

EXCEPTION TO McNAMARA 
INTERVIEW 

HON. TOBY ROTH 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
express my dismay at the way in 
which Robert S. McNamara, the Presi
dent of the World Bank, has chosen to 
cloud and confuse the continuing 
debate over foreign assistance pro
grams-a debate this Chamber will be 
engaging in more intensively in the 
coming weeks. In a widely circulated 
interview in the Sunday New York 
Times of June 21, 1981, Mr. McNa
mara, who will retire his position after 
13 years this month, called the intel
lectual critics of the World Bank and 
other foreign assistance programs "ig
norant." As for the American taxpay
ers, who have been letting those of us 
who represent them know of their re
luctance to see these multibillion
dollar foreign aid programs continue 
to burgeon in a time of severe econom
ic belt tightening, Mr. McNamara 
claimed that they know nothing about 
how the world has changed during the 
past 10 to 20 years. He also charged 
that the official American contribu
tion to international development as
sistance, which was $5.66 billion in 
1978 and $4.68 billion in 1979, is so low 
it is "disgraceful." 

While I have the utmost respect for 
both Mr. McNamara's sense of public 
service and humanitarian intentions of 
those who staff institutions like the 
World Bank, I must take strong excep
tion to his remarks about the Ameri
can people and about the growing 
number of scholars who have criti
cized the long unchallenged dogmas of 
the aid development literature. First 
of all, the American people are fully 
aware of what is going on in the world 
around them. They see that the 
United States is by far the single larg
est donor of assistance to the develop
ing world, even though it already 
shoulders a disproportionate share of 
the costs of defending the non-Com
munist world. They also feel justifi
able resentment that they have never 
had the opportunity to clearly express 
their views about the multibillion
dollar foreign aid budget at the ballot 
box. At a time when the threat exists 
that adverse economic conditions will 
force us to curtail some of our own de
sirable social programs at home, this 
feeling is all the more understandable. 
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In addition, the intellectual critics of 

foreign aid, people like Prof. Peter 
Bauer of the London School of Eco
nomics and Walter Galenson of Cor
nell, are not ignorant men. They are 
astute scholars who have examined 
scores of foreign aid programs around 
the world and have seen firsthand 
how this aid, donated by the U.S. Gov
ernment to other governments, often 
does little more than bolster corrupt 
officials and strengthen less produc
tive public sectors at the expense of 
the private economy. They have also 
shown-and I think Mr. McNamara's 
attitude illustrates this-how the re
cipients of aid, simply demand and 
expect more and more aid while ex
pressing little gratitude for its already 
substantial level. By his recent re
marks in the Sunday New York Times, 
it appears that Mr. McNamara is ill
suited to engage in an honest, long 
overdue debate over whether the road 
we have been following concerning 
foreign assistance has been the correct 
one. I trust that during the next few 
weeks this body will perform in a more 
balanced and judicious manner.e 

LOAN PROGRAM FOR 
SUNFLOWER SEED PRODUCERS 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, at a time 
when the administration and the Con
gress are asking the American public 
to take substantial cuts in important 
programs, such as food stamps and 
school lunch, among others, I find it 
incongruous that the Food and Agri
culture Act of 1981 <H.R. 3603) pro
poses a brand new mandatory loan 
program for sunflower seed producers. 
I have written the chairman of the 
House Committee on Agriculture to 
point out that such a superfluous and 
potentially costly program, if enacted 
at this time, would send the wrong 
signal to the American public. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D. C., June 25, 1981. 
Hon. E DE LA GARZA. 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Kuu: Upon review of the pending 
H.R. 3603, the Food and Agriculture Act of 
1981, I was distressed to find that a new 
mandatory loan program has been added for 
sunflower seeds. At a time when we are cut
ting back on programs such as food stamps 
and school lunches, I believe that the inclu
sion of a new program such as sunflower 
seeds is the wrong signal to be sending the 
American public. 

I am mindful of the fact that the loan 
program costs for mandatory loans to sun
flower seed growers should be minimal and 
self-liquidating, as long as the price for sun
flower seeds remains high. However, what if 
prices fall and the Federal Government 
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finds itself forced to acquire the crops? Pre
sumably, then the cost will no longer be 
minimal in terms of either administrative 
costs, interest, or funds tied up in commod
ities. While some sunflower groups support 
a mandatory loan program, groups such as 
the North Dakota Sunflower Council 
oppose the program, and North Dakota is 
the largest growing state for this product. 
Opposition by major growers should raise 
warning signals to us that a mandatory loan 
program in not needed. Furthermore, it is 
my understanding that the Secretary of Ag
riculture retains discretionary authority to 
help the growers, if he deems it necessary. 

Given these considerations, I hope that 
your Committee will withdraw the sunflow
er seed provision. Thank you for giving this 
your thoughtful consideration. 

BARNEY FRANK .• 

A MOCKERY OF THE 
LEGISLATIVE PROCESS 

HON. JIM MATTOX 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. MATTOX. Mr. Speaker, yester
day this House made a mockery of the 
legislative process. 

Under the guise of making the pro
cedure more democratic, the Republi
cans and their allies adopted a rule 
that hides the true issues of this 
debate from the American people. 

The original rule proposed by the 
Rules Committee would have forced 
Members to stand up and be counted; 
it would have forced them to cast 
their votes with the eyes of the public 
upon them. 

But many Members did not want to 
have to vote on specific amendments. 
They did not want to have to vote 
against social security, against child 
nutrition, and against student loans. 
Instead they wanted to hide behind 
the President. They wanted to say 
that they were voting for the Presi
dent's program, without the public 
knowing what was in it. 

If the President's program is so 
good, I don't see why its different 
parts could not stand on their own in
dividual feet. 

What is even more appalling is that 
Members voted for this rule without 
even knowing what was in the admin
istration substitute. Some Members 
are apparently willing to hide the 
meaning of their votes not only from 
the public, but from themselves as 
well. 

The rule we are operating under is 
not a democratic rule. It is not demo
cratic to hide the meaning of our votes 
from the American public.e 
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THE MX MISSILE 

HON. JACK FIELDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, the pro
posed MX missile system has rightly 
caused concern in the southwest 
United States-including my State of 
Texas. Recently, the Texas State legis
lature passed a resolution requesting 
that the Congress not adopt the split
basing mode for the deployment of 
the MX missile system. 

I would like to include the resolution 
passed by the Texas State legislature 
here in the RECORD. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
THE STATE OF TEXAS, 

SECRETARY OF STATE. 
I, George W. Strake, Jr., Secretary of 

State of the State of Texas, do hereby certi
fy that the attached is a true and correct 
copy of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
Number 53, passed by the 67th Legislature, 
Regular Session, 1981, signed by the Gover
nor on May 26, 1981 and filed in this office 
on May 27, 1981. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 53 

Whereas, United States Air Force plans 
call for a sheltered road-mobile basing 
system for the M-X missile system, and cur
rently under consideration are plans for 
either full basing in Nevada/Utah or a split 
basing in Nevada/Utah and Texas/New 
Mexico; and 

Whereas, A decision to adopt the split
basing mode would require the relocation of 
approximately 500 families and would re
quire United States Air Force acquisition of 
many acres of highly productive land in 
Texas which would be unlikely to be re
claimed for agricultural purposes; and 

Whereas, An amendment to the Depart
ment of Defense Supplemental Appropria
tions Act, Section 2.02(b), June 27, 1979, 
states that it is the sense of Congress that 
the basing mode for the M-X missile should 
be restricted to location on the least produc
tive land available that is suitable for such 
purpose; and 

Whereas, The January 19, 1981, Depart
ment of Defense M-X Split Basing Report 
to Congress states that there exists a rela
tive balance in the environmental impact 
between the two alternatives, while also 
stating that the split-basing mode would re
quire the additional expenditure of $3.475 
billion over the cost of the full-basing mode; 
now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
Texas, the House of Representatives con
curring, That the 67th Legislature respect
fully requests that the Congress do not 
adopt the split-basing mode for the deploy
ment of the M-X missile system; and, be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State for
ward copies of this resolution to the Presi
dent of the United States, the President of 
the United States Senate, the Speaker of 
the United States House of Representatives, 
Senator LLOYD BENTSEN, Senator JOHN 
TOWER, and all members of the Texas dele
gation of the United States House of Repre
sentatives with the request that this resolu
tion be officially entered in the CONGRES-



June 26, 1981 
SIONAL RECORD as a memorial to the Con
gress of the United States of America.e 

ANNIVERSARY OF POZNAN 
WORKERS REVOLT 

HON. JAMES L. NELLIGAN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. NELLIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues that June 28 is the an
niversary of the Poznan workers revolt 
which took place in the city of Poznan 
in Poland in 1956. It is an occasion 
which deserves to be remembered by 
all who prize freedom and understand 
how important it is for a free people to 
remember the sacrifices men have 
made to attain it. 

The industrial workers of Poznan, 
encouraged by the release of a politi
cal prisoner, Wladyslaw Gomulka, who 
had been a popular party chief until 
he was accused of nationalist devi
ation, staged a general strike on June 
28, 1956. Demanding bread and free
dom, 50,000 demonstrators marched 
through the city. Riots soon broke out 
and, within the next few days, the up
rising was suppressed, with 53 deaths 
and over 200 casualties. Partly as a 
result of these uprisings, Gomulka 
became first secretary of the party, 
and Poland experienced liberalizing 
changes. 

The Polish people have long demon
strated bravery and determination in 
resisting Soviet communism. By recog
nizing this holiday, we honor not only 
the Polish people of 1956, but also 
those of the present, whose extraordi
nary efforts we hope will bring lasting 
benefits to Poland.• 

CAPTAIN ED MORAN: A GOOD 
COP 

HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to direct the attention of 
my colleagues to the career of Capt. 
Ed Moran, who is retiring from the St. 
Louis Police Department. My guess is 
that we would not have a crime prob
lem today if we had more officers like 
him. 

It is not easy to be a good cop today. 
To be a good cop for about four dec
ades is a real achievement. The re
markable thing about Capt. Ed Moran 
is not that he has served for so long, 
but that he has served so well. He is 
more than a good cop, he has been a 
great cop. I can only hope that he is 
not a member of a disappearing breed. 

It would take a good cop to stop dis
turbances at Northwest High School 
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in St. Louis to insure students and 
their parents that they would have a 
peaceful educational environment as 
Ed Moran did in 1969. But it required 
a great cop, with a real commitment to 
his community, to subsequently stage 
a party for the entire senior class of 
Northwest at district police headquar
ters. 

To those who know Capt. Ed Moran, 
the party was not a surprise. He has 
repeatedly gone the extra mile and 
given his community more than was 
required. Not surprisingly, the people 
he has served have reciprocated. 

I know of neighborhoods where 
people picket the local police station 
because they are unhappy with the 
job the police do, but I had never 
heard of a picket line organized to 
keep a cop on the job until I heard of 
Ed Moran. The picket line protested 
his transfer from the sixth district. 

His transfer out of the second dis
trict resulted in another citizen pro
test. This time 46,000 people signed pe
titions lamenting the move. If we left 
the decision up to the people, Ed 
Moran would remain on duty for dec
ades to come. 

We all know why he was so popular. 
We have never paid our police enough 
to make them rich, but that did not 
stop Capt. Ed Moran from digging into 
his own pocket to sponsor sports ac
tivities for our young people. 

He has won a lot of awards and prob
ably de~erves even more. At times it 
may have seemed that his family 
wanted to staff the whole police de
partment themselves. Between Ed, 
Capt. James Moran, his father, and 
Capt. Thomas Moran, his brother, 
there is more than a century of service 
on the St. Louis Police Department. 

Over the years Capt. Ed Moran has 
dealt with his share of celebrities 
ranging from Presidents Nixon and 
Truman to Speaker O'NEILL. He has 
befriended them all and shared his 
philosophy that no problem defied so
lution by a committed public servant. 

He realizes that those who would 
enjoy the blessings of freedom must 
bear the burden of supporting it. He 
has borne more than his share of this 
burden and has had a long, creative, 
and distinguished career-St. Louis is 
a better place because of it.e 

CUTTING THE EXIMBANK 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the so
called Export-Import Bank should be 
called the Job Export Bank, because 
its chief function is to subsidize a few 
large corporations that sell industrial 
and commercial plant and equipment 
to foreign countries at interest rates 
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below what companies that supply 
American consumers can get. These 
subsidized loans end up strengthening 
foreign industry at the expense of 
American taxpayers and workers. 

During fiscal year 1980, Eximbank 
authorized $12.6 billion in insurance, 
loans, and loan guarantees. Today, 
$580 million worth of those loans are 
in default. The Eximbank, of course, 
uses the euphemism of "rescheduled 
payments". 

The arguments in favor of the 
Bank-which regrettably is supported 
by so-called conservatives as well as so
called liberals, so-called Democrats as 
well as so-called Republicans-are ab
solutely false. 

The Chicago Tribune is to be com
mended for an editorial demolishing 
the shibboleths of the pseudo-econo
mists and the political hacks in its edi
torial on this subject of June 22. 

The editorial follows: 
CUTTING THE EX-IM BANK 

Almost everyone agrees that exports are a 
good thing. But the Reagan administration 
indicated it thought otherwise when it pro
posed sharp cuts in funds for the Export
Import Bank, whose job is to subsidize 
American sales abroad. In its budget. the ad
ministration called the bank an "inefficient. 
market-distorting" program which makes 
"overall economic improvements difficult." 

Now the administration finds itself oppos
ing even bigger reductions proposed by 
House Democrats. But the administration's 
first impulse was the right one. The country 
would be better off without the Eximbank. 
It the Democrats want to go an extra mile 
in cutting its budget, the President should 
be happy to go with them. 

Unquestionably the Eximbank does in
crease American exports. It does so by pro
viding foreign buyers with direct loans at 
below-market rates and giving U.S. banks 
guarantees that loans to foreign borrowers 
will be repaid. The first gives foreigners fi
nancial incentives to buy American goods; 
the second gives American banks a reason to 
make loans they otherwise wouldn't make. 

Both subsidies have to be covered by the 
American taxpayer. The Eximbank borrows 
from the Treasury at relatively low govern
ment interest rates. and then lends it at 
even lower rates <currently about 9 per cent, 
with the prime rate about 19 per cent). The 
cost here is the difference between what the 
Eximbank pays the Treasury and what the 
Eximbank charges its borrowers, which in 
the past has approached 5 percentage 
points. In 1982, the administration says, this 
gap will cost the Eximbank $100 million. It 
also loses money when the loans it guaran
tees aren't repaid by foreign borrowers. In 3 
of the 5 years between 1975 and 1979, the 
Eximbank's increase in delinquent assets 
outpaced its income. So far it has covered 
these losses out of its dwindling reserves, 
left over from the days when it actually 
made a profit. But if the Eximbank keeps 
losing money, sooner or later the federal 
government will have to bail it out. 

The assumption behind the Eximbank is 
that exports benefit the American economy. 
But the only reason we need exports is to 
pay for imports. Hence exports are worth 
only what they sell for <absent complicated 
subsidies)-otherwise we should give them 
away. The Eximbank shifts some of the cost 
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of American goods away from foreign 
buyers, who get them, and to American tax
payers, who lose them. It requires Ameri
cans to consume less in order that foreign
ers can consume more. 

The favorite argument for export subsi
dies is that they preserve American jobs. 
But they do this by diverting American cap
ital and labor away from those sectors in 
which the U.S. can compete and into those 
in which it apparently cannot, at least with
out government help. They protect econom
ic inefficiency <which can result from fac
tors beyond anyone's control) at the ex
pense of efficiency, thus assuring that the 
demands on the Eximbank-and its appeals 
for public money-will grow. 

Not surprisingly, the large corporations 
which get the greatest benefit from the Ex
imbank-such as Boeing, Westinghouse, and 
General Electric-are also its staunchest de
fenders. 

Another argument is that the U.S. must 
subsidize its exports because our rivals in 
the world marketplace subsidize theirs. 
Deputy Treasury Secretary R. T. McNamar 
employed this logic when he recently 
warned that the U.S. would use the Exim
bank as its chief weapon if a "credit war" 
breaks out among Western nations. But this 
makes no sense either. Export subsidies are 
harmful to the nation providing them, 
though they may benefit a few large compa
nies. Just because the French government 
(the worst offender> chooses to tax its citi
zens for the benefit of other nations is no 
reason for the U.S. to follow suit. 

The administration, which has plenty of 
first-rate economists, no doubt understands 
all this. Yet in this instance it has allowed 
Democrats in the House to portray them
selves as more dedicated than President 
Reagan to paring the federal budget. It 
would be healthy for the budget and for the 
economy for him to call their bluff and ask 
them to abolish the Eximbank.e 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. THOMAS A. DASCHLE 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 24, I was unavoidably detained 
from the floor for the vote on final 
passage of H.R. 3238, the Public 
Broadcasting Authorization Act, roll
call No. 102. Had I been present, I 
would have voted "yea"·• 

THE WILDERNESS REVIEW ACT 
OF 1981 

HON. JERRY HUCKABY 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. HUCKABY. Mr. Speaker, I and 
Representative DON YouNG of Alaska 
are today introducing the "Wilderness 
Review Act of 1981" which aims to 
settle years of uncertainty and delay 
in the long-term planning and man
agement of our national forest lands. 
Several of our colleagues have joined 
us in this effort to determine the best, 
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most balanced use of our Nation's re
sources. 

Since passage of the 1964 Wilderness 
Act, U.S. Forest Service roadless areas 
have been entangled in continuous liti
gation and studies regarding their eli
gibility for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. The 
Forest Service's second roadless area 
and review evaluation-RARE II-was 
initiated to settle the debate and 
enable decisions on which unroaded 
areas of the national forests should be 
wilderness and which lands should be 
managed for nonwilderness multiple 
use. In RARE II, the Forest Service 
studied 62 million acres and its deci
sion, announced at the completion of 
the study in April 1979, called for 15 
million acres of wilderness, 11 million 
acres for further planning, and 36 mil
lion acres for nonwilderness multiple 
use. However, even after 8 years of ex
haustive study, efforts have been 
made to block the implementation of 
the RARE II decision through court, 
administrative, and legislative chal
lenges. 

The purpose of this proposed legisla
tion is simply to provide clear, statuto
ry direction to the executive branch of 
government that areas designated as 
nonwilderness by RARE II are to be 
managed for uses other than wilder
ness. In addition, the bill sets a timeta
ble for congressional action on RARE 
II recommendations. Without congres
sional action, these nonwilderness 
lands will continue to be withdrawn 
administratively from multiple use 
management, as de facto wilderness. It 
also asserts legislative primacy in pro
viding for future wilderness reviews. 
Important to many of us who have 
designated wilderness areas in our con
gressional districts, the bill accepts the 
boundary determinations established 
by legislation already passed since 
RARE II. And finally, the legislation 
finds the environmental impact state
ments sufficient, thereby curtailing 
appeals which generate further delays 
and uncertainty of land management 
plans. 

The legislation embraces the con
cepts of a bill introduced in the Senate 
which has had 3 days of hearings in 
the Senate Subcommittee on Public 
Lands and is expected to be reported 
out of the full Energy Committee in 
early July. Our bill differs slightly in 
some respects, as we incorporated the 
recommendations made by Deputy 
Secretary of Agriculture Richard E. 
Lyng during these hearings. We felt 
that the proposed changes were rea
sonable and improved upon some of 
the provisions of the measure. 

I think all Americans realize that we 
must take the necessary steps to meet 
the Nation's resource needs. Enact
ment of this bill will move the United 
States one step closer toward resource 
independence and economic stability. 
It will assure the type of environment 
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required for long-terµi, prudent invest
ment in energy development, recre
ational opportunities, timber harvest
ing and nonfuel mineral production. 
At the same time, the measure will 
protect those roadless areas of the na
tional forests that should be devoted 
exclusively to wilderness, which a full 
16 years of study has determined. 

It is important to emphasize that 
Congress is the body of Government 
that directs the designation of future 
wilderness lands within a reasonable 
time frame; it does not tie the hands 
of any future Congress from enacting 
any wilderness legislation it may 
choose. What it does provide for is an 
end to the frustrating cycles of delay 
and resultant de facto wilderness 
which have thrown our forest resource 
allocations far out of balance. The 
United States can ill-afford to contin
ue to have our Nation's land manage
ment plans characterized by uncer
tainty and paralysis. 

We urge your favorable consider
ation of the Wilderness Review Act of 
1981 and its speedy passage by the 
House of Representatives.• 

MICHAEL WALDO 

HON. CLEVE BENEDICT 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. BENEDICT. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
commend Mr. Michael Waldo and the 
Central West Virginia Association of 
Life Underwriters for their sponsor
ship of an active participation in the 
March of Dimes Superwalk for Birth 
Defects. 

The Central West Virginia Associa
tion of Life Underwriters is only 2 
years old and is the newest chapter of 
life underwriters in the United States. 
They had 233 participants in the walk 
and received over $9,000 in pledges for 
their efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, this association has ob
viously worked long and hard hours to 
accomplish such a successful walk. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in 
paying tribute to the Central West 
Virginia Association of Life Underwrit
ers for their effort.e 

SLOVAK WORLD CONGRESS 

HON. DON RITTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, last Sat
urday, June 20, I had the great honor 
to address the triannual convention of 
the Slovak World Congress in Toron
to, Canada. I spoke to 2,000 delegates 
who gathered from all over the world 
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to show support for their brethern 
suffering under Communist domina
tion in Eastern Europe. 

Mr. Speaker, these delegates, these 
Slovak leaders from around the globe, 
showed once again in Toronto how 
Slovaks retain their heritage and their 
national pride and why they will never 
be stifled under Communist rule. 
Their spirit, their pride, their determi
nation and commitment to their cause 
simply will not be repressed. They 
made me proud to represent an area 
rich in Slovak heritage and culture. 

Mr. Speaker, as a gesture to those 
who asked me to speak before the 
Slovak World Congress' triannual con
vention, and who made the convention 
such a tremendous success, I would 
like to repeat today the address I de
livered last Saturday evening. I can 
think of no more fitting tribute to a 
group for which I have the greatest re
spect and admiration. 

The address follows: 
COMMENTS TO THE DELEGATES ATTENDING THE 

TRIANNUAL CONVENTION OF THE SLOVAK 
WORLD CONGRESS 

On behalf of the new Administration of 
President Ronald Reagan, I bring you greet
ings from Washington, our Nation's Capital. 
President Reagan is well aware of the do
mestic political power of the ethnic Ameri
cans, including some 3 million Americans of 
Slovak heritage, who helped elect him to 
the high office of President of the United 
States. 

He needs the support of all the freedom
loving people so that he can once again 
assert reliable American leadership, so that 
he can restore our military strength so that 
it will be second to none, so that he can ef
fectively challenge the worldwide pattern of 
Soviet adventurism to stop any further Af
ghanistans or any invasion of Poland. And, 
equally important, so that he can help re
store our own economy so that we have a 
base for those challenges which face not 
only the United States, but Canada and all 
of the Free World as well. 

We have set quite a task for ourselves. But 
the price of freedom commands us to move 
lest the generation that follows us feel 
shame that we faltered when the need was 
great. 

We are resolved that we shall do every
thing in our power to push for the day 
when freedom will once again be restored in 
Eastern Europe, including the Slovak home
land. 

I greet you on behalf of my colleagues in 
Congress. I wish you a successful Congress 
of the freedom-loving Slovaks throughout 
the Free World. 

I come here with mixed emotions. I am 
happy to see so many of you here giving up 
your own time to work for a cause in which 
you and I believe-that is, freedom and self
determination for Slovak people, for all 
people. 

Yes, I am happy. But I continue to be 
greatly disturbed by the oppression of your 
brethren inside Slovakia and others under 
Communist domination. And I see the many 
violations of human rights in the work of 
the Helsinki Commission, particularly in 
the sphere of religious freedoms. 

As you know, the Communists have 
stepped up their anti-religious and anti
Catholic activities since the election of Pope 
John Paul II. They view with alarm the alli-
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ance between a powerful church and a 
deeply discontented working class. 

We know of the actions of the Communist 
authorities in Slovakia against those who 
apply for seminaries and are rejected, while 
others are kicked out. 

We know and condemn the regime that 
prevents children from going on to second
ary schools and college, just because they 
practice their religious beliefs. 

We know and condemn the Communist 
government that uses military conscription 
to keep priests in line, that takes away the 
driver's licenses of priests who have to drive 
to distant parishes, that allows so few 
priests, that stops priests on the road to ad
minister the alcohol breath test after a 
priest has served communion. Oh, how they 
fear religion! 

We know and condemn the government's 
anti-religious TV broadcasts, the continued 
incarceration of clergy and believers who 
want only to maintain their God-given 
values in life. 

We condemn, and we ask you to help us
give us information about those abuses of 
human rights, so that we can go and show 
to the world what the record of the Soviets 
and their Communist cohorts is. And how 
blatantly they abuse their power. 

The Slovak nation has a rich and highly 
cultured history. Its strong spiritual values 
and sense of nationalism are the ideals 
which have made every country where you 
emigrate to that much richer and better. 

You are the real strength of America, 
Canada and every other country from which 
you have now come to add your voice and 
power to make certain that your concerns 
are heard. 

Your leader, Mr. Stephen B. Roman, is a 
true statesman and humanitarian, a leader 
of great vision who sees that the only way 
to accomplish something of lasting value is 
to speak out and lead the fight for it. I 
extend my hand to you, together with your 
own Congresswoman of Slovak heritage, 
Claudine Schneider, and your President, 
Mr. Roman, and your leadership of the 
World Congress. We will make sure that 
your voices are heard in the halls of our 
United States Congress to press for the 
God-given ideals of freedom and dignity.e 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JOEL DECKARD 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. DECKARD. Mr. Speaker, as 
many of my colleagues know, I have 
for the last 2 years been undergoing a 
series of oral surgeries, the timing of 
which has been both critical and in
flexible. On occasion this has required 
my absence at inopportune times and 
yesterday was such a day. 

While I was present to vote against 
the previous question on the original 
rule, I was, regrettably, forced to be 
absent for the votes that followed. 

I greatly regret having missed them 
and would like the record to reflect 
that, had I been present, I would have 
voted "yes" on ordering the previous 
question on the Latta amendments to 
the rule, "yes" on agreeing to the 
Latta amendment, and "yes" on agree
ing to the rule as amended.• 
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REINSTATE THE LAND 

SURVEYOR IN THE SMCRA 

HON. NICK JOE RAHALL II 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday, along with the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Interi
or and Insular Affairs, MORRIS UDALL 
and Congressmen MURPHY, APPLEGATE, 
SANTINI, and CAMPBELL, I introduced 
H.R. 4000, legislation that would rein
state the land surveyors in their tradi
tional role of aiding the surface coal 
mining industry with maps and plans. 

The land surveyors were served a 
gross injustice when, during the clos
ing minutes of the conference on the 
surface Mining Control and Reclama
tion Act of 1977, they were inadvert
ently left out when the act was altered 
to include the geologist on an equal 
status with the engineer, who was to 
play the lead role in preparing the re
quired mine plans and maps. 

As a result, the act was passed to in
clude engineers and geologists, but 
omitted the land surveyor. Not one 
word of explanation or justification 
appeared in any report pertaining to 
this action. 

The impact of this omission has 
taken its toll on the approximately 
23,500 registered land surveyors in 
coal States nationwide. Even the pro
fessional geologists and engineers have 
stated they support reinstatement of 
the land surveyor under the 1977 act. 
Please note that H.R. 4000 will not ex
clude these groups from preparing 
maps and plans for mines, it merely 
allows the land surveyor to also be in
volved in this process. 

This amendment is noncontroversial 
and does not constitute a substantive 
change in the act. It will neither com
promise the objectives of environmen
tal protection or public health and 
safety. It will not grant the authority 
to the surveyor to extend his activities 
into the areas of engineering, design
ing, or geology beyond the limits pres
ently prescribed in State law. The sole 
purpose of this amendment is to 
permit the professional land surveyor 
to perform the services he is qualified 
to do in the field of his expertise, 
which services he has ably performed 
prior to the adoption of the act.e 

FATHER DRINAN SPEAKS OUT 
ON GUATEMALA 

HON. MICHAEL D. BARNES 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. BARNES. Mr. Speaker, the 
Reagan administration has reversed 
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the policy of the Carter administra
tion of distancing the United States 
from the military regime in Guatema
la. The State Department recently ap
proved the sale of 150 trucks and jeeps 
to Guatemala, and the resumption of 
military aid is under consideration. 

While the Carter policy may not 
have succeeded in improving the situa
tion in Guatemala, it at least was ef
fective in showing that the United 
States was on the side of human rights 
and not repression, and it gave com
fort to those who are struggling 
against great odds for dignity and de
mocracy in that unfortunate country. 

Perhaps that is the best we can do. 
In my opinion, the policy should not 
be thrown away lightly. A policy of 
moving closer to the Government of 
Guatemala should be looked at very 
carefully, and should not be adopted 
unless we have concrete evidence of 
human rights improvements and as
surances of further progress. We gain 
no national security advantage by 
helping a government repress its own 
people. 

In judging any policy toward Guate
mala, it is important to be realistic 
about the nature of the regime and 
the situation in that country, and 
clear about our policy goals there. In 
this regard, I commend to the atten
tion of my colleagues an article by our 
former colleague, Father Bob Drinan, 
in America, the Jesuit weekly maga
zine. Father Drinan concisely de
scribes the situation, educates us 
about the admirable role of the 
Church, and analyzes the policy op
tions facing us. 

Father Drinan makes one of his 
most significant points by quoting 
Hans Morgenthau, who said that the 
issue is not "how to preserve stability 
in the face of revolution but how to 
create stability out of revolution." A 
generation of experience teaches us 
that the way to stability does not lie in 
repression. Only if we can help the 
Guatemalans find a way to achieve 
the aspirations of their people will we 
see the stability there that is in both 
our interest and Guatemala's. 

The article by Father Drinan fol
lows: 

[From America, June 13, 1981] 
AMERICAN GUNS, GUATEMALAN JUSTICE 

(By Rev. Robert F. Drinan) 
The resumption of the sale of arms to 

Guatemala, terminated by the United 
States four years ago, is imminent. Presi
dent Lucas Garcia has not requested arms 
nor is there any clear evidence that the al
leged presence of 2,000 guerrillas cannot be 
controlled by the 18,000 members of the 
army of Guatemala. 

The renewal of arms sales occurs despite a 
continued and brutal repression of human 
rights in Guatemala. The situation that I 
saw there on a human rights mission in 1980 
continues and is probably worse. Amnesty 
International, in a recent 32-page report, de
clared that in Guatemala "people who 
oppose or who are imagined to oppose the 
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government are systematically seized with
out warrant, tortured and murdered." The 
report, furthermore, has information pub
lished for the first time which shows that 
those who carry out the terrorism "can be 
pinpointed to secret offices in an annex of 
Guatemala's national palace under the 
direct control of the President of the repub
lic." 

The Reagan Administration promises 
feebly that it will grant the military aid 
only after warnings to the leaders of Guate
mala that they should be more sensitive to 
human rights. But such a warning would be 
futile to a government that has engaged in 
ruthlessness for many years. The U.S. State 
Department Human Rights Report in 1980 
conceded that kidnappings and assasina
tions reached higher levels in 1980 than in 
1979. Politically motivated deaths now aver
age between 75 and 100 per month. In 1980 
the human rights officer at the U.S. Embas
sy in Guatemala city confessed to me that 
"the body count" estimated from newspaper 
accounts and from unofficial reports re
vealed an incredible number of murders. 
The victims included educators, students, 
priests, lawyers, trade unionists and journal
ists. 

The 6.5 million people in Guatemala have 
been in agony for a long time. Seventy-two 
percent of the land is owned by 2 percent of 
the population. The illiteracy level reaches 
80 percent. There is widespread unemploy
ment, and 70 percent of those who work 
earn $74 annually. In a land of spectacular 
natural beauty, endowed with plentiful re
sources, the 60 percent of the people who 
are Indians, mostly of Mayan origin, lead 
lives marked by cruel economic oppression 
and severe political repression. It is the ac
tivity of some few of the Indians that has 
aroused the Reagan Administration to con
clude that the Cubans or the Communists 
are organizing these incredibly deprived 
people. 

Violence has been endemic to Guatemala 
at least since 1954, when the democratically 
elected Arbenz Government was overthrown 
with the help of the C.I.A. The violence 
became intense during the Montenegro 
Government (1966-1970). In 1966 the first 
organized death squads appeared. Since 
that time, according to the estimate of Am
nesty International, almost 50,000 persons 
have been killed. Things were no better in 
the Arana Government <1970-1974). Amnes
ty International claims that over 7 ,000 
people disappeared or were found dead in 
1971 and that a total of 15,000 more were re
ported missing from 1971 through 1973. 

On July 1, 1974, General Kjell Langerud 
became President through a fraudulent 
election. The violence escalated. Its trage
dies were multiplied by the severe earth
quake on Feb. 4, 1976, which left 2.2,000 
dead and 80,000 injured. The country was 
torn apart when General Romero Lucas 
Garcia assumed the presidency on July 1, 
1978. The decimation of the country was 
commented on by the 15 Catholic bishops of 
Guatemala in these words on May 15, 1980: 
"We believe that rarely in the history of our 
nation have there been days as bitter as 
these. All hearts are gripped by anger, fear 
and desperation. Each day, violence takes 
an alarming toll of victims; disappearances, 
tortures, murders. Bands of hired killers 
move and work throughout the country. No 
group or class escapes this uncontrolled 
wave of violence-neither the centers of 
wealth and power nor the peasants and In
dians of the remotest regions of the coun
try. Armed factions of the extreme right 

June 26, 1981 
and the extreme left wage an undeclared 
war on each other, dragging along in their 
criminal madness our defenseless people, 
peaceful by nature. These people, deserving 
of a better fate, are the innocent victims of 
unrevealed interests and uncontrolled pas
sions.'' 

In this pastoral the bishops, saying that 
they could not remain indifferent to the 
desolation all about them, insisted that nei
ther the fear of Communism nor the deter
mination to rectify economic injustices 
could justify the killings. 

Four weeks later on June 13, 1980, the 
bishops noted again that the violence in 
Guatemala had attained unimaginable pro
portions and was in effect a religious perse
cution. They lamented the vilification, cal
umny and defamation against the ministers 
of the church. The episcopal statement 
pointed out that many of the priests and 
nuns who were being treated unjustly by au
thorities were missionaries who with great 
personal self-sacrifice had come from other 
nations to help the people of Guatemala. 

Despite the dramatic pleas of the bishops 
the persecution of the church goes on. The 
Lucas Government is continuing its system
atic attempt to eliminate all democratic ele
ments in Guatemala, and the church is 
probably the strongest inspiration for demo
cratic initiatives. From May to August 1980, 
three priests were killed. In June and July 
two more were killed in the Quiche diocese. 
On July 19, 1980, an assassination attempt 
was made on El Quiche's bishop, Juan Ger
ardi Conedera, the president of the Guate
mala Episcopal Conference. On July 30, 
1980 Bishop Gerardi, after "intense suffer
ing and • • • much • • • prayer," withdrew 
18 priests and 25 nuns from the Quiche dio
cese lest all of them be murdered. 

In other areas of Guatemala the church is 
also being persecuted. The Government re
alized that since at least August 1976 the 
church in Guatemala has been wielding the 
sword of the spirit. In that month the bish
ops issued a pastoral "United in Hope" 
signed by all of the bishops except Mario 
Cardinal Casariego, the archbishop of Gua
temala City. This was followed 18 months 
later by a statement, "Faith and Politics in 
the Christian Experience." These messages, 
along with the cry for justice of May 18, 
1980, have helped to bring about the worst 
persecution of the church in modern times 
in Guatemala. Six priests and scores of reli
gious teachers have been murdered in Gua
temala in the last year. None of the slayings 
has been investigated. The feeling seems 
universal among church leaders that the 
killers were members of the government's 
security forces. 

When Bishop Gerardi returned recently 
from a visit to the Pope in Rome, he was 
barred by the Lucas Government from re
turning to Guatemala even though he is a 
citizen of that country. President Lucas has 
also refused to accept the new Papal Nuncio 
nominated by the Vatican. 

Feelings against the church are intense. 
The front-running candidate for the March 
1982 election, Mario Sandonal Alarcon, says 
that "the church favors and stimulates 
Communism." An association of farmers has 
stated that "the church in Guatemala is 
helping Marxists to destroy Christian civili
zation at its base and to enact in its place a 
dictatorship of the proletariat." When 
church personnel try to answer these 
charges they are told that they are stepping 
outside of their proper role and are interfer
ing in the political life of the nation. 
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The fear of Marxism is pervasive in the 

Lucas Government and in the business com
munity in Guatemala. When I met last year 
for two hours with the leaders of the Cham
ber of Commerce of Guatemala City, each 
of the businessmen present expressed the 
conviction that most of the killings were 
done by the left and that the Communists 
were militantly organizing to take over Gua
temala and all of Central America. They 
even echoed the Lucas regime, which 
charged American officials in the Carter Ad
ministration with promoting "moderate 
Marxism," because in 1977 it withdrew mili
tary aid from Guatemala because of its mis
erable human rights record. The middle 
class in Guatemala, one of the largest in 
Central America, generally joins in the 
army's efforts to "stamp out Communism." 
It seems difficult, if not impossible, to con
vince any of these people that repression 
and economic injustice are the real causes 
of the insurgencies in Central America 
rather than Cuban involvement or left-wing 
terrorism. And it is not possible to dissuade 
them from their obsessional thoughts about 
Communist "dominoes" in Central America, 
especially when the Secretary of State, Al
exander M. Haig, Jr. states that some of the 
nations on the Kremlin's "hit list" exist in 
Central America. 

The fear of Communism may have dimin
ished hopes that the election in March 1982 
(in which President Lucas cannot run) will 
be impartial, since the leaders of the two 
left-of-center parties have been assassinat
ed. Only six right-wing parties will be in 
contention in the election. Even if, unlike 
the last three presidential elections, the 
contest is not corrupt, the peasants and the 
trade unionists can legitimately complain 
that they had no real choice. 

Indeed the slaughter goes beyond the left
ists. Sixty-six leaders of the Guatemalan 
Christian Democratic Party, which is affili
ated with the party of the same name in El 
Salvador headed by President Jose Napole-
6n Duarte, have been murdered in the last 
10 months. Hence, it may be that the turn
out in the March 1982 election will be less 
than the 35 percent in 1978 when President 
Lucas was elected. 

The struggle in Guatemala is increasing in 
the predominantly Indian provinces. For 
decades insurgents in Guatemala have been 
predicting that their hopes for revolution 
will be attained on the day that the three 
million Indians rise up in some organized 
way. The Government of Guatemala fears 
that this is now happening, and hence the 
regression in Indian sections of the country 
is intense. Emotions within the Government 
have reached unprecedented levels. It react
ed with vituperation to the report of Am
nesty International terming it "ridiculous" 
and the work of an organization "which is 
headed by Communists." But the Govern
ment has to know that Guatemala is a 
pariah in the international community and 
that this reputation will not change until 
the number of deaths and disappearances 
diminishes. 

There was jubilation among the political 
and business leaders in Guatemala the 
night that Ronald Reagan was elected. 
They resent the estrangement imposed by 
Congress and the Carter Administration 
since 1977. They are now informing the new 
Administration of the discovery of deposits 
of oil that could be comparable to those in 
Alaska and that eventually might account 
for 10 percent of America's petroleum 
needs. Guatemala is also anxious to restore 
the lucrative tourist trade that until recent
ly came each winter from the United States. 
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It is difficult to see how the new Adminis

tration can think that additional supplies of 
weapons and helicopter parts will really 
help Guatemala solve its problem. Guate
mala can certainly buy this military hard
ware elsewhere, although it may be more 
difficult to get knowledgeable military ad
visers from nations other than the United 
States. But the policymakers at the Penta
gon and Foggy Bottom now share the fears 
of Communism of the ruling elite in Guate
mala-and Argentina, El Salvador and else
where-and hence will be anxious to help 
authoritarian regimes to repress "Commu
nist agitation" and to wipe out "subversion." 

Ultimately the struggle about America's 
role in Guatemala goes back to what one 
thinks of the intentions and capabilities of 
the Cubans and the Communists in Latin 
America. Anyone interested in a redistribu
tion of land and wealth in Latin America 
will dismiss as almost irrelevant the tradi
tional argument of national security to jus
tify repression of labor unions and dissident 
groups. But the conviction among govern
ment officials in Latin America that the 
Communists are infiltrating overtly and cov
ertly is everywhere. It entered the psyche of 
Latin America with Fidel Castro's coming to 
power in 1959. It received confirmation with 
the triumph of Dr. Salvador Allende in 
Chile in 1970 and was rekindled by the 
Cuban presence in the Sandinista victory in 
Nicaragua in 1979. It is this sometimes path
ological fear of Communism that appears to 
be the principal premise of present U.S. 
policy towards Latin America. It is easy to 
see why religious and social leaders in South 
America look upon it as a natve, simplistic 
and indeed dangerous approach to the ag
onies of the 350 million people who reside in 
Latin America. 

To the peasants of Guatemala and to 
people in the third world the arming of the 
Lucas Government by the United States is a 
throwback to the days of gunboat diploma
cy and the maintaining of client states. It 
harkens back to the centuries-old alliance of 
sword and cross in Latin America, an alli
ance that the church began to terminate at 
Medellin and Puebla, where the 300 bishops 
of Latin America made it clear that the eco
nomic structures of the continent and the 
repressive military regimes were not consist
ent with justice or with Christianity. 

A new factor now exists, however, which 
may alter U.S. policy towards Latin Amer
ica. That factor is the seemingly abrupt 
emergence of an amazingly unanimous view 
within the Catholic Church in the United 
States against military aid to El Salvador 
and presumably to similarly situated na
tions in Latin America. A non-Catholic, sea
soned observer of American politics recently 
gave me his opinion that if it were not for 
the militancy of the American Catholic 
bishops the United States might well now 
have Marines in El Salvador. This intensity 
of the feelings in the Catholic community 
against arms for El Salvador is not likely to 
diminish. It has supported and in turn been 
strengthened by the identical view firmly 
held by many non-Catholic peace and jus
tice activist groups. It may be the one politi
cal factor which has the capacity to prevent 
a potential Vietnam in Central or South 
America. 

The complexity of the political and social 
situations in the tiny republics of the Cen
tral American isthmus yield to no easy anal
ysis or "quick fix." This is especially true of 
Guatemala, where in the Indian villages 
some priests have served as a bridge be
tween the peasants and the guerrillas in a 
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desperate search for some way to bring 
about relief from the institutionalized vio
lence that is a daily way of life. For Wash
ington to say that all of this can be changed 
by the United States selling arms to Guate
mala is to reduce a complex, centuries-old 
class struggle to an East-West "cops and 
Communists" scenario. To suggest, further
more, that U.S. policy is concentrating on 
deterring "terrorism" in Central America is 
to overlook the obvious fact that the terror
ism of right-wing oligarchies and military 
governments has been just as devastating 
and cruel all over Latin America as the ter
rorism that would, it is assumed, prevail if 
authoritarian regimes became totalitarian. 
Hans Morgenthau spoke perceptively when 
he said that the issue is not "how to pre
serve stability in the face of revolution but 
how to create stability out of revolution." 

A policy that seeks to transfer guns and 
military equipment to Guatemala after a 
pause of four years is based on the supposi
tion that Cuba is capable of orchestrating 
and controlling the revolution which is seek
ing to be born in Guatemala and all over 
Latin America. The military government of 
Guatemala wants to put back in place the 
traditional triumvirate of oligarchy-army
church. It desires military assistance from 
the United States to help it accomplish this 
objective. Morally and politically it would 
be wrong for the United States to say yes.e 

CHARLES F. SANDERS, "IN 
DEFENSE OF FREEDOM" 

HON. BOB EDGAR 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, July 4th 
will mark the 205th anniversary of the 
independence of the United States. 
Apart from enjoying the celebration, 
the fireworks, the picnics and parades, 
we should also pause on this occasion 
to reflect on our past, and consider our 
role in building and keeping America 
strong and free. 

The freedom we enjoy today has 
been protected both by sacrifice on 
battlefields around the world and in 
meeting halls, churches, and voting 
booths in towns and cities across the 
United States. We are free because we 
exercise that freedom. We can agree, 
because we have the right to disagree. 
The spiritual and technological suc
cess of the United States has devel
oped from just this independent 
thought and full participation in the 
democratic process. 

Mr. Speaker, on Memorial Day, May 
25, 1981, Mr. Charles F. Sanders. coun
cilman of the second ward, Darby Bor
ough, Pa., delivered the keynote ad
dress at the Darby Veterans Council 
Memorial Day Service. While reflect
ing on the sacrifice of those who have 
gone before us, he spoke of the prob
lems and also the challenges that lie 
ahead. I would agree with his eloquent 
analysis that the hope for the future 
rests in the continued involvement of 
every American citizen in the defense 
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of freedom. I commend his words to 
my colleagues as we approach Inde
pendence Day 1981. 

FREEDOM: "WHAT DOES IT REALLY MEAN TO 
Us" 

Reverend Clergy, distinguished guests, 
ladies and gentlemen: We are gathered here 
again today to honor and pay respects to 
those who served in the many wars engaged 
by our great Nation, and gave their very 
lives in the cause of freedom. 

The word freedom, "What does it really 
mean to us." Today, we live in a country 
that maintains a level of human dignity 
that far surpasses any other nation in the 
world. We can pursue at any level we seek to 
obtain, in the social economics or political 
environment. We can worship God through 
the church of our choosing. We have the 
right to address as well as redress. We can 
constructively criticize our leaders. 

In comparison to the rest of the nations of 
the world, we enjoy many blessings such as 
fine homes, automobiles, schools, churches, 
colleges, universities, modern appliances, 
fine clothes, excellent medical and mental 
care, and excellent communities in which to 
live. 

Most important, we have the right as indi
viduals to choose how we live our daily lives. 

I've just touched the surface of the many 
freedoms we have and enjoy. 

We would not have these freedoms today 
if our many comrades had not fought and 
died for the cause of freedom. 

Many of you gathered here today can 
probably recall Hitler's march into Poland 
in 1939, and the Japanese attack on Pearl 
Harbor in December 1941, the beginning of 
World War II. Their objective was to con
quer the world. If they had succeeded, we 
would not be gathered here today to partici
pate in these humble ceremonies. We would 
not be able to pursue our religious, social, 
economic, or political freedoms. 

Let's stop here and reflect for a moment 
and ask, "What have we done for the cause 
of freedom?" An honest evaluation would 
bring forth an answer of, not much or very 
little. 

The Korean conflict and the Vietnam war 
have left us more aware and cognizant of 
the fact that it is all of us who must choose 
our nations course. 

What can we do? There are many things 
we can do. First off, those who are eligible, 
join your veterans organizations, and pursue 
with them the constant vigilance to keep 
America free and strong. To others, become 
involved in your community, join the civic 
organizations, the political organizations 
and the religious organizations. Participate 
with your local government to strive for im
provements. The more involved we become 
in our local community, the greater our 
country becomes as a Nation. To others, 
write to your Senators and Congressmen 
and urge them to constantly and diligently 
pursue through legislation both nationally 
and internationally the objective or interna
tional communications and negotiations, 
where all nations can sit as a body and will 
be compelled by international law to settle 
their differences at the conference table 
and not at the battlefield. The Mideast time 
bomb reflects the need for this objective. 

To others, who may not be able, for vari
ous reasons, to participate in these areas 
I've just mentioned, occasionally say a 
prayer to keep our Nation free and for our 
comrades who have been injured or died in 
that quest. 

I've briefly touched on the forces outside 
this great Nation of ours, the forces that for 
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centuries have threatened our freedoms 
from without-but what about the forces 
within this Nation, who threaten to take 
away our freedom. 

Those forces I am referring to are the 
hoodlum and organized crime element that 
are slowly and eventually restricting our 
every movement, a complete loss of free
dom. 

Today we cannot ride public transporta
tion in peace, we are constantly harassed 
and some are physically abused. We are 
afraid to go out at night for fear of physical 
assault, rape, and robbery. 

Young children are being murdered in At
lanta, the President of the United States 
and the Pope were shot. Where will it all 
end? 

The constant cry we hear today is, "I 
don't want to get involved," or, "I'm afraid 
to get involved." Unless you and I become 
involved with our Government, our church
es, and our police agencies and together 
stamp out these forces that threaten our 
freedom from within, we will all eventually 
wind up as prisoners in our own couritry and 
within our own homes. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that 
when we assemble again next year at this 
same location, to again honor and pay our 
respects to our deceased commrades, hope
fully, we will be able to say that during the 
past year we have done something for the 
cause of freedom.• 

"WE'VE GOT THE POWER"-THE 
SOFT ENERGY PATH 

HON. PHILLIP BURTON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Speak
er, I recently received a copy of an ex
cellent slide show on this Nation's 
energy crisis. This show was produced 
by the American Friends Service Com
mittee and sent to me by their region
al office in San Francisco. I highly rec
ommend it to the Members and their 
constituents as a source of inf orma
tion about alternative energy sources. 
This presentation will itself serve as 
an alternative to the multimillion
dollar propaganda campaigns of the 
oil companies. The show, called 
"We've Got the Power," is described 
below: 

"We've Got the Power" takes a lively and 
informed look at the urgent energy choice 
this country faces. Americans must decide 
whether to take the "hard" energy path 
which uses nuclear power and fossil fuels, or 
the "soft" energy path which uses renew
able resources and conservation. Oil, coal, 
nuclear power and synthetic fuels are 
plagued by multiple social and environmen
tal problems which are pointed out in inter
views with Amory Lovins, Barry Commoner, 
Winona LaDuke and Richard Barnet. 

On the other hand, the soft path offers 
opportunities for community controlled, en
vironmentally sound alternatives. Local ac
tivists describe some of the exciting steps 
many communities around the country are 
already taking to decide their own energy 
futures. For example: Davis, CA, has cut 
natural gas consumption by over a third in 
just past 5 years. Portland, Oregon, will save 
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$1 billion per year and Va of their energy by 
1995. 

"We've Got the Power" shows how 
people all over the country can join to
gether to work for a safe energy 
future.e 

JACOBO TIMERMAN: 
TROUBLEMAKER 

HON. MATTHEW F. McHUGH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, in view 
of recent efforts in certain circles to 
discredit Jacobo Timerman, I com
mend to my colleagues the following 
editorial, which appeared in the New 
York Times yesterday. 
[From the New York Times, June 25, 19811 

TROUBLEMAKER 

The American critics of Jacobo Timerman 
have this much of a point: this outspoken 
survivor of Argentina's clandestine prisons 
is indeed a troublemaker. But the polemical 
storm he has provoked was not ignited by 
his account of his 30-month prison ordeal 
and eloquent indictment of his sadistic cap
tors. His suffering was real, as his detractors 
concede. What they don't like is Mr. Timer
man's troublemaking insistence that Argen
tina demonstrates the speciousness of the 
Reagan Administration's split-level ap
proach to human rights outrages abroad. 

There was not much American criticism of 
Mr. Timerman at the first appearance of his 
book, "Prisoner Without a Name, Cell With
out a Number." For a good reason: the 
author was being wooed by Administration 
supporters, who hoped he might say a good 
word for "quiet" diplomacy against excesses 
in non-Marxist dictatorships like Argentina. 
Not until he rebuffed these overtures was 
Mr. Timerman attacked as arrogant and 
even unstable in his dark estimate of Argen
tine anti-Semitism. 

A case can be made that Argentina's mili
tary rulers do not formally sanction anti
semitism. The criminal code explicitly pro
tects the rights of the 400,000 Argentine 
Jews-in terms almost as strong as those 
found in Soviet laws against discrimination. 
But in Argentina as in the Soviet Union, the 
gap between precept and practice is 
shameful. 

Argentina has yet to invoke its laws to 
catch and punish those who bomb syna
gogues, a routine outrage. The press is cen
sored, but anti-Semitic publications are al
lowed to flourish. By tradition, Jews have 
been virtually excluded from the officer 
corps, the judiciary and the diplomatic serv
ice. And most ominously, Argentina's ruling 
generals seem unable or unwilling to re
strain the Nazi-minded security forces who 
were responsible for 15,000 disappearances. 

Most of these victims were not Jews, but 
in Mr. Timerman's phrase, being Jewish is 
itself a "category of offense." His view is 
shared by Emilio Mignone, a Catholic and 
leader of the Argentine Human Rights 
Commission: "Timerman has told the truth. 
All political prisoners and dissidents have a 
hard time of it when they are arrested, but 
the Jews suffer more than the others. They 
get the worst beatings, the cruelest torture, 
the vilest insults." 
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To speak so bluntly takes courage, and 

Americans at a safe distance have no war
rant to judge those in Argentina-Jews and 
others-who counsel prudence and speaking 
softly. But to argue that Mr. Timennan's 
outspokenness imperils Argentina's minori
ties-Jews and others-amounts to proving 
his case. Their position is genuinely precari
ous if their security depends on telling 
Jacobo Timennan to pipe down. 

Plainly it is not in Mr. Timerman's nature 
to pipe down. He is a vehement debater, 
given to categorical expressions. He is there
fore put down as strident by those who see 
no such flaw in another gifted trouble• 
maker, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn. But why 
praise one at the expense of the other? 
Each pays the United States the profound 
compliment of urging it to act as the most 
potent ally of the oppressed, whether in 
Soviet psychiatric wards or Argentine tor
ture chambers. 

Mr. Timerman finds all torture equally of
fensive, and scathingly compares the 
Reagan Administration's bifocalism to Mos
cow's: "It has been the Soviet Union that 
has blocked in the United Nations every at
tempt by democratic countries to investi
gate violations in Argentina ... The Argen
tine Communists maintain that support of 
the so-called moderate military in Argentina 
has permitted an improvement in the situa
tion of human rights." 

Those are words that sting, especially 
those who contend that muting criticism of 
right-wing dictators is necessary to the for
mation of anti-Soviet alliances. In freedom, 
as he did in his Argentine cell, Mr. Timer
man insists on keeping troublesome truth 
alive.e 

RICHARD J. DALEY 

HON. JOHN G. FARY 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. FARY. Mr. Speaker, today, it 
gives me pleasure to honor a great 
statesman and a fine human being. 
The late Mayor Richard Joseph Daley 
is an institution in the city of Chicago 
who will live forever in the hearts and 
minds of all Americans. On June 23, 
1981, a full-size statue of the late 
mayor was unveiled by his wife, Elea
nor, in the State capitol in Springfield, 
Ill. Mr. Speaker, one can't imagine a 
prouder and more emotional moment 
for all his friends than this ceremony. 
As I looked around, I saw former allies 
and opponents alike, men and women 
who, despite their differences with the 
late mayor, knew him as a man of his 
word. 

This tribute does not come as a sur
prise to those who knew him. Besides 
his seasoned political skill, he was a 
warm and compassionate human 
being. Daley was a very religious man, 
virtually a daily communicant. He 
loved people and wanted more than 
anything to make the city work for 
the people. If this entailed pushing 
others as he pushed himself, the 
mayor would do so. He set an example 
for his people by arriving at City Hall 
at 9 a.m. sharp every morning and put-
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ting in a full day. He lived for the city 
and worked tirelessly to watch his 
vision of Chicago grow and come alive. 

How proud he would be to see his 
son, Richard M. Daley, who after fol
lowing his father's footsteps in Spring
field, has gone on to become the 
State's attorney of Cook County. Al
though a lifelong Democrat, Daley 
won his first elective office as a Re
publican State Representative. But he 
was seated quickly on the Democratic 
side of the aisle on a motion made by a 
Democrat. He spent a decade in the 
State house and senate and later be
cause director of the State revenue de
partment under Gov. Adlai Stevenson. 
He eventually returned from down
state, armed with political and legisla
tive experience, to become the mayor 
of the city of Chicago. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that we all 
stand to gain from pursuing the goals 
of this great man whose motto was, 
"work, work, work." He was never too 
busy to listen and off er a bit of advice, 
regardless of what he was doing. Daley 
would never forget a friend and stood 
by you. I know from experience. He 
set an example, both through his po
litical and family life, for those who 
remain. As the "city of big shoulders" 
continues to prosper and realize its po
tential, it is due in no small part to the 
vision and leadership of Richard J. 
Daley.e 

MONO LAKE NATIONAL 
MONUMENT 

HON. NORMAND. SHUMWAY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Speaker, as 
one of the oldest continuously existing 
lakes in North America, Mono Lake is 
a national treasure. The Mono Basin 
deserves the recognition and protec
tion which would be commensurate 
with its beauty and diversity. Today, I 
have introduced two bills which take 
the first steps toward reducing the 
present threat to Mono Lake's fragile 
ecosystem. 

My legislation would establish the 
Mono Lake National Monument and 
provide for important scientific re
search and essential water manage
ment studies. The monument bound
aries will be limited to the lake itself, 
its black and white volcanic islands, 
the shorelines, and the magnificent 
Mono Craters directly south of Panum 
Crater. Total acreage would not 
exceed 160,000 acres. Because the ma
jority of these lands are publicly 
owned, there will be little or no land 
acquisition costs. Furthermore, my bill 
specifically protects existing property 
owners and commercial activities from 
the threat of condemnation. The close 
proximity of Yosemite National Park 
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will enable the National Park Service 
to protect the important geological 
and biological resource values of the 
Mono Basin, as well as manage eff ec
tively the problems of increased visita
tion which are expected in the area 
during the next 10 years. 

The monument bill also provides for 
critical water management studies to 
be conducted by the Secretary of the 
Interior, with the participation of the 
State of California and the city of Los 
Angeles, to determine those policies 
which these entities would take, along 
with a relevant timetable for such im
plementation, to reduce or eliminate 
water diversions from the Mono Basin. 
The scientific research efforts envi
sioned in this legislation call for the 
compiling of a natural resource inven
tory-which would include specific im
pacts of water diversions on those re
source values-every 2 years for the 
next 10 years. This effort would final
ly move toward the implementation of 
the Interagency Task Force Report on 
Mono Lake <December 1979) recom
mendation that a "research program 
on environmental resources" be under
taken at the Mono Basin. 

To assure the physical integrity of 
the Mono Lake National Monument, I 
have also introduced legislation to 
cancel outdated authority granted to 
the Secretary of the Interior in June 
1936, to convey land parcels in the 
Mono Basin to the city of Los Angeles 
for $1.25 per acre. Enactment of this 
bill will remove the long term uncer
tainty confronted by Mono County of
ficials in their planning efforts for the 
Mono Basin. I might add that similar 
legislation has been introduced in 
recent years and has received the 
qualified support of the city of Los 
Angeles. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States is 
blessed with many wonderful re
sources, and the environment of the 
Mono Lake area is one of the most 
beautiful which I have ever visited. I 
have admired especially the basin's 
geographical features-the Mono Cra
ters, Black Point, Negit and Paoha Is
lands, and the Panum Crater. But 
these features, as well as the contin
ued use of the Mono Basin for nesting 
and migratory birds, are becoming in
creasingly endangered by water diver
sions which, among other things, in
crease the salinity of the lake and 
worsen the air quality of the basin. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has come to 
end the present impasse. In recent 
weeks, national media attention has 
begun to focus on the Mono Lake area. 
Although my bills will not affect or 
interfere with existing water rights in 
the area, these initiatives will promote 
greater visibility and increased protec
tion for the resource values of the 
Mono Basin. I invite my colleagues to 
join me in this effort by cosponsoring 
these measures. For additional infor-
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mation, I ask permission to include in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the recent 
edition of Life magazine commenting 
on the Mono Lake area: 

In the old days irate Owens Valley farm
ers dynamited the aqueducts draining their 
lakes and rivers. These days there are sto
ries of pumps being blown up with Molotov 
cocktails and cement being poured over 
water meters. Legal but no less impassioned 
actions are also being taken by environmen
tal groups protesting the plundering of 
Mono Lake. The oldest continuously exist
ing lake in North America, crowned in 
towers of calcium carbonate, Mono Lake is a 
unique ecosystem and nesting area for tens 
of thousands of migratory birds, which feast 
upon the brine shrimp that thrive in the 
salty water. As Mono Lake drops, it becomes 
even more saline and less hospitable to life; 
eventually, scientists fear, it will become an 
alkali sump and, finally, turn to salt. As liti
gation continues and Mono Lake ebbs, the 
state legislature has approved yet another 
awesome project: a $5 billion, 43-mile pe
ripheral canal at the confluence of the Sac
ramento and San Joaquin rivers to trap 
ocean bound freshwater and shoot it south
ward. As usual, the battle is drawn on 
north-south lines and will be decided by ref
erendum this winter. The sad irony is that 
minimal conservation could save Mono Lake 
and better water-demand management 
might obviate future aqueduct projects. A 
Rand Corporation study, for example, as
serts that the water problem would disap
pear if farmers, who use 85 percent of the 
state's supplies, were denied their generous 
subsidies that keep water ridiculously cheap 
and encourage waste. During the 1977 
droughts Californians voluntarily reduced 
their water consumption by 20 percent, yet 
the L.A. water department now avers illogi
cally that modest conservation, which would 
cost about 54 cents a person per year, is an 
"unrealistic" approach to solving water 
problems.e 

MORE ENERGY NONSENSE 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the reac
tionary Citizen-Labor Energy Coali
tion released a study yesterday claim
ing that rapid decontrol of natural gas 
would cause drastic price increases, 
and cost 3 million jobs. 

The same sort of prediction was 
made about oil decontrol, but instead 
we have falling energy prices, and a 
glut of oil products and gasoline in
cluding No. 2 fuel oil, natural gas' 
main competition. The only solution 
offered by the planners when we had 
gasoline lines was rationing while 
claiming disaster if decontrol ever 
come, and look how wrong they were. 

Michel Halbouty, Houstqn's out
standing geologist, has pointed out 
that with decontrol, and the increased 
exploration it would unleash, would 
lead to the production of untold tril
lions of cubic feet of natural gas. We 
would have more than enough natural 
gas, from our own country, to supply 
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all our needs, at lower rather than 
higher prices, since the supply would 
increase so drastically. 

Price controls distort the market, 
and lead to less production. This has 
been the case with natural gas since 
the 1950's. The resulting misallocation 
of precious natural resources has hurt 
America, while benefiting certain 
vested interests. 

Let us act in the national interest, 
and immediately decontrol natural 
gas. It will lower prices, and create 
many more new jobs with new eco
nomic activity·• 

CONTINUED RELIEF AND 
ULTIMATE REVOLUTION 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, it is 
interesting to note how little the 
issues change over the years. Bishop 
Warren A. Candler, a Methodist 
bishop, used to write a column for the 
Atlanta Journal on timely topics. This 
particular column appeared circa 1935 
and is just as pertinent today as it was 
then. It is particularly applicable to 
the current budget debate. Bishop 
Candler's column follows: 

CONTINUED RELIEF AND ULTIMATE 
REVOLUTION 

<By Bishop Warren A. Candler> 
We are accustomed to say that men learn 

by experience, but it is far more true that 
men have no experience of their own nor 
can they use the experience of others until 
it is too late. 

This is equally true of nations as of indi
viduals. Every nation, as every individual, 
runs to ruin in pretty much the same way 
that all others before them have run. 

To popularize themselves the Roman 
rulers were accustomed to make large gifts 
to the people; and the more they gave the 
more people wanted them to give. At last 
their gifts could do nothing to bring peace 
and prosperity to the nation. 

Our own country is not taking the same 
course, and will reach the same result. 
Great schemes of relief are devised for dis
tributing funds to the people, who are called 
the unemployed and are declared to be in 
great need. 

But there is no country in the world that 
possesses as abundant resources as our 
country possesses, and no land under the 
sun where industry rightly directed falls 
short of the needs of the industrious. 

As it was in the Roman commonwealth 
the large sums given to those claiming to be 
in need and unemployed will cause them to 
demand larger sums; and there will come a 
time when their demands cannot be met. 
Then they will cry as did the Roman citi
zens, "give us bread and games, or revolu
tion will follow." 

There is a delusion that the Civil Govern
ment has somewhere a mysterious and mi
raculous fund from which to draw all 
manner of money for those who cry most 
vociferously for it. 

But the Government has no money which 
it does not get from the people, and if great 
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sums are given to one class they have to be 
taken from the other class. 

In the end we reach the point of revolu
tion. It is now time for needless schemes of 
relief to be abandoned and the people ex
horted to go to work and, live by self-re
spectful industry. 

The cities are overcrowded because men 
are seeking to escape toil. Such was the case 
in ancient Rome. As the country became de
populated the large cities became over
crowded. 

There is today in our land abundant terri
tory in which profitable farming can be con
ducted, or at least good livings made; but 
multitudes are flocking to the cities hoping 
they can find compensation without work 
and toilless support by the Government. 
Multitudes should go back to the country 
instead of depending upon support by the 
Civil Government. 

The springtime is now on when crops 
could be planned and labor devoted to fruit
ful efforts. 

But as long as relief schemes maintain 
thousands of people, the state supported 
multitudes will not go back to the country. 
They will remain in the cities where relief 
will give them maintenance and all manner 
of diversions will furnish them entertain
ment. 

Our cities are overgrown and much of the 
surplus population is supported by the tax
ation of the more industrious and fortunate 
citizens. 

There must be a return of the people to 
the soil or distress will overtake multitudes 
and disaster befall the nation. 

The divine decree, after the fall of man, 
was that by the sweat of his brow he should 
live. 

But now multitudes wish to change that 
decree and make it read by the sweat of 
other people's brow we will live. This seems 
to be a selfish view that the Almighty never 
designed, and which can never bring peace 
and prosperity to a nation. 

Modern inventions have made more fruit
ful human toil, and less labor may be re
quired to support our nation than was re
quired in the time of our ancestors, but 
there will never come a time when multi
tudes can remain idle without demoraliza
tion to themselves and damage to the Re
public. 

Relief schemes will become ruinous as 
they result more and more in idleness. 

If a man can make a living more easily 
now than during any former time in the his
tory of our country, let him devote his lei
sure time to doing good to others instead of 
seeking alms and assistance from others. 

No man can be self-respecting who con
stantly holds out his hands for the doles 
from the public treasury. No matter how 
well meant such doles may be they will ulti
mately lead to dire results. 

Benevolence based upon the really needy 
is a Christian act; but doles handed down to 
idle beggars destroy all public good. 

The sick and suffering must, of course, be 
relieved; but the idle who are not sick must 
be left to suffer or sent to work. 

It in no sense belongs to the Civil Govern
ment to degrade itself to the level of a char
ity and relief association. There is too much 
of that sort of thing all over the land. 

The evil disposition communicates itself 
to the legislative bodies who vote the public 
funds to all sorts of needless objects. Unnec
essary appropriations relieve nothing, but 
damage everything. 

Often appropriations are designed to win 
political favor and secure public office. 
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The Roman rulers gave large gifts to win 

public favor and modern demagogues do the 
same. 

It is an easy thing to vote away funds con· 
tributed by other people by enforced tax
ation. Any observant man can see around 
him many of these vicious appropriations 
and note their evil effects.e 

AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY 

HON. PHILIP R. SHARP 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, the mid
June sales statistics for the U.S. auto
mobile industry were released recently 
and provide concern about the health 
of the industry and the economy. As 
we continue debate on the Federal 
budget and tax policy, we must keep in 
mind the effects of the solutions we 
develop on the problems being experi
enced by the industrial sector of our 
economy. 

After sustaining a gradual but 
steady improvement in sales in recent 
months, automobile sales dropped in 
mid-June by 8.3 percent. The daily 
sales rate of 19,063 was the lowest rate 
since the 1958 recession. Unless the 
situation changes, there will be more 
layoffs in an industry which has been 
suffering unemployment for too many 
months. 

Mr. Speaker, the automobile indus
try is one of the most important indus
tries in Indiana and in the rest of the 
country. One in seven jobs in the 
United States is directly or indirectly 
related to the auto industry. Indiana 
and the rest of the industrialized Mid
west is even more dependent on auto
mobile production. The unemploy
ment rate in Indiana is an intolerable 
8.9 percent with more than 225,000 
people out of work. Nationally, unem
ployment in the automobile and equip
ment industry is over 11.6 percent, and 
I can assure you that a large amount 
of Indiana's unemployment is a direct 
result of the unemployment in the in
dustry. 

The only encouraging news in the 
mid-June statistics is the continued re
covery of the Chrysler Corp. Chrysler 
sales are up 16.5 percent above the 
level of June 1980. The continued re
covery of the company is heartening 
in light of the difficult decision of the 
Congress in 1979 to provide loan guar
antees for the company to continue 
operations. 

In a related development, the Japa
nese Government announced June 24 
the quotas which will be levied on in
dividual Japanese automobile manu
facturers implementing the voluntary 
automobile export restriction which I 
had urged the Carter and Reagan ad
ministrations to initiate. Individual 
Japanese manufacturers will be re
quired to cut auto shipments to the 
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United States by 7.7 percent this year. 
A trade restriction, however, is not a 
long-term solution to the problem al
though it is a timely step in the right 
direction. We must be developing solu
tions now to make sure that the cur
rent problems in the industry do not 
recur when the agreement ends. 

There must be more cooperation be
tween government, labor, and manu
facturers. For our part, the Govern
ment must create a climate for the in
vestment which will be required in the 
next 10 years if our automobile manu
facturers are to be competitive in the 
domestic and world markets. The tax 
bill to be debated by the House within 
the next few weeks will be crucial to 
stimulating further investment and 
productivity. Manufacturers are devel
oping and producing more small, qual
ity, fuel-efficient automobiles which 
the public demands and which have al
ready helped diminish our reliance on 
foreign petroleum sources. That trend 
must continue. 

In addition, we must review careful
ly the wide range of regulations gov
erning many aspects of the industry. 
In that regard, the Congress will be 
debating changes in the Clean Air Act 
shortly, and some reforms of the law 
may be needed. The development of 
antipollution technology is a long and 
expensive process, and we must review 
the current and future regulations 
which will affect the industry for the 
next 10 years. 

Although investment, productivity, 
cooperation and international trade 
are crucial elements in resolving auto 
industry problems, there is no ques
tion that extraordinarily high interest 
rates have severely depressed auto 
sales. The Congress can best address 
this issue by helping develop a reason
able and responsible fiscal policy. We 
are in the process of cutting Govern
ment spending by $36 billion. We must 
also enact a tax program which will 
provide relief for taxpayers as well as 
address the long-term needs of the 
economy. 

Enacting these policies will benefit 
not only the U.S. automobile industry, 
but every sector of the American econ
omy. As we act on these issues in the 
weeks ahead, I urge my colleagues to 
keep these points in mind.e 

VET CENTER PROGRAMS 

HON. THOMAS A. DASCHLE 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the third of four statements I am plac
ing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
Sharing these statements with other 
Members of Congress is very impor
tant, as I think it is only through read
ing of the experiences of recipients of 
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vet center counseling that we can have 
a better idea of the kind of work vet 
centers do and how successful the 
staff can be. 

The individuals who testified before 
the Subcommittee on Hospitals and 
Health Care on June 15, 1981, in At
lanta, did so voluntarily; and seasoned 
witnesses could not have testified 
more eloquently than they. I believe 
their experiences with the vet center 
program are indicative of the experi
ences of scores of other Vietnam veter
ans. Their testimony clearly demon
strates the need to continue providing 
readjustment counseling to Vietnam 
veterans. It is not often that we cau 
credit a Government program with 
touching people's lives in such a signif
icant and meaningful way. I am proud 
of this program, and I believe after 
reading the statements of the four wit
nesses, other Members will share my 
pride. 

The testimony of Mr. David Antho
ny follows: 

STATEMENT OF DAVID F. ANTHONY 

I am a 32 year old combat veteran of the 
Viet Nam War. I served with the United 
States Marine Corps, in the infantry, and 
was wounded three times. I served with the 
First Marines in Viet Nam from August 1967 
to November of 1968 and served in the I 
Corps Area of Viet Nam. I participated in 
the Tet Offense of 1967-1968 and was at the 
Battle of Hue City and the Seige of Khe 
Shan. I spent my last two years in the 
Marine Corps as a Drill Instructor at the 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, 
California. 

I am presently employed by the Cobb 
County Solicitor's Office as an investigator 
in the Consumer Fraud Division. I'm a grad
uate of Michigan State University and cur
rently enrolled in graduate school. I have 
been married and divorced twice and have 
three children. I presently participate in the 
Wednesday night group sessions at the Vet 
Center located at 43 14th Street, N.E., At
lanta, Georgia. 

I believe the hostility that this country 
felt toward veterans in the late 1960's and 
early lfl70's is well documented; therefore, I 
feel it would be redundant to go into my 
own feelings of alienation and rejection 
upon my return to this country, but I would 
like to say that I did not understand why I 
became a focal point for anti-war sentiment 
by the mere fact that I was a veteran. I 
would also like to say that I found it a ne
cessity to repress my own feelings concern
ing Viet Nam because the atmosphere on 
college campuses in the early 1970's did not 
allow for open discussion of Viet Nam. 

My first experience concerning Viet Nam 
happened during my first term in college. I 
could not handle the rejection or the label
ing of myself as a murderer of women and 
children by the school. I withdrew from my 
first term, grew my hair long and lied about 
being a veteran. I sought therapy at the 
Veterans Administration Hospital in Deer
horn, Michigan, and their solution was ad
mittance to the Psychiatric Ward of the 
Hospital, which I rejected. 

I sought private therapy and for the next 
eleven years I ran the gauntlet of group ses
sions, private sessions meditation, medica
tion, and hypnosis. I talked with psycholo
gists, psychiatrists, counselors, ministers, 
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priests, therapists and finally, other veter
ans. This experience covered 15 different 
clinics and practices or centers and the cost 
was in excess of $10,000. The only positive 
result came from the exchange of feelings 
and experiences of other veterans. I have 
been classified as having six separate behav
ior disorders of psychological problems, but 
in reality none of the labels really fit, they 
were just convenient. 

The feelings of emotional deprivation and 
isolation, of alienation and rage I believe 
come from shotgun exposure to life and 
death trauma at the age of 18 years and the 
need to protect oneself against the psycho
logical pain of losing close friends and expe
riencing the ultimate insanity of war. I do 
not believe this makes me a non-functional 
member of society, but like the alcoholic or 
cancer patient, I do need specialized help to 
deal with the experiences of Viet Nam so 
that I might leave it behind me. 

This brings us to the purpose of these 
hearings, the Vet Centers, and why they 
should continue and not be incorporated 
into another agency. I would like to attempt 
to give an illustration of why I believe in 
the Center. Viet Nam veterans and rape vic
tims are similar in many ways. They both 
have hospitals that can deal with their 
physical needs, but neither have organiza
tions to deal with the psychological needs. 
Mental health centers are not prepared to 
deal with anything except established 
mental disorders and rape victims and veter
ans are not mentally ill. They have very spe
cial needs and raw therapy sessions work 
the best for both groups. The Vet Center 
deals with Viet Nam era veterans, period. 
The people that attend the sessions share 
similar experiences, are in the same age 
group and have intimate knowledge of what 
war is. The setting at the Vet Center is re
laxed, open, honest and safe. No institution 
could ever duplicate the security of the 
Center and to me, this is of the utmost im
portance, 

The trust could not exist in another envi
ronment. The stigma of a hospital and the 
illness it represents is not conducive to open 
discussion. How can you talk about Viet 
Nam in the same environment where they 
test you for Agent Orange poisoning? 

The Vet Centers are very important to 
Viet Nam veterans because after years of 
having no where to go, veterans now know 
they have the Centers and the other vets to 
tum to if they need them. The Centers are 
very cohesive and the bond among the vet
erans who participate is as strong as the 
bond that hold men in combat to each 
other. It represents unsolicited support void 
of all requirement to reciprocate. 

When Congress establishes these Centers, 
it was the first positive step toward psycho
logical rehabilitation of Viet Nam area vet
erans. I would hope that the second step 
would be to continue them. I volunteered 
for the Marine Corps and Viet Nam because 
I believed in this country and what it stands 
for. I still do. I feel pride in being an ex
Marine and a member of this country's 
Armed Forces and I hold no animosity 
toward anyone concerning this war. I would, 
however, like to put it behind me like high 
school or college, and I believe that my only 
hope at this time is working through my 
feelings about Viet Nam with the help of 
the Readjustment Counseling Program for 
Viet Nam era veterans. I urge you .to contin
ue the Centers. 

Gentlemen, I would like to sincerely 
thank you for the privilege to testify before 
this Committee and would be more than 
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happy to answer any questions you might 
have concerning my statement or any other 
matter concerning these hearings.e 

HONORING THE SAVINGS AND 
LOAN INDUSTRY 

HON. JAMES L. NELLIGAN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. NELLIGAN. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
distinct pleasure to honor the savings 
and loan associations of America on 
their 150th anniversary, the savings 
and loan industry, founded on the pre
cepts of encouraging thrift and pro
moting home ownership, originated 
with the establishment of the Oxford 
Provident Building Association in 
Frankford, Pa., on January 3, 1831. 

Today, after 150 years, nearly two
thirds of all Americans own their 
homes. This is due, in great measure, 
to the Nation's savings and loan asso
ciations, who have financed more 
home ownership than all other types 
of private lenders combined. As Ameri
ca's vital savings and loan business em
barks on its second 150 years, the in
dustry's assets now exceed $610 billion 
dollars and it has become a bulwark in 
the Nation's economy. 

The success of the savings and loan 
industry stands as a tribute to our free 
enterprise system and most important
ly, to a Nation whose free people, rec
ognizing a need for housing, banded 
together and unselfishly pooled their 
resources in an effort to help one an
other achieve home ownership. 

This vital financial industry, so suc
cessful in the past, must be preserved 
to insure the precious right of home 
ownership for all Americans.• . 

IT'S NOT CURTAINS YET FOR 
THE ARTS 

HON. GUY V. MOLINARI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26,, 1981 
e Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to call the attention of the 
House today to an article that ap
peared in The Christian Science Moni
tor on June 22, 1981, entitled "It's 
Not Curtains Yet for the Arts." The 
district that I represent has one of the 
highest concentrations of artists and 
performers of any other district in the 
country. We also receive one of the 
highest shares of awards and grants 
from the National Endowment for the 
Arts and the National Endowment for 
the Humanities. I am speaking of 
course, of Greenwich Village and the 
Soho sections of lower Manhattan. 
While I believe the Federal Govern
ment does have a responsibility in pro
moting and encouraging the arts, at a 
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time when we are cutting social serv
ices to the needy I do not think we can 
justify a larger Federal role for the 
arts. As a member of the executive 
committee of the Congressional Arts 
Caucus, I believe that the arts commu
nity must begin to look at new and in
novative ways of funding their 
projects. The following article touches 
on several ways the arts community 
can continue to flourish. 
[From the Christian Science Monitor, June 

22, 1981] 
IT'S NOT CURTAINS YET FOR THE ARTS 

FEDERAL FUNDING MAY NOT DROP AS FAR AS 
EXPECTED; OTHER AID ALSO SOUGHT 

(By Brad Knickerbocker) 
When former actor Ronald Reagan an

nounced he was going to cut federal funding 
for cultural programs by 50 percent, dancers 
stumbled, writers snapped their pencils, and 
potters kicked their kilns. 

But arts supporters' cries of "crisis," their 
envisioning of darkened playhouses and 
muted poets across the land, may have been 
premature. 

Congress is moving toward a restoration 
of funding for the National Endowment for 
the Arts and National Endowment for the 
Humanities. And even if the recent rapid 
rise in government art patronage is slowed 
in the name of austerity, the Reagans 
<Nancy Reagan is particularly interested in 
the subject) have plans for some new ways 
to officially promote cultural advancement. 

The White House Task Force on the Arts 
and Humanities held its first meeting re
cently, an impressive gathering of perform
ers, intellectuals, corporate executives, and 
professional arts promoters. This was not a 
group, as co-chairman Charlton Heston said, 
to preside over the demise of federal arts 
support. Not with New York City Opera 
general' director Beverly Sills, Librarian of 
Congress Daniel Boorstin, and Kimball Art 
Museum director Edmund Pillsbury among 
its 36 members. 

The group's broad mandate is to find ways 
of encouraging greater private support for 
the arts and humanities (individual as well 
as corporate) and to explore how the federal 
government can play a more effective, if less 
direct, role in stimulating such support. It is 
to report back to the President by Sept. 30. 

A number of ideas are being considered. 
These include changing tax law to encour
age more giving by corporations and individ
uals (perhaps through an income tax form 
checkoff for cultural contributions), and a 
public arts and humanities corporation simi
lar to the Corporation for Public Broadcast
ing. Such a corporation, some think, would 
make the federal involvement a little less 
bureaucratic, a little more independent. 

The Reagans intend not only to attend 
many cultural events but also to invite a 
wide range of performers and groups to the 
White House. 

"The interest is in showcasing all sorts of 
talent and not just old, established, famous 
names," says White House arts adviser 
Aram Bakshian Jr. "This would involve 
things such as encouraging young talent, 
spotlighting young talent ... having a wide 
range of talent here for events, a large 
troupe, a small troupe, a regional troupe." 

On Capitol Hill, a key House appropria
tions subcommittee recently voted to allot 
the national endowments for arts and hu
manities 90 percent of their projected 1982 
funding levels <compared with 50 percent 
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Mr. Reagan has called for). The Congres
sional Arts Caucus, headed by a former big
band leader, Rep. Fred Richmond <D> of 
New York, now has more than 140 members. 
Lawmakers have been inundated with pleas 
for support from artists, performers, 
museum curators, and the like. 

How future arts and humanities budgets 
are shaped remains to be worked out be
tween the more-friendly House and domi
nant Republicans in the Senate. 

In any case, the Reagan administration 
wants to bring its own philosophy to how 
the federal government approaches cultural 
matters. 

In addressing the arts and humanities 
task force, the President reminded members 
that the establishment French Academy 
has turned up its collective nose at the work 
of impressionist painters. 

"The main feeling is, we don't want a 
Washington-dominated ... set of cultural 
standards," Bakshian said in a later inter
view. "Should the government be in a posi
tion of saying what is and isn't approved 
culture?" 

The White House arts adviser points out 
that funding for the endowments has in
creased more rapidly than general federal 
spending in recent years. A top official with 
one of the national endowments concedes 
that "they grew faster than good manage
ment would permit." 

Bakshian <an amiable young man who has 
written a German-language book on Robert 
Stolz, Austria's last waltz and operetta 
master), feels there has been a general blos
soming of the arts in the United States in 
recent years, independent of the increased 
federal involvement. He disagrees with 
those who say that increased corporate 
giving has been stimulated principally by 
federal grants. 

He notes that only 26 percent of American 
corporations make charitable contributions, 
and fewer still (6 percent) give the maxi
mum that is tax-deductible. It is this reser
voir that President Reagan-because of his 
background as a performer and close ties 
with big business-hopes to tap. 

"Culture is not going to die in this coun
try, no matter what we do," says Bakshian. 
"The great geniuses and also the great peri
ods of collective vitality were there before 
there was any federal role, so I'm not wor
ried about the future of the arts."• 

THE SOVIETS: PERSISTENT 
AGGRESSORS AND OPPRESSORS 

HON. JACK FIELDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am submitting for the RECORD two ar
ticles which clearly illustrate the rep
rehensive practices of the Soviet 
Union. 

The first article, entitled "Zarnitsa: 
Soviet Schools Prepare Youth for 
War," written by Victor Herman and 
Fred E. Dohrs, examines the intrica
cies of Soviet "war games" -an inte
gral part of Moscow's absolute com
mitment to total military prepared
ness. 

The second article, "Hitler's Soviet 
Model: 'Holocaust' Still Goes On," is 
written by Boris Vinokur. Mr. Vino-
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kur, former writer for Pravda and an 
official of the Institute of the Interna
tional Workers Movement in Moscow, 
illustrates the many parallels between 
Hitler's national socialism and Lenin's 
Communist ideology. Mr. Vinokur as
serts that Hitler put into practice 
those misanthropic philosophies pro
pounded by Lenin and Stalin. 

I urge my colleagues to read these 
poignant articles and become acutely 
aware of the Soviet Union's present 
day aggressive and oppressive prac
tices. 

CFrom News World, June 17, 19811 
ZARNITSA: SOVIET SCHOOLS PREPARE YOUTH FOR 

WAR 

(By Victor Herman and Fred E. Dohrs) 
Soviet children play a special war game in 

school-Zamitsa-their favorite game. Liter
ally, Zamitsa means "sheet lightning," but 
in this context it means a lightning strike or 
an attack at dawn in a military sense. Little 
known outside the Soviet Union, Zarnitsa is 
an important part of Moscow's absolute 
commitment to total military preparedness. 

Zarnitsa season starts with the beginning 
of the school year. In each school, classes 
play against each other under the close su
pervision of their teachers, leaders of the 
Young Pioneers and Young Communist 
League <KomsomoD and specially appointed 
army instructors, usually majors or colonels, 
some recently retired, others on active duty. 

In the early phases, Zarnitsa consists of 
athletic drills and races, target practice and 
familiarity with 22-caliber rifles, and learn
ing the tactics of offense and defense. 

RIFLES IN FOURTH GRADE 

There is no pistol shooting. Hand guns are 
very closely controlled in the Soviet Union, 
even police or troops carrying them must 
turn theirs in when they go off duty. Rifle 
practice usually begins with fourth grade 
students, and by sixth grade, the students, 
boys and girls alike, are qualified with light 
machine guns-and they love it! 

After weeks of these drills, exercises, prac
tice and competition, Zamitsa moves into 
the field where class and school teams of 15 
members play the game-physically fighting 
for and guarding the flag. In this case, Zar
nitsa resembles a game often played by 
many American youngsters at summer 
camp-"Capture the Flag." 

But any similarity ends right there Zar
nitsa is taken far more seriously by students 
and supervisors, especially the army instruc
tors. Strict discipline is enforced; this is a 
military exercise not to be confused with 
boy scouts working for merit badges. Every
one, especially the students, understands 
this, however, and they all play the game 
accordingly. 

The games are played over large areas out 
in the open country away from the towns 
and cities, in the fields and forests where 
the teams are taken in army trucks. Each 
team has its own military flag, army-type 
uniforms, rifles <without ammunition), 
dummy hand grenades, and complete field 
gear: compasses, signal guns, first aid kits, 
tents, cots, stretchers, field rations-the 
works. 

REDS CAN'T LOSE 

Years ago, when Zamitsa first received 
regime support as an initial phase of the 
Soviet preparedness program, the teams 
were designated the "Reds" and the 
"Whites." It was soon realized, however, 
that defeat was possible for the "Reds"; but 
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of course this was an ideological impossibil
ity. "Reds" cannot and must not ever lose! 
So the team names were changed to "Blues" 
and "Whites," and they continue today. 

Class and school games are very impor
tant to the serious and heavily committed 
individual players. Rivalries between teams 
are as strong as those between neighboring 
American high schools over football and 
basketball. One reason for the popularity of 
Zarnitsa is that other games and team 
sports such as soccer, volleyball and basket
ball are not emphasized in school programs, 
and there is little interscholastic competi
tion, quite different from American sports. 
Military training is what Moscow wants to 
emphasize. 

There is another striking difference be
tween American team sports and Zarnitsa. 
At all times, Soviet students know that they 
are playing not only for the glory of the 
team and the school, but they are also play
ing for the defense of the Soviet mother
land. This latter point is constantly empha
sized throughout all Zarnitsa training pro
grams and the games. 

As the season progresses, district and re
gional teams are developed and champion
ships held. At each higher level the teams 
become larger and are made up of the best 
players from the lower-level teams. 

By the time the "republic" or state cham
pionships are reached, each team may have 
several hundred players, and the game area 
is enlarged proportionately. Again, the army 
supplies everything needed for the games, 
and student enthusiasm increases. The 
closer Zarnitsa approaches real warfare, the 
greater their excitement and zest. 

NATIONAL FINALS 

After each of the 15 republic teams plus 
those of Moscow and Leningrad have been 
selected, there is a competitive elimination 
series. The two best teams compete for the 
final soviet-wide championship near the end 
of the school year in the summer. 

This final is a national event, widely pub
licized in the press and shown on television. 
The teams in the finals have become even 
larger, augmented with the best players 
from all the earlier teams. The military ad
vising staffs are numerous and include 
many generals and senior Communist Party 
chiefs from the various republics. American 
Little League Championships are bush 
league when compared to the Zarnitsa final. 

Differing only slightly from actual mili
tary training maneuvers, the national finals 
are played for several days under the direct 
supervision of army commanders, with a 
large staff of commissioned and non-com
missioned officers working with each team. 

Equipment and weapons of the latest 
types are now issued to the players, and the 
army supplies tanks, rockets and artillery as 
well as fighter aircraft, all in abundance, to 
create a wartime atmosphere on the now 
vast playing area which resembles a real 
battlefield. 

Naturally, live ammunition is used in the 
finals to increase the authenticity of the 
battle. Frequently there are accidents and 
mistakes which result in serious casualties. 
Some are wounded and a number are killed; 
it would be surprising if this didn't happen. 
The Soviet news media, however, make no 
mention of any casualties. All players have 
had first aid training as part of the Zamitsa 
program and paramedics are attached to 
each team, and so the wounded are cared 
for in some manner. 

Combat realism is the goal to be reached 
in the finals, and it is. Winning is so impor-
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tant, and the players are so keyed up that 
they frequently use torture to get battle in
telligence from an unfortunate captured 
"enemy." And in the heat and temper of 
battle, the live ammunition is tempting, if 
not irresistible, to the exhilarated young 

· players. Over television, the finals appear to 
differ only in scale from regular army ma
neuvers. The Zarnitsa finals are "Capture 
the Flag" with a vengeance! 

ATTITUDES REINFORCED 

The winners are awarded individual 
medals and scrolls of honor. The teams re
ceive appropriate banners and flags, and ob
viously all players become local if not na
tional heroes. Everyone following local play
ers and the republic team through the 
whole competition gets further conditioning 
on the importance of the military in Soviet 
life and the necessity for constant vigilance 
and preparedness for the defense of the 
Soviet Union. 

Moscow is understandably pleased with 
the great success of this method of military 
indoctrination. With Zarnitsa the favorite 
sport in the Soviet school system, military 
training and preparedness have a most suc
cessful introduction renewed with each new 
school generation. Perhaps the greatest 
achievement of the Zarnitsa program is the 
development of a positive attitude toward 
the security of the country and a continuing 
consciousness of the need to be prepared to 
defend the Soviet homeland against all en
emies. 

HITLER'S SOVIET MODEL: HOLOCAUST STILL 
GOES ON 

<By Boris Vinokur> 
The first Friday in May has been desig

nated an annual day of remembrance for 
the 6 million Jews who died in the Holo
caust. This day has become a worldwide 
commemoration- except for one country 
where it is forbidden: the U.S.S.R. 

Why? Why did the Soviet police in 
Moscow last month block all the buildings 
where dissidents and Jewish activists live? 
Why has the Soviet government decided to 
put an end to their meetings once and for 
all? 

The answer is that the Soviet leaders are 
afraid to mention how National Socialism 
was born and who nurtured it. They are 
afraid of the parallels, and that recent and 
rising generations in the U.S.S.R. will know 
about an older holocaust which still goes on. 
It is one that Hitler took for a model, and it 
survived him. 

People ought to know that National So
cialism is nothing but a bastard child of 
communist ideology. They should realize 
this and remember it for their own sake, for 
the sake of their children, and for the sake 
of their future. 

HITLER STUDIED MARX 

Let's recall at least some of the well
known facts. The young Adolf Hitler felt a 
special predilection for Marx. Robert G. L. 
Wait, author of a biography of the Nazi dic
tator, testifies that Hitler not only studied 
Marx but wrote abstracts of his articles. He 
studied Marxism and was raised on its mis
anthropic doctrines. In an early speech at 
Essen on Nov. 22, 1926, Hitler stated: "Force 
is the first law." 

By that time Hitler had an opportunity 
not only to read Marxist literature, but to 
study the practical experience of Marx's 
best student, Vladimir I. Lenin. The 50-year
old Bolshevik dictator Lenin was then reap
ing the fruits of the Marxist doctrine of the 
violent seizure of "power. He legitimized 
terror in Russia. 
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It was Lenin, not Hitler, who invented the 

world's first death camps. The world's first 
concentration camp, Solovki, was built by 
none other than Lenin. The site was an an
cient monastery in which Lenin destroyed 
his political opponents. Hitler now had 
someone to learn from, someone from whom 
he could borrow not only theory but practi
cal experience. 

In his younger days, Lenin had written in 
his book "One Step Forward-Two Steps 
Back": "Without Jacobin's terror, the dicta
torship of the proletariat is a meaningless 
phrase." Hitler's mention of force in his 
early speech at Essen is the very reflection 
of this. Lenin first put his thoughts into 
action, then Hitler. 

Later, Josef Stalin developed Lenin's idea 
of concentration camps into gigantic propor
tions. Russia was covered in barbed wire as 
though in a spider's web. And Hitler learned 
from Stalin, too. 

TODAY' S "MODERN" CAMPS 

Now under Brezhnev, the same concentra
tion camps are there, but there are also psy
chiatric hospitals. In Brezhnev's modern 
concentration camps, political prisoners are 
"treated" with haloperidone, which induces 
difficulty in thinking and general physical 
and mental weakness. At the present time, 
thousands of political prisoners, members of 
human rights movements and religious 
people, are in Soviet concentration camps. 

Both Lenin and Hitler borrowed the idea 
of dictatorship by a single party from Marx. 
Hitler borrowed the Party structure from 
Lenin. Hitler also built his secret police 
system on the Soviet model. The Soviet 
secret police had, and still has, informers in 
every institution, including even the Party 
apparatus. The Soviet leadership had, and 
still has, special subdivisions of the secret 
police who keep watch over the higher 
ranks of the Party. Hitler had an analogous 
system. The Soviet secret police now employ 
more than 400,000 people-a number equal 
to the combined forces of France, Italy, Fin
land, Sweden, Norway, Belgium, the Nether
lands and Luxembourg. 

The crimes of the National Socialists were 
incontestably great and monstrous. But 
even greater and more monstrous are the 
crimes of the communists in Russia. On 
their conscience are the souls of 60 million 
who have perished during 60 years-Soviet 
Russians, Ukrainians, Lithuanians, Esto
nians, Letts, etc. And what about the Jews? 

AN ASSIMILATION PLAN 

In 1934, the Soviet government conceived 
a grandiose plan for the assimilation of 
Jews with the people of other nationalities 
inhabiting the U.S.S.R. The plan was imple
mented under the phony slogan of preserv
ing distinct Jewish identity and culture. 

Hundreds of thousands of Jews, mainly 
unmarried men, were forcibly transported 
to the wilds of the Soviet Far East. Thus 
was created the "autonomous" Jewish 
region of Birobidzhan. 

Why on earth did the Soviet government 
decide to build the so-called "center of 
Jewish culture in the country" in the re
motest hinterland in Russia, where no Jews 
had ever lived? Why couldn't this center 
have been created in some region tradition
ally settled by Jews, in the Ukraine, for in
stance? 

The answer is simple. Birobidzhan, cut off 
from the industrial regions of the country 
by thousands of miles of trackless forests, 
was supposed to become a kind of crematori
um for the Jews. 
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And so it did. Isolation from the outside 

world promoted assimilation; it progressed 
year by year. 

Today in Birobidzhan, the number of in
habitants there of Jewish extraction is only 
8 percent of the total population of this so
called Jewish autonomous region. In other 
words, the generations born of Jews who ar
rived in Birobidzhan in 1934 have been 
almost totally assimilated by the local popu
lation. 

A LOST CONSCIENCE 

The Party boss in Birobidzhan is Lev Sha
piro. He is a man who has lost his con
science and betrayed his people. I had an oc
casion to meet him, at which time he stated 
quite shamelessly that the assimilation of 
the Jews was a progressive undertaking and 
that Birobidzhan was a model region in this 
regard. In his opinion, all Jews should 
become assimilated and blend with others 
into a single "Soviet people." 

Lev Shapiro didn't realize that in our con
versation he was merely mouthing the cher
ished views of the Communist Party of the 
U.S.S.R. leadership on the position of the 
Jews in the Soviet Union. To be more exact, 
he briefly and concisely formulated the es
sence of the policy of the Politburo of the 
Communist Party, which is aimed at the de
struction of Soviet Jews by all means possi
ble. One of those means is assimilation. And 
Birobidzhan, as Lev Shapiro correctly point
ed out, is a model region: a slow-motion Hol
ocaust hidden from the world's eyes deep in 
the far eastern region of the U.S.S.R. 

In Birobidzhan, there is no teaching in 
Yiddish. Modem Hebrew is forbidden; it is 
permissible to use only the official state lan
guage: Russian. Birobidzhan has only one 
synagogue; it has 20 worshippers, all old 
men. This pathetic group living out their 
last days is all that justifies calling Birobid
zhan a "Jewish autonomous region." 

GOAL: ANOTHER "HOLOCAUST" 

Hitler spent enormous sums on his army, 
for his goal was to subjugate the world to 
the model of National Socialism. The com
munists' goal is the same. Constantly, stub
bornly, methodically they are carrying out 
their plans to seize more and more coun
tries. Examples are the recent invasion in 
Afghanistan and their horrible repression in 
other countries throughout the world. 

According to the most conservative esti
mates, Soviet leaders now spend more than 
25 percent of the annual state budget for 
armed forces maintenance, including devel
opment of military research. This testifies 
to one thing: the aggressive ambitions of the 
Communist Party leadership, their implaca
ble desire sooner or later to turn the world 
into a "Holocaust" on the Soviet pattern.• 

THE SERVICES OF HOUSE 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, in 
order to give my colleagues a better 
understanding of the excellent serv
ices provided by House Information 
Systems, I submit the following state
ment: 
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THE SERVICES OF HOUSE INFORMATION 

SYSTEMS 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to describe to 

my colleagues some of the services provided 
by the House Information Systems <HIS). 
Many Members may not be aware of the 
wide variety of excellent services HIS pro
vides. These services include everything 
from producing the monthly paychecks for 
all House employees to Member voting on 
the House Floor. 

In addition, the Committee on House Ad
ministration will be opening an Office Man
agement Demonstration and Training 
Center, located in near-by House Annex 1, 
which will provide a centralized location for 
Members and staff to get more information 
on what computer technology is available 
for use in their offices. The Center, which 
will open in the next few weeks, will also 
provide a convenient location for HIS per
sonnel to train people on LEG IS, and the 
other computerized information systems, as 
well as assist Members and staff in neces
sary back-up technical services. 

In the meantime, however, I thought my 
colleagues might find it useful to see a brief 
sample of some of the necessary computer 
and information services HIS provides to 
the House of Representatives: 

HIS provides direct computer support to 
the legislative process of the House. It pro
vides all of the programming and operation
al support for the Members' Electronic 
Voting System. During 1980, this system 
was operational 100 percent of the time re
quired to record, tabulate and display all 
681 floor votes. Further, over the last eight 
years the system has missed only 12 of ap
proximately 5,000 votes, and over the last 34 
months has not missed a single roll call 
vote. 

The official House finance system, includ
ing all House accounting, staff payroll and 
voucher processing, is operating on the HIS 
computer. HIS provides design, program
ming and operational support to the House 
Finance Office for all official House finan
cial services and, as you may know, this 
system actually pays the bills we incur in 
running our congressional and committee 
offices. In 1980, this HIS service involved 
the processing of checks for 165,000 vouch
ers and 120,000 staff payroll checks as well 
as the quarterly Clerk's report and the year
end employee wage and earnings statements 
<W-2 forms) for all House staff. 

In 1977, HIS introduced an automated 
system, in cooperation with the Govern
ment Printing Office, to reduce the cost of 
printing House hearings and bills intro
duced. That system has been successful, and 
a conservative estimate has been made that 
this system alone is saving the American 
taxpayer approximately $1 million a year. 
<The cost per published page has been cut 
by 50 percent.) This HIS-supported system 
directly assists the publication of all hear
ings covered by House Reporters and all the 
bills drafted by the Office of the Legislative 
Counsel. A similar system developed by HIS 
is being used by the House Law Revision 
Counsel and will be used to update the U.S. 
Code. 

The President's Budget, which we spend 
so many hours debating each year, comes to 
the House from the Office of Management 
and Budget on computer tapes. Since the 
Congressional Budget Office < CBO) does 
not have a computer capability of any sig
nificance, HIS processes budget information 
for CBO's use. Specifically, CBO is assisted 
all year long in its duties of monitoring the 
budget status and the fiscal impacts of vari-
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ous types of legislation by several systems 
supported by HIS, which ultimately are pro
vided as a service to the House. HIS also 
provides the Budget and Appropriations 
Committees with data on the President's 
Budget. 

HIS provides House Members and their 
staffs with easy access to computer data 
bases that contain a wide variety of perti
nent information. These data bases include 
the Legislative Information and Status 
System <LEGIS), Summary of Proceedings 
and Debates <SOPAD), and Member Budget 
Information System <MBIS). Training in 
these systems is also provided by HIS as 
well as training in the use of outside data 
bases, such as JURIS from the Department 
of Justice, FAPRS from the Office of Man
agement and Budget, and SCORPIO from 
the Library of Congress. 

Additional areas of House operations 
where HIS support is provided include the 
following: 

The inventory systems of the Clerk for all 
equipment in Member and committee of
fices; 

The publication of Committee Calendars; 
Automation of the Congressional Record; 
The publication of the House Telephone 

Directory; 
Computer support for the House Office 

Supply Store; 
Support for the Clerk in processing re

ports required by the Federal Elections 
Campaign Act; 

Support for the Clerk in processing 
Member financial disclosure statements; 

A system to support the Clerk in adminis
tering the Lobby Act; 

Forecasting and modeling services for 
committees; 

Tax analysis support for the Joint Com
mittee on Taxation; 

Welfare and income policy analysis for 
CBO and various committees; 

A pilot committee administrative system 
(for accounting, personnel, mailing lists, and 
correspondence management>; and 

Providing an electronic mail service for 
Member and committee offices. 

While this is not a complete list of House 
Information Systems' activities, it does illus
trate that HIS is providing the House of 
Representatives with much needed informa
tion and computer support in a variety of 
areas.e 

DAVIS-BACON-TAKING AN 
UNFAIR RAP 

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, there 
seems to be a growing popularity on 
the part of a few to seek to weaken 
the protections which have been se
cured by working men and women in 
the past decades. 

These rights are being attacked as 
inflationary and unnecessary on the 
basis of inaccurate and incomplete in
formation. The hard-earned protec
tions for working Americans are most 
essential. We cannot turn our back on 
the basic worker rights of a safe and 
healthy work environment and of an 
honest day's pay for an honest day's 
work. 
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A favorite target of the opponents of 

the American worker is the Davis
Bacon Act. This law has, since its pas
sage in 1931 during the Hoover admin
istration, insured that construction 
workers and construction quality 
would not be the victims of unfair 
competitive practices. The need for 
this legislation remains as strong as 
ever. In this time of high inflation and 
low housing starts, the worker would 
be most vulnerable to cost-cutting 
competitive practices without Davis
Bacon. 

I believe that Congress must stand 
firm in its commitment to existing 
worker protections and streamline 
where necessary the implementation 
of the law but stand firmly for the 
Davis-Bacon concept. 

At this time, I would like to bring to 
my colleagues' attention a Washington 
Star article by former Secretary of 
Labor, Ray Marshall, someone with 
practical experience and knowledge on 
labor issues, who sets the record 
straight on the Davis-Bacon Act: 

[From the Washington Star] 
THE DAVIS-BACON ACT IS TAKING AN UNFAIR 

RAP 
<By Ray Marshall) 

The article by Hubert L. Harris, "Stock
man Missed Some Fat," <Comment, March 
27) demonstrates little understanding either 
of the nature of the Davis-Bacon Act or the 
Carter administration's handling of that im
portant labor standard program. As the 
person in the Carter administration with 
major responsibility for Davis-Bacon, I 
would like to set the record straight. 

Mr. Harris suggest that much has changed 
since the Davis-Bacon Act was passed 
during the Hoover administration in 1931; 
and therefore it is no longer necessary to 
protect construction workers from the use 
of federal power to depress their wages. 

Davis-Bacon was based on a principle that 
is still sound-that competition should be 
mainly on the basis of improved manage
ment, not the reduction of labor standards. 
The contractor's lack of control over many 
of his costs makes wages highly vulnerable 
to cost-cutting competition, including exces
sive pressures by the government as a 
purchaser. 

COMPETITION AND WAGES 
As it was in 1931, the construction indus

try continues to be characterized by insta
bility and heavy unemployment. 

Construction is an intensely competitive 
industry with more than 500,000 contrac
tors. The work is highly seasonal and work
ers have limited attachment to a particular 
employer; the average worker works only 
about 1,200 hours a year, and unemploy
ment rates are typically much higher than 
for most other workers. In 1979, for exam
ple, unemployment averaged 5.5 percent for 
manufacturing workers and 10.8 percent for 
construction workers. 

Consequently, we in the Labor Depart
ment recognized early in the Carter admin
istration that Davis-Bacon protections were 
still warranted. We also realized that the 
administration of Davis-Bacon needed 
strengthening. 

However, the Carter administration's posi
tion on Davis-Bacon was not dictated by a 
"raucous cry" from the union. The fact is 
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that opponents of Davis-Bacon-inside and 
outside the administration-had neither 
facts nor logic on their side. Indeed, this 
matter was very thoroughly debated by a 
Cabinet-level group that I co-chaired <not, 
as Mr. Harris states, a study by the Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy. The OFPP 
had a position paper, not a study. Substan
tial parts of that paper were seriously 
flawed.) 

The Department of Labor did move to im
plement some of the recommendations to 
reform Davis-Bacon's administration, but 
this did not satisfy those who wanted the 
act repealed or weakened. 

THE INFLATIONARY BRICKBAT 
Mr. Harris' main argument appears to be 

that Davis-Bacon is inflationary. This is an 
old argument, but there is absolutely no re
liable evidence that Davis-Bacon has caused 
wages to be set above any meaningful defi
nition of prevailing rates or that wage in
creases have been mainly responsible for 
higher construction costs. 

To the contrary, there is evidence from 
the Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment and from the National Associa
tion of Home Builders to show that labor 
costs declined from 31 percent of housing 
costs in 1942 to 17 percent in 1977-the 
main increases have been in financing 
<which increased from 5 percent to 11 per
cent) and land costs <which increased from 
11 percent to 25 percent). 

Between 1926 and 1978 construction wages 
lagged behind both inflation and other 
wages, as well as behind mortgage interest 
rates, profits, and other costs. Between 1975 
and 1980 all construction wages increased 36 
percent, union construction wages by 42 per
cent, manufacturing wages by 51 percent, 
all non-farm private industry wages by 47 
percent and inflation increased 55 percent. 

Nor does Davis-Bacon set wages above the 
prevailing rate, or simply use union rates. 
Davis-Bacon rates tend to reflect market 
conditions: they are rarely union rates in 
the largely non-union residential construc
tion industry (union rates were but 17 per
cent of the total in 1978). 

The Council on Wage and Price Stability 
itself concluded in 1976 that Davis-Bacon 
wage rates were not "typically higher" than 
wages paid to craft workers in a local labor 
market. 

FLA WED EVIDENCE 
Mr. Harris cites various studies to support 

his argument that Davis-Bacon is inflation
ary, especially a seriously-flawed and 
strongly biased 1979 GAO report which set 
about to prove that Davis-Bacon and related 
prevailing wage acts had an inflationary 
cost of $715 million. However, the GAO 
report admitted that over two-thirds of that 
estimated cost was based on data which had 
no substantial validity. In fact, that esti
mate is based on cost calculations from only 
12 of 120,000 projects covered by these fed
eral laws during 1976! <The GAO estab
lished its own rules for calculating wages 
and costs rather than those used by DOL, 
guaranteeing that it would get different re
sults. The calculations ignored productivity 
differentials and assumed that contractors 
would automatically pass any savings from 
wage reductions on to the federal govern
ment in lower prices.> 

Mr. Harris also states that Davis-Bacon 
has reduced the entry of minorities and 
others into the construction trades. He is 
wrong here also. Davis-Bacon provides a 
special rate for apprentices and trainees. 
Moreover, the unionized sector of the con-
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struction industry has a higher proportion 
of blacks than the non-union sector. In 
1960, minorities constituted only about two 
percent of all apprentices, and today they 
constitute over 18 percent. 

HELPING MINORITIES 
My research and that of Professor Ashen

felter at Princeton found that unions pro
vide considerable economic advantages to 
black workers. While the construction 
trades have had a history of discrimination 
against blacks, few skilled or technical 
trades have made more progress in admit
ting blacks and other minorities. 

The main problem with those who argue 
for the repeal of Davis-Bacon is that they 
would simply like to reduce construction 
wages because they feel this would reduce 
construction costs. Mr. Harris' assertion 
that other worker-protection legislation, es
pecially the Fair Labor Standards Act 
<which among other things establishes the 
minimum wage) makes Davis-Bacon unnec
essary is without merit. Does anyone believe 
that we will get workers to undergo the long 
years of training required to acquire con
struction skills for the minimum wage? 

Davis-Bacon is a source of stability in an 
unstable industry. By providing that stabili
ty over the long run, Davis-Bacon helps 
assure a well-trained and productive work 
force. 

As with many simplistic cost cutting argu
ments, in the long-run repeal of Davis
Bacon would bring higher costs and lower 
productivity·• 

IT IS NOT JUST NAMIBIA 

HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, the 
territory of Namibia-in southern 
Africa-is the subject of one of the 
most intractable and frustrating inter
national disputes facing the world 
today. The situation is complicated by 
the vast numbers of involved and in
terested parties. It is further confused 
by the myriad of conflicting priorities, 
interests, and positions taken both by 
the multilateral mechanisms-such as 
by the Organization for African Unity 
<OAU) and the United Nations 
<U.N.)-as well as by the involved par
ties through bilateral relationships. 

The United States is presently in
volved in the process of negotiating 
with the parties to the conflict in the 
hopes of reaching an internationally 
recognized solution to the political 
problems in which Namibia and its 
people are now enbroiled. William P. 
Clark, the Deputy Secretary of State, 
has recently returned from southern 
Africa, and Chester Crocker, Assistant 
Secretary of State for Africa, has 
twice visited the area since the begin
ning of the year. Interestingly, the 
willingness of the administration to 
negotiate on this issue has been inter
preted in a variety of ways. Sam 
Nujomo, a Soviet backed Namibian 
guerrilla leader, has accused the 
United States of entering into an 
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unholy alliance with South Africa. 
Siaka Stevens, President of Sierra 
Leone, and former Chairman of the 
OAU described what he saw as "a de
cided tilt toward South Africa" on the 
part of the United States. 

Two points need to be made. First, 
the willingness of our Government to 
discuss Namibia with South Africa 
should not be interpreted as anything 
resembling an acceptance of South Af
rica's views on the subject. Further
more, anyone who believes that a set
tlement of the Namibian issue can be 
imposed on South Africa against its 
will is not facing up to reality. South 
Africa must be brought into the proc
ess of negotiation if a peaceful settle
ment is to be hoped for. The last ad
ministration spent the better part of 4 
years carping and bellowing at the 
South African Government and the 
prospects for a Namibian settlement 
were, at the end of that time, "dead in 
the water," as Chester Crocker has 
stated. It seems obvious that a new 
course must be set; a new and more 
dynamic policy pursued. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of my 
colleagues, I would like to include in 
the RECORD an article which appeared 
in the June 20, 1981, issue of the Econ
omist entitled: "It's Not Just Na
mibia." 

[From the Economist, June 20, 19811 
IT Is NoT JusT NAMIBIA 

A SETTLEMENT OF SOUTH AFRICA'S LAST BORDER 
PROBLEM WOULD EASE THE LONELINESS OF 
THE LONG-DISTANCE AFRIKANER 
Once again, South Africa is belatedly 

peering around for a friend to help it 
through one of its quarrels with the world. 
Once again, it is doing so with all the 
grumpiness that its leaders usually show. 
But this time perhaps, it is getting some
where. 

South Africa's prime minister, Mr. P. W. 
Botha, is wondering whether he should use 
the Namibia issue as a means of buying a 
better relationship with the United States, 
Namibia is the last of the territories around 
South Africa's borders where the question 
of white rule or black rule remains unan
swered. Last week America's point men on 
southern Africa, Mr. William Clark and Mr. 
Chester Crocker, told him that the Reagan 
administration would take care of South Af
rica's "most urgent needs" in shaping a set
tlement for Namibia. Mr. Botha went out on 
a limb last January, when he sank the UN 
plan for Namibian elections. Now he can 
claim, with some conviction, to have Ameri
can support for changes to that plan. 

It seems clear that the Reagan adminis
tration and South Africa have reached 
broad agreement about the future of Na
mibia. But it also seems plain that their 
plan is a pretty diluted version of the UN 
scheme Mr. Botha at first accepted and 
then abandoned. Their proposals will there
fore be resisted by Mr. Sam Nujoma, the 
leader of the black guerrillas fighting 
against South Africa; and the governments 
of the black-ruled states of southern Africa, 
followed by the Organization of African 
Unity, will take their cue from Mr. Nujoma. 
If Mr. Reagan wants his plan to win general 
acceptance, he will have to add an extra 
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clause: a promise to make South Africa 
honor the result of the Namibian election, 
even if it brings Mr. Nujoma to power. 

That thought gives most white South Af
ricans the jitters, and was why Mr. Botha 
backed out from the four-year-old UN 
scheme he had earlier supported. But the 
failure of the UN plan was not due only to 
South African obduracy. It failed because it 
was an attempt to build a bridge to inde
pendence without first drawing a blueprint. 
What appears to be emerging from the 
Botha-Crocker talks are additions to the UN 
scheme which would ease South Africa's 
fears and yet allow for a black-majority gov
ernment that Mr. Nujoma could agree to. 

TWO PROBLEMS DOWN, ONE TO GO 

The first step to an agreement is to nego
tiate guarantees about the future of Na
mibia's 110,000 whites < 11 percent of the 
population, compared with Zimbabwe's 3 ¥2 
percent and South Africa's 19 percent>. 
That may not be as difficult as it sounds. 
Mr. Nujoma has often said he would protect 
white interests in an independent Namibia. 
Just words? Not necessarily. Mr. Nujoma's 
friend in Zimbabwe, Mr. Robert Mugabe, 
has pointed out to him that assurances for 
whites are a useful check on radical blacks. 
Last week Mr. Nujoma announced that he is 
willing to talk formally about guarantees, so 
long as the discussions do not evolve into 
full-blown constitutional convention. That 
is a first step towards persuading South 
Africa that its white <and black) proteges in 
Namibia will be neither annihilated nor 
ejected. Mr. Reagan should get Mr. Nujo
ma's offer put down in writing. 

The other, more important, reason for 
South African intransigence is the presence 
of Cuban troops in Angola. Here Mr. Botha 
is giving expression to the most acute of Af
rikaner neuroses about Namibia-the fear 
that it will become a Cuban-guarded base 
for guerrilla attacks on South Africa. But 
here, too, there is reason for hope. 

Angola's government has several times 
hinted that, once South African troops are 
gone from its southern border, and South 
Africa has stopped helping Mr. Jonas Sa
vimbi's guerrillas in Angola itself, it will ask 
Cuba to recall its 20,000 troops and advisers. 
Hints to be sure, are not enough. A public 
link between the two withdrawals may be 
impossible, because Angola will argue that 
its internal arrangements are no part of a 
Namibia settlement. But Mr. Reagan may 
be able to extract a private commitment 
from Angola that the Cubans will leave 
within, say, 18 months of a Namibian elec
tion, If they did not, he would then make 
the broken commitment public-and Angola 
would risk seeing the South African army 
return to its border. 

One other "but" remains. The South Afri
cans continue to resist the idea that a 
United Nations force should supervise 
Namibia's first election. Their complaint 
that the UN is weighted against them is jus
tified. But the proposed UN supervisors
Kenyans, Austrians, Senegalese-are rela
tively restrained choices. And no other po
tential election-supervising organisation
the Commonwealth? the EEC?-is likely to 
make much difference to the probable out
come of the election. Mr. Botha has to live 
with the fact, whoever supervises it. Mr. 
Nujoma may win it. Here Mr. Botha is in 
danger of being pointlessly stubborn. 

It is in South Africa's interest to accept 
the Reagan version of a Namibia settlement, 
UN wart and all. Namibia cannot continue 
indefinitely in the limbo of direct rule from 
Pretoria. Direct rule means prolonging the 
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fighting, and increasing the risk of a Cuban 
intervention. South African stonewalling 
will erode Mr. Reagan's goodwill. The 
Re&.gan administration is South Africa's last 
best hope of international understanding. 
Mr. Reagan will not condone apartheid. But 
if South Africa helps to solve Namibia-the 
last piece of unfinished business on its bor
ders-it could enter a period of relative 
international calm which will give it a 
chance to get to grips with its internal prob
lems. The United States can help to win it 
this breathing-space. Mr. Botha has an op
portunity for boldness.e 

WHAT MANDATE? 

HON. JOHN J. LaF ALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. LA.FALCE. Mr. Speaker, during 
the current debate over the reconcilia
tion bill, I have heard a great deal of 
talk from the other side about the 
President's mandate for sweeping 
policy changes for spending cuts and 
tax cuts. In essence, the supporters of 
the administration's position have ad
vised the Congress to roll over and 
play dead in the face of the Presi
dent's mandate. 

Fortunately, a recent editorial in the 
June 21 edition of the Miami Herald 
has demolished the myths supporting 
that so-called mandate. More than 
anything else, the voters defeated 
President Carter; and barely 54 per
cent of eligible voters bothered to vote 
at all. 

I hope that all of my colleagues will 
carefully read this editorial, because it 
should serve as a vital reminder of the 
duties of the Congress. The Congress 
should stand ready to cooperate with a 
President, but it should not be willing 
to act as a rubberstamp for each and 
every Presidential request, as support
ers of this administration seem to be
lieve. Congress mandate is quite clear; 
it comes from the U.S. Constitution. It 
is to serve as a checks and balance to 
the executive branch. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Miami Herald, June 21, 19811 
The first extensive scholarly study of 

voters' attitudes in 1980 has just been pub
lished, and it reveals just how empty this 
concept of a "mandate" is. Ronald Reagan 
won because a majority of voters rejected 
Jimmy Carter, not because they endorsed 
Mr. Reagan's program in particular. That is 
the conclusion reached by a team of Rut
gers University political scientists headed by 
Gerald M. Pomper, a recognized authority 
in his field. 

The analysis is based primarily upon 
public-opinion data collected through the 
CBS News-New York Times poll. In those 
data, the American public in 1980 revealed 
that on many key issues it was in substan
tial disagreement with candidate Reagan. 

Fewer than half the voters, for instance, 
felt that cutting taxes was more important 
than balancing the Federal budget, which 
itself discredits Mr. Reagan's invocation of 
the "mandate." The Pomper study com-
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pares the 1980 data with similar 1976 public
opinion research. It reveals that public opin
ion on key policy areas had not changed 
much between the time of Jimmy Carter's 
election and Mr. Reagan's "mandate." The 
lone exception was the sharp increase in 
support for more military spending in 1980. 

The voters' only clear mandate was that 
there be change in the Oval Office. The 
single most frequent comment recorded by 
pollsters in 1980 surveys was that it was 
time for a change. The voters gave Mr. 
Reagan and the Republicans the authority 
to govern, and through that gave them a 
historic opportunity to change the direction 
of Government. 

The same voters elected a Democratic ma
jority in the House of Representatives. 
Those Democrats have the same "mandate" 
as the President: to govern as they best see 
fit, within Constitutional limits. Congress is 
under no obligation to pass the President's 
proposals against its own best judgment. 
Congress only mandate comes from the 
Constitution-to check and balance the Ex
ecutive Branch.• 

MARSHALL HANLEY 

HON. PHILIP R. SHARP 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues and the public a resolution 
passed by the Muncie, Ind., Bar Asso
ciation commemorating the life of 
Marshall Hanley. Those of us who 
knew Marshall mourn his recent 
death, and feel that his unflagging 
dedication to legal standards, civic 
duty, and political principle should 
serve as an example to all of us. I be
lieve. this resolution eloquently de
scribes why so many of us admired 
Marshall and feel his loss. 

RESOLUTION OF MUNCIE BAR ASSOCIATION 

ADOPTED UPON THE DEATH OF MARSHALL E. 
HANLEY 

The untimely death of Marshall E. 
Hanley, on May 23, 1981, has brought a sad
ness to the members of the Muncie Bar As
sociation. 

Mr. Hanley, a native of Muncie, was born 
May 7, 1920, the son of Frank A. Hanley 
and Emily Shirk Hanley. He was graduated 
from Burris High School in 1937. He attend
ed the University of Chicago from 1937 to 
1939 and transferred to Indiana University, 
from which he was graduated in 1942 with 
an AB Degree. In the summer of 1941, he 
attended Princeton University School of 
Public and International Affairs. He re
ceived his legal training at Harvard Univer
sity School of Law, from which he was grad
uated with a JD Degree in 1945. 

One of Mr. Hanley's great regrets was 
that he could not serve with the armed 
forces in World War II. Although he sought 
to enlist in several branches of the military 
service, he was rejected because of a heart 
ailment. 

After his graduation from law school, Mr. 
Hanley served as law clerk to The Honora
ble Sherman W. Minton, Judge of the 
United States Circuit Court of Appeals, at 
Chicago. 
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After such tenure, Mr. Hanley returned to 

Muncie to pr2.ctice law with the late Allan 
G. Weir under the firm name of Weir and 
Hanley. He continued such association until 
he received an appointment from President 
Harry S. Truman as Assistant United States 
District Attorney for the Southern District 
of Indiana. In 1950, he received a presiden
tial appointment as United States District 
Attorney. 

Following his term as United States Dis
trict Attorney, he returned to Muncie to 
join the law firm of Bracken, Gray, DeFur 
& Voran, which later became DeFur, Voran, 
Hanley, Radcliff & Reed. Mr. Hanley con
tinued as a member of that firm until his 
death. 

In 1958, Mr. Hanley ran unsuccessfully for 
the Democratic nomination for the office of 
U.S. Senator from Indiana. It has been said, 
with ample authority, that Mr. Hanley 
would have received that nomination, 
except for the fact that he refused to sur
render his beliefs and principles in return 
for such nomination. 

From 1953 to 1963, Mr. Hanley served as 
Muncie City Attorney during the adminis
tration of the late Mayor H. Arthur Tuhey. 

For many years, Mr. Hanley was in the 
vanguard of the Indiana Democratic Party. 
He was an orator of distinction and was 
called upon many times to make speeches at 
Democratic rallies. 

Mr. Hanley had a close friendship with 
President John F. Kennedy. During the 
presidential campaign of 1960, he hosted a 
fund raising reception in Muncie for Mr. 
Kennedy, then a U.S. Senator seeking the 
presidency, for which he was successful in 
November of that year. 

Mr. Hanley was an able trial lawyer, and 
he participated in most of the trials of his 
firm. However, when James J. Jordan was 
elected prosecuting attorney of Delaware 
County, he called upon Mr. Hanley for as
sistance, and Mr. Hanley responded. He 
then served from 1975 to 1979 as chief trial 
deputy and ably tried many criminal cases 
on behalf of the State of Indiana. He stayed 
on for six months as criminal trial deputy 
under Michael J. Alexander, the succeeding 
prosecuting attorney. 

In 1979, Mr. Hanley was sworn in as juve
nile public defender for Delaware County, 
Indiana. 

Because of ill health, Mr. Hanley was not 
able to continue his trial practice. However, 
he was not one to retire, but accepted an ap
pointment as assistance professor of finance 
and taught business law in Ball State Uni
versity College of Business. Mr. Hanley was 
happy teaching, and the students in his 
classes were richer for the sharing with 
them of his varied background and experi
ences. 

Mr. Hanley served on the Board of Man
agers of the Indiana State Bar Association. 
He was a member of the Muncie Bar Asso
ciation, American Bar Association, The 
Muncie Club, Beta Theta Pi fraternity and 
its Alumni Club, Delaware Country Club, 
South Shore Country Club at Syracuse, In
diana, Burris Alumni Association, of which 
he was a founding director, Rotary Club, 
Ball State University Foundation, of which 
he was a director, Indianapolis Athletic 
Club, and the First United Presbyterian 
Church, of which he was an elder. 

Mr. Hanley is survived by his wife, Elaine 
Hanley, two sons, Marshall S. Hanley, Indi
anapolis, and Mark A. Hanley, and one 
daughter, Mrs. William <Carol) Hosford, De
troit, Michigan. Both sons are attorneys and 
will carry on the fine legal stewardship ex
emplified by their father. 
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Marshall Hanley was an able attorney and 

an example of what is good and noble in the 
practice of law. He was an excellent trial 
lawyer, and his ability as an orator was well 
noted. He was a kindly man who always had 
time for a friendly chat with his fellow at
torneys, and never took unfair advantage of 
his opponent. He was always courteous and 
patient. Mr. Hanley ably fit the mold of a 
gentleman and a scholar. 

The Muncie Bar Association recognizes 
the great loss occasioned by the death of 
Marshall E. Hanley, and extends to his wife, 
his children and his many friends its heart
felt sympathy. 

Be it resolved, That the above and forego
ing resolution be spread of record in all the 
courts of Delaware County and a copy 
thereof be given to his wife, Elaine Hanley. 

Dated at Muncie, Indiana this 27th day of 
May, 1981.e 

EXPLANATION OF ABSENCE 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I re
turned early Friday morning from the 
Organization of African Unity meeting 
held in Nairobi, Kenya. I was an invit
ed guest at this historic meeting, the 
only Member of Congress ever so des
ignated. I will be making a report to 
my colleagues on what I learned at 
that meeting. While in Nairobi, I met 
with the Kenyan Chamber of Com
merce and others to explore ways to 
strengthen trade between Africa and 
minority small buisnesses in the 
United States. I also conducted official 
business for the Judiciary Committee. 

When I learned a few days ago that 
the House would proceed to vote on 
the omnibus reconciliation bill, prior 
to the recess, I immediately arranged 
to return to Washington. Unfortunate
ly, I was not able to return in time for 
the procedural votes on Thursday.e 

THE DOLLAR SHOULD BE AS 
GOOD AS GOLD 

HON. LARRY P. McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, it is 
clear that the value of the currency of 
the United States is steadily declining. 
One solution to this problem which is 
based on sound, fundamental econom
ic principles is to return to having a 
gold backing for our paper dollars. 
This would give Americans an honest 
and reliable currency system. 

In a recent editorial commentary en
titled "For Real Money: The Dollar 
Should Be As Good As Gold," the 
widely respected weekly, Barron's, en
dorsed a return to the gold standard. 
As the authors of the article, Robert 
M. Bleiberg and James Grant, point 
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out, this would eliminate the problems 
which inevitably result from a fiat 
money system such as the one our 
country currently has. I believe my 
colleagues will be interested in the 
ideas expressed by Barron's. 

The editorial follows: 
[From Barron's, June 15, 1981] 

THE DOLLAR SHOULD BE As Goon As GOLD 
In keeping with the spirit of deregulation 

and economy in government, one of the 
most important federal commiGsions in 
Washington has never met and only lately 
has begun to assemble its personnel. Its un
expected mission is to weigh the future 
monetary uses of gold, a question that 
seemed closed forever with the gold window 
in 1971. For more than a decade, the na
tion's settled policy toward gold was that it 
had no monetary value whatsoever, except 
on occasion as a kind of ill-timed bait to 
bulls. According to one Administration after 
another, paper is money, the value of which 
shall vary according to the convenience of 
government-a doctrine as old as kings. 
Only lately has even the mildest organized 
dissent surfaced: in 1979, from the Senate 
Republican Conference, which asked that 
the issue be weighed again; and in 1980, in 
the Republican platform, which, without 
mentioning gold, made reference to the 
need for a "dependable monetary standard." 
Now the Gold Commission <sponsored by 
the doughty Jesse Helms, Republican Sena
tor from North Carolina) will inquire into 
whether or not gold might make money re
spectable again. 

A decade or more ago, on the eve of the 
great inflation, such an idea would have 
been unthinkable. Thus, in 1965, then-Sec
retary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon, apro
pos of the nation's gold reserve pronounced: 
"In the future, as in the past, the best as
surance we can have that the supply of 
bank reserves will be neither so little as to 
stifle growth nor so large as to fuel inflation 
lies in a responsible and independent Feder
al Reserve System, functioning within a 
framework of responsible government." And 
in 1972, Rep. Henry S. Reuss <D., Wis.), 
sharing a light-hearted moment with then
Under Secretary of the Treasury for Mone
tary Affairs, Paul A. Volcker: " ... CGlold 
should, as soon as possible, go the way of 
conch shells, stone wheels and beautiful 
slave girls as a method of holding re
serves .... " 

Ten years and billions of paper dollars 
later, gold has refused to go the way of 
conch shells-last year, reported Consolidat
ed Goldfields Ltd., governments turned net 
buyers-but then neither has Rep. Reuss. 
Now the Congressman, as a member of the 
Gold Commission, will sit in judgment on 
the prospects for sound money. That's as if 
Prof. Irving Fisher, discredited prophet of 
the 1927-29 bull market, had been invited in 
1932 to share his wisdom on the crash. In 
any case, the Commission will number 17, 
including seven members of the House and 
Senate <regrettably not including Sen. 
Helms), three from the Federal Reserve 
Board, two from the President's Council of 
Economic Advisers and four from private 
life. Chairman is the Treasury Secretary, 
Donald T. Regan. As we get wind of the ap
pointments, only two gold stalwarts have 
been named-Rep. Ron Paul <R., Texas) and 
Lewis E. Lehrman, businessman and writer 
on central banking and the gold standard
but President Reagan is said to have wished 
them both Godspeed. 
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Whatever the Commission finally decides, 

Barron's would like to go on record now. It 
strikes us that rarely in the past 15 years 
has the case for convertible money looked 
better or that for fiat money looked worse. 
This is an observation of fact. Treasury 
yields this year touched levels unheard of 
since the days before the Buttonwood Tree. 
Notwithstanding the recent and welcome 
respite from rising prices at home <and the 
dollar's unaccustomed strength abroad), 
something is plainly and fundamentally 
wrong. A compelling case for gold is the 
sorry performance of the system that by de
grees, in 1914, 1934 and 1971, has displaced 
it. 

The gold standard, pure and simple, is the 
fixing of the value of the dollar to a specific 
and unchanging weight of gold. At a price, 
the Treasury would buy all gold offered and 
sell all gold bid for. Under the classical ver
sion of the gold standard, known as the 
gold-coin standard, the right of free conver
sion of paper and bullion would be available 
to holders of coins. The appeal of the 
system is its simplicity. If under the gold 
standard the demand for money roughly 
equaled the supply, people would hold 
paper because it weighs less. If, however, 
the supply of money exceeded the demand
if the Federal Reserve, for example, were 
buying the Treasury's debt out of thin air
people would let convenience go hang and 
queue up for gold. In order to maintain its 
gold reserve, the Fed would have to stop 
creating credit. This signal to the monetary 
authority, as Lewis Lehrman points out, is 
unique and worldwide (if there were a mone
tary authority; there would not be a "legal 
tender" law). Gold, like any other commodi
ty, seeks its best market. If its value wete to 
fall here but rise in Great Britain, for exam
ple, coins and bullion would take ship for 
London, or be restacked in the vaults of 
somebody's bank. The beauty of the gold 
standard is the daily adjustments it permits. 
By contrast, under a fiat system, crises 
fester <witness the chronic imbalance in 
U.S. payments and the equally chronic fed
eral budget deficit). 

The case against gold seems to boil down 
to the following: the gold-coin standard was 
associated with periodic deflations at the 
turn of the century; a gold standard of any 
kind would redound to the gain of the two 
leading bullion producers, South Africa and 
the Soviet Union; there would be too much 
gold or not enough. Moreover <and broadly), 
the world has changed: in 1880-1913, for ex
ample, central banks of the gold-standard 
nations bought, or "monetized," very little 
government debt. And if that happy custom 
could be restored, why bother with gold? A 
paper standard would serve just as well. 

Perhaps, but it never has before. The re
markable thing about the gold-coin stand
ard is the stability of prices it yields. Thus 
in the U.S. between 1879 and 1913, when the 
annual volume of world gold production 
rose fourfold and the currency was fixed at 
$20.67 an ounce, the wholesale price index 
scarcely budged <taking five-year averages 
on either end). It is true that prices varied, 
sometimes by wide margins, from year to 
year, and that the mid-1890s brought one of 
the worst slumps in American annals. Yet 
one returns to the uncanny stability of 
prices over long periods. The monetary his
torian Edwin L. Kemmerer wrote of the 
U.S. experience under gold over nearly a 
century: " ... [l]t is not a bad record. There 
is nothing that remotely equals it, as far as 
I know, in any managed paper-money expe
rience." As for South Africa, nothing has 
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suited her like the manic partnership of the 
Federal Reserve and Congress; a gold stand
ard would remove the inflationary premium 
from the gold price and at the same time 
flush sizable hoards out of speculative 
hands. It strikes us that there would be 
enough gold. An unexpected finding in a 
study of the gold standard by Arthur I. 
Bloomfield <"Monetary Policy under the 
International Gold Standard: 1880-1914") is 
that the ratio of gold reserves to demand li
abilities in Great Britain was probably less 
than 5% during the heyday of convertible 
sterling. Under a proper gold standard, 
almost nobody wants gold. 

Concerning output from mines, Lehrman 
notes that it has tended to grow at 1112%-2% 
a year, on average, for hundreds of years, 
about in line with real economic growth, 
and a far cry from perennial expansion of 
Federal Reserve Bank credit of 8%-9%. 
Thus miners have made better central bank
ers than central bankers have. ". . . [Alll 
this was achieved," wrote Bloomfield of the 
1880-1913 experience, "in spite of a volume 
of international reserves that, for many of 
the countries at least, was amazingly small 
and in spite of only a minimum of interna
tional ~ooperation, or of international 
agreements of commitments, on money mat
ters. This remarkable performance, essen
tially the product of an unusually favorable 
combination of historical circumstances, ap
pears all the more striking when contrasted 
to the turbulence of the post-1914 financial 
experience .... " Bloomfield, incidentally, 
wrote in 1958. 

If the gold-coin standard is worthy of us, 
are we worthy of it? Put another way, can 
we go on like this? The second answer is 
surely no. The point is well taken here that 
the date is not 1913, or even 1971, that the 
gold standard is only a technique and that 
nations in the past have subverted its disci
pline (and also its astonishing liberation of 
productive energies). When all is said and 
done, however, it remains true that gold
convertible currencies have tended to work 
and fiat-currency management to fail. 

An oddity of the debate is that a gold 
standard is widely viewed as impractical, or 
quixotic, while unsecured paper is somehow 
seen as down-to-earth. In the light of the 
evidence, the presumption, we submit, 
should be the other way around. In 1972, 
Jacques Rueff, the distinguished French 
economist, was invited to testify before the 
Joint Economic Committee, which was hold
ing hearings <Rep. Reuss presiding). Rueff, 
with his great charm, laid out the record of 
barren promises of reform of the U.S. pay
ments deficit and suggested a Marshall Plan 
in reverse to relieve this country of some 
$51 billion in overseas official claims <a 
figure which now exceeds $115 billion). He 
said: " ... I must state my conviction that, 
in the present circumstances, taking ac
count of the existing situation in the world, 
the only practical solution is convertibility 
into gold. . . . Saying that, I don't want to 
be provocative. I know how deep is the anti
gold feeling in this country. But you asked 
for my views, and I must be sincere to you." 
Since that time Washington has monetized 
debt and demonetized gold, with results now 
dismally apparent on every hand. Isn't it 
time for a change?e 
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CAB SUNSET 

HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, on May 
12, 1981, I introduced by request of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board a bill 
<H.R. 3562) to accelerate the sunset of 
the CAB. Today I am introducing, by 
request of the Department of Trans
portation, the administration's bill to 
accomplish the same purpose. 

I would also like to bring to the 
Members' attention the fact that the 
Aviation Subcommittee will hold hear
ings on these bills beginning July 9, 
1981.• 

INTRODUCTION OF THE DOMES
TIC ENERGY AND STRATEGIC 
MATERIALS SECURITY ACT OF 
1981 

HON. EDWIN B. FORSYTHE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I 
have been involved in the legislative 
end of our energy crisis for more years 
than I care to admit. However, for the 
first time since I have been a Member 
of this body, I feel that the executive 
branch of Government is finally 
taking positive action to deal with our 
domestic supply of energy resources. 

It is estimated that by the late 
1980's or early 1990's this Nation will 
be importing from 40 to 50 percent of 
our domestic oil needs, in spite of the 
fact that consumption is expected to 
continue to drop. This is because pro
duction of hydrocarbon fluids is ex
pected to decrease faster than our de
crease in consumption of fuel. 

We face a similar problem in the 
area of our strategic and critical mate
rials. The United States is more than 
50 percent dependent on foreign 
sources for over half of the approxi
mately 40 minerals which have been 
described as most essential to our $2.3 
trillion economy. Many of these essen
tial materials come exclusively from 
foreign sources and some of the most 
critical of them from highly unstable 
areas of the world. The United States 
imports from 80 to 100 percent of its 
domestic needs of chrome, manganese, 
columbium, cobalt, platinum, bauxite, 
and other strategic and critical materi
als. 

Last year approximately $80 billion 
was spent by the United States for im
ported oil. In addition another $25 bil
lion went out of this Nation to import 
the strategic and critical materials this 
Nation so desperately needs. This is 
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not only an enormous financial drain, 
but is a threat to our security. 

As has been pointed out in numer
ous reports by various entities, the · 
United States has enormous energy 
and strategic material resources. The 
problem is that the Federal Govern
ment owns, in the name of the Ameri
can people, 423,000,000 acres of Ameri
ca's land, the mineral rights to an
other 386,000,000 acres, and 
840,000,000 acres of the Outer Conti
nental Shelf. Because of this, the Fed
eral Government has become a re
source monopolist owning in access of 
85 percent of the Nation's remaining 
oil resources, 40 percent of the remain
ing natural gas resources to name just 
a few. The situation with strategic and 
critical materials is the same, al
though specifics are not available. In 
other words, the problems we face in 
the production of these resources, is 
identical, that is the past policies and 
procedures of the Federal Govern
ment. 

Through a mixture of arbitrary land 
use and leasing policies and the pro
mulgation of restrictive, and capri
cious regulations, the Federal Govern
ment has literally withheld these re
sources from the public, and in some 
instances making it less expensive to 
purchase these resources abroad. For 
this reason I am today introducing a 
joint resolution, the Domestic Energy 
and Strategic Material Security Act of 
1981, to deal with this problem. 

The resolution does not amend any 
statute-even though there are over 50 
laws that directly impact upon the 
availability, exploration, development, 
and production of U.S. fuel and non
fuel minerals. It simply requires that 
all administrative constraints to leas
ing, exploration, and development of 
energy resources and strategic materi
al resources shall be eliminated if they 
are not specifically required by statute 
or court order. In addition, the pro
duction of these resources shall be 
given equal consideration in all multi
purpose planning decisions. 

Since the issuance of various permits 
is not limited to resources owned by 
the Federal Government, and since 
some of the Nation's major energy 
problems have resulted from hin
drances to the establishment of pipe
lines and energy facilities, the resolu
tion requires the elimination of all ad
ministrative hindrances not specifical
ly required by court order or statute. 
In other words, section (2)(b) estab
lished a form of fast tracking. 

It was projected by the DOE last 
year that if this resolution were adopt
ed the production of oil and gas could 
easily be doubled by the mid-1990's. 
This could greatly decrease our inordi
nate dependence on foreign nations 
for such high percentages of our do
mestic oil needs, as well as solving a 
major part of our strategic material 
difficulties. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 2 concerns general policies for all 
resource development, and it is particularly 
applicable to onshore activities. 

<a> If Federal regulations, orders, proce
dures, or policies are hindering the orderly 
development of energy and strategic and 
critical material resources, and are not spe
cifically required by court order or statute, 
then their application shall cease. 

<b> Eliminates administrative and proce
dural constraints to all permitting. 

<c> Establishes that the production of 
energy and strategic and critical materials 
shall be a national priority particularly as 
pertains to land use and leasing decisions. 

(d)(l) Directs the President to identify 
what he feels are serious statutory con
straints to the development of resources 
owned by the Federal Government. He then 
must submit this list of potential con
straints to a panel of experts for final rec
ommendations. 

(2) The panel of experts shall also identify 
what they consider are serious statutory 
problems and, together with the list of 
problems they receive from the President, 
make recommendations to the President 
and Congress as pertains to potential solu
tions. 

<e> There shall be immediate oil and gas 
leasing of large economic units in the NPR 
Alaska, with initial sales being exempt from 
EIS requirements of NEPA. 

All NPRA development shall be by the 
private sector only-no Federal develop
ment. 

Section 3. This section is applicable to the 
OCS only. 

<a> All administrative constraints to leas
ing, exploration, and development of oil and 
gas on the OCS shall be eliminated if they 
are not specifically required by statute or 
court order. 

<b> Eliminates all permitting constraints. 
<c> (1) and (2) are identical to Section 

2(d)(l) and (2). 
<d> Orders the accelerated leasing of areas 

of highest potential and known reserves on 
the OCS. 

Section 4. Establishes a panel of experts 
<an advisory board) referred to in Sections 2 
and 3. This is a temporary panel with mem
bership made up of eight Presidential ap
pointees that are recommended by Con
gress. 

The advisory board should complete their 
evaluation of suggested statutory con
straints to resource development and their 
resulting solution to eliminate these con
straints within one year. 

Section 5. Requires reports to Congress on 
implementation of the resolution, as well as 
legislative recommendations by the various 
departments and agencies. 

Section 6. Definitions of "Federal lands"; 
"energy resources"; "strategic and critical 
material resources" . 
Re "Access to Federally Owned Energy Re

sources" . 

I. OUTLINE OF ENERGY PICTURE 

A. History 
1. 1940 was the last year we exported more 

oil than we imported. We imported 42 mil
lion barrels, and exported 51 million barrels. 

2. In 1950, we imported 8 percent of our 
domestic oil needs. 

3. In 1954, H. King Hubbard predicted 
that the U.S. would begin to experience an 
energy shortage by the early or mid 1970s. 

4. Imports and costs: 
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Year Percent 
r.ost per barrel foreign 

Date Amount 

1960................................................. 16 Jan. 1, 1960 ....... $1.70 
1970................................................. 21 Jan. 1, 1970 ....... 1.90 
1977 .................... ............................. 50.3 Jan. 1, 1977 ....... 11.65 
1979................................................. 43 Jan. 1, 1979 ....... 14.96 
1980 .............................................................. Jan. 1, 1980 ....... 26.86 
.............................. ...................................... Today '............... 36.00 

1 Total estimated cost to the United States equals $80 billion. 

5. Domestic production: 

Billion Percent 
Year bar- of world 

rels production 

1960 ......................................................................... 2.57 33.6 
1978 ......................................................................... 3.10 14.3 

B. Estimated energy future 
1. A drop of about 6 percent in oil con

sumption from 1979 to 1990 is expected. 
2. A drop in domestic production three 

times greater than our estimated drop in 
consumption is expected to occur by 1990 
requiring the importation of 52 to 60 per
cent of our domestic oil needs. 

3. The industrial and transportation sec
tors have traditionally utilized two-thirds of 
our total energy. Transportation consump
tion is expected to drop slightly, but the in
dustrial sector is expected to increase in 
consumption leaving the percentage con
sumption of our total the same. 

4. Almost all of the energy cons.urned by 
the transportation and industrial sector is 
oil. 

5. The drop in consumption of oil is attrib
uted to our conservation methods continu
ing their strong impact through the year 
1990. 

6. Synthetic fuels, such as tar sands and 
shale oil, are not expected to have a signifi
cant impact upon our domestic supply of oil 
until after 1990. A maximum of 500,000 bar
rels per day is an optimistic estimate of 1990 
shale oil production. 

C. In summary 
Our weak point in our energy problem is 

domestic production of hydrocarbon fluids. 
This is the reason for the enormous out

flow of cash from this nation which has 
weakened the dollar, created records in our 
balance of payments deficit, weakened our 
national security, and has had a devastating 
impact on our society as a whole. 

There is obviously enough oil in the world 
to keep the U.S. supplied at current levels of 
domestic production and consumption. How
ever, the question is do we want to pay the 
price and will we continue to be able to have 
an uninterrupted supply of oil? The answer 
is obviously no. 

II. DOMESTIC ENERGY POTENTIAL 

A. Federal land ownership 
1. Onshore: 
<a> The Federal Government owns 427 

million acres of onshore land. These lands 
are owned and operated primarily by the 
Bureau of Land Management, the Forest 
Service, and the Park Service. 

(b) The Federal Government owns the 
mineral rights to 387 million acres of on
shore U.S. land. 

<c> The total land controlled by the Feder
al Government onshore is 814 million acres. 

2. Offshore: 
<a) The Federal Government owns 840 

million acres of the ocean bottom. 
3. The Federal Government controls the 

minerals on 1.7 billion acres of U.S. land. 
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This means that the Federal Government 
owns the minerals on 53 percent of the total 
U.S. land mass of 3.2 billion acres. 

B. Federal ownership of energy resources 
1. The Federal Government has become 

the primary controller of domestic energy 
resources owning in the name of the Ameri
can people, 70 percent of all western coal re
sources; 

2. Approximately 85 percent of the total 
oil resources in the United States (approxi
mately 60 percent of which is contained in 
the Outer Continental Shelf>; 

3. 85 percent of high-grade tar sands; 
4. 80 percent of domestic oil shale re

sources; 
5. 40 percent of estimated natural gas sup

plies; and 
6. A significant portion of the Nation's 

uranium and geothermal resource base. 
C. Summary 

The U.S., by extrapolating USGS data 
and data from the private sector, has 
enough oil to more than double current pro
duction rates according to a study by Chase 
Manhattan Bank and the Department of 
Energy, within 4 to 12 years. 

In addition, the U.S. has enough estimat
ed oil resources to be completely self suffi
cient for about 40 years. 

III. NEEDS AND SOLUTIONS 

A. Total energy problem must be attacked on 
four fronts 

1. Conservation is the easiest method, and 
can also begin immediately. Conservation is 
credited with the projected decrease in oil 
consumption from 1979 to 1990 outlined in 
the first section. Strong conservation meth
ods must continue. However, the biggest 
impact from conservation will occur in the 
beginning and as efficiency increases, the 
savings from conservation will be less. 

2. Increase in the domestic production of 
the abundant hydrocarbon resources of this 
nation. 

3. Increase in the availability of nuclear 
power. 

4. Development of our renewable or alter
native energy technologies and fuels and 
such as: (i) breeder reactor, (ii) fusion, (iii) 
photovoltaics, (iv> hydrogen as a fuel, and 
<v> others. 

5. Summary: 
Our immediate and mid-term need is for 

the increased production of oil and gas. 
The transportation sectors and industrial 

sectors are dependent upon these fuels and 
will continue to be dependent upon them 
well past the year 2000. 

The U.S. has abundant hydrocarbon re
sources. 

When considering where our national pri
orities and resources should be directed in 
developing alternative energy sources, re
placing the use of oil and gas on a large 
scale should be our priority. 
IV. CONSTRAINTS TO DOMESTIC PRODUCTION OF 

HYDROCARBONS 

A. Cost of developing remaining resources 
The most obvious structures for oil and 

gas were drilled long ago. The majority or 
our remaining energy resources are located 
in areas of high cost such as the OCS and 
Alaska. 

1. Alaska.-There are no figures available 
on the true cost of oil and gas development 
in Alaska, but that environment is a great 
deal more expensive to work in, absent the 
cost of Federal regulations, than the classic 
oil and gas areas of the past in the Lower 48 
States. 

2. OCS.-Daily operating costs for the 
OCS are often 8 to 10 times more expensive 
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than operating costs on the lower 48. OCS 
daily costs range from $48,000 per day to 
$100,000 depending upon the area of oper
ation. 

Onshore operations in the lower 48 cost 
from as low as $8,000 to $12,000 per day on 
the average. 

B. Federal policies 
Federal land use and leasing policies have 

withheld billions of acres of our most highly 
prospective land from energy resource de
velopment. This is the case in the following 
areas: 

1. Alaska.-No accurate estimates exist of 
full potential of onshore Alaska, but general 
estimates put the total estimates oil and gas 
resources at <a> gas equals ---, Cb) oil 
equals---. 

Most of Alaska has not been available for 
even evaluation and most of the areas of 
high estimated resources will not even be 
available for evaluation if S. 9 or H.R. 39 are 
signed into law. 

2. OCS.-The OCS could contain up to 75 
billion barrels of oil and 247 trillion cubic 
feet of natural gas. The mean figures for 
the OCS are: < 1 > 32 billion barrels of oil; and 
<2> 116 trillion cubic feet of natural gas <es
timates by U.S.G.S.). These estimates are 
low, and most other sources indicate much 
higher resources potential. 

Areas of high estimated resources have 
not been leased in time or in a manner that 
would make the enormous OCS resources 
available to the U.S. in time to assist us 
through the next twenty years. The new 
Administration, however, is taking some 
steps to reverse this situation. 

The current OCS leasing schedule estab
lished in June of 1980, is estimated, by the 
DOE as producing only 3.2 billion barrels of 
oil, and 9.6 trillion cubic feet of natural gas, 
by 1999. 

It is criminal that this was the best the 
last administration was willing to do for the 
American public. 

3. Lower 48.-Through a maze of regula
tions and arbitrary administrative decisions, 
areas of energy potential on the lower 48 
are currently beyond the reach of explora
tion. 

<Horror stories supplied.) 
There has been only one significant coal 

lease since 1970, only half of the highly de
sirable geothermal areas have been offered 
for lease by BLM, and only one lease issued 
by the Forest Service. 

C. Federal regulations 
Federal regulations have been adopted 

contrary to congressional intent and statu
tory language. In addition, the enforcement 
of regulations has in many instances been 
contrary to the regulations themselves and 
the statute. Many of the regulations that 
have been adopted pursuant to Public Law 
95-372 have gone far beyond what was in
tended by the Act and Congress. 

<We have horror stories.) 
In addition, many of the regulations re

quire duplications of permitting by various 
federal entities, and by State entities. 

Right now, there are almost 160 various 
permits and procedures required en the 
OCS before exploration may occur. A study 
on permitting has been conducted by the 
Department of Energy, and <at my request) 
by the General Accounting Office. The re
sults of these studies more than confirms 
my position. 

D. Statutory and court constraints 
Various laws such as N.E.P.A., the Endan

gered Species Act, Marine Sanctuaries Act, 
Antiquities Act, the OCS Lands Act, Clean 
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Air Act, Water Pollution Control Act, and 
others do indeed create delays and added 
costs to the production of oil and gas. How
ever, these laws in themselves are not the 
overriding factor in increased costs, delays, 
and prohibitions to production. Rather, it is 
the policies adopted by the Executive 
Branch which are beyond what these laws 
require. 

E. Summary 
However, as was pointed out by many wit

nesses before the Select Committee on the 
Outer Continental Shelf, there are many 
laws that have been passed that, in them
selves, are not a hindrance, but when added 
on top of many other similar laws, have cre
ated untold constraints to energy produc
tion in this nation. 

It is the combination of the impact of the 
numerous laws that were never intended to 
have any impact on energy production, ca
pricious regulations, and arbitrary policies 
that are providing the biggest constraint to 
domestic energy production. 

V. SUMMARY 

A. Outline of difficulties of producing 
domestic energy 

Our primary energy need for now through 
the next twenty to thirty years is hydrocar
bon fluids. 

Contrary to what the public has been led 
to believe, the U.S. has enormous hydrocar
bon resources as I have stated. However, 
these resources have been withheld from de
velopment by the Federal Government. 

As was pointed out by Senator Mark Hat
field, "the Federal bureaucracy, however, 
has hidden the true potential of these lands 
through a sometimes unnegotiable maze of 
administrative encumbrances." 

As I have stated, regulations have been 
adopted contrary to congressional intent, 
contrary to the statute, and far beyond 
what was expected or intended by Congress. 

However, the bottom line, even on the 
promulgation of regulations, is that policies 
of the Executive Branch, particularly this 
Administration, have created the problem. 
Whatever the Executive Branch could not 
obtain through the legislative process, they 
have decided to attempt to obtain through 
the regulatory process. Whatever they have 
not been able to obtain through the regula
tory process, they have attempted to obtain 
through administrative decisions. 

These actions by the Administrative 
Branch have effectively withheld untold bil
lions of barrels of oil, trillions of cubic feet 
of natural gas, and hundreds of millions of 
tons of coal from the American public, 
making us more and more dependent upon 
foreign sources of questionable stability for 
about half of the oil this nation consumes. 

Our energy crisis is the worst domestic 
problem this Nation has faced, except per
haps for the Great Depression. I made this 
statement at an OCS Oversight hearing and 
was corrected by a DOE witness who stated 
that it was the worst crisis we have faced. 

All projections of future energy supplies 
and demands show that we are going to 
become more dependent upon imported oil 
by the year 1990 unless policies are 
changed. The range of imports is from 52 to 
60 percent of our needs. If you think we 
have had problems because we have import
ed 43 percent, wait until we and our chil
dren face 60 percent imports. Worse yet, 
what do you think will happen if we experi
ence another cut-off of imported oil as we 
did in 1979 and 1973? 

History tells us what would happen. 
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There will be an immediate attempt to 

provide a quick-fix to our domestic supply 
of oil and gas. The result will be that any
thing that provides a hindrance to domestic 
production will suffer. What may result is 
the demise of our conservation and environ
mental laws. This is not necessary, as steps 
can be taken now to eliminate the need for 
this to occur. Too many people have worked 
too hard on a problem that was ignored for 
too long, to see the results of that work 
eliminated. 

In addition, a quick-fix to domestic oil and 
gas production is not possible because it 
takes 4 to 10 years to bring production on 
line. That may be too long. 

B. Recommendations 

1. Require the Administration to eliminate 
all constraining regulations and procedures 
that are not specifically required by law. 
This will have no impact upon the specific 
requirements of our conservation and envi
ronmental laws. 

2. Establish a panel to investigate laws 
that impact negatively upon the develop
ment of our domestic energy resources, and 
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to make recommendations to the President 
and to Congress. 

3. Establish as a national priority the pro
duction of federally owned energy re
sources. This will require that energy pro
duction have at least equal weight with 
other considerations in multipurpose plan
ning, and that land will not be "locked up" 
without proper evaluation. 

4. Oil, gas, and coal leasing begin immedi
ately in the NPRA to the private sector 
only. All sales should be announced sixty 
days in advance of the sale, and all lawsuits 
must be filled no later than 40 days after 
the sale is announced. <This will provide at 
least an additional ten days for the prepara
tion of a suit, and will allow the court to 
consider a case on its merits instead of de
laying sales because of lack of time.) 

5. Provide that leasing on the OCS, which 
has more oil than the lower 48 and Alaska 
combined, be leased as follows: 

Areas of highest potential and known re
serves shall be leased first; allow nomination 
in an entire basin or reef instead of part of a 
basin or reef; hold quarterly and constituent 
sales. In areas of difficulty, offer more than 
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one tract per lease; utilize a work commit
ment bidding system with an environmental 
and engineering study in areas of unusual 
sensitivity. 

C. Summary 
Our primary problem in the production of 

domestic energy resources is not the ability 
to produce but the ability to have access to 
areas of high energy resource potential. We 
must also eliminate the constraints of arbi
trary and capricious federal regulations. 

It is difficult to accurately calculate what 
the total impact on domestic production will 
be if the above recommendations are adopt
ed. 

However, a study by the Chase Manhat
tan Bank stated that domestic production 
could be doubled within eight years. 

Because of the requirement of a five-year 
leasing schedule for the OCS, we can make 
a prediction on production. 

The table below presents a general idea of 
the current status of U.S. conventional oil 
and gas reserves. The figures are derived 
from a variety of sources taken at different 
points in time. They do, however, represent 
the latest available data. 

U.S. CRUDE OIL, NATURAL GAS, AND NATURAL GAS LIQUIDS CUMULATIVE PRODUCTION, RESERVES AND UNDISCOVERED, RECOVERABLE RESOURCES 

Reserves Undiscovered recoverable resources • 

Type of resource Cumulative Demonstrated Range production 1 
Inferred 4 Mean 

Measured 2 Indicated 3 Low High 

123.89 27.l 3.6 23.l 64.3 105.l 82.6 
601.45 194.92 NA 161.6 474.6 739.3 593.9 

19.24 5.66 NA 6.0 6 11.0 6 22.0 6 15.8 

1 Estimated through Dec. 31, 1980. 2 As of Dec. 31, 1979. Does not include 1980 revisions, extensions and discoveries. 3 As of Dec. 31, 1979. 4 As reported in "USGS Circular 725" (fourth printing) ; as of Dec. 31, 1974. 
•As reported in "USGS Open-File Report 81-192" issued February 1981. 6 Not reported in "USGS Open-File Report 81- 192"; estimates are from "USGS Circular 725". NA Not applicable. 

U.S. RESOURCES OWNED BY THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT * 1 

Total Total on 
Resource U.S. Federal 

resource land 2 

Oil (billions of barrels) ........... ..... ................ 144 122 

~r%~~~ \~~l!if~ - ~~~i·~- ~~~!.: : :: : : : :: : ::::: :: : ::: l.m m + 
Oil shale (billion barrels) ... ........................... 122 88 + 
Tar sands .......... ..................................................................... . 
Geothermal (guad. Btu's) ...... ....................... 1,560 780 
Uranium (million tons)................................ 4.2 1.6+ 

Percent 
on 

Federal 
land 

85 
40 
35 
85 

4 85 
50 
40 

* From reports by U.S.G.S., even though estimates by almost every other 
source are higher than those by U.S.G.S. 

1 Either located on lands owned by the Federal Government, or the Federal 
Government owns the mineral rights. 

2 Onshore and offshore. 
3 Demonstrated reserve base. 
4 Estimated.• 

ABSURDITY OF THE MX MISSILE 
SYSTEM 

HON. JAMES WEAVER 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, day by 
day, the utter absurdity of the MX 
missile system racetrack proposal be
comes more evident. Opposition is 
growing in my home State and 
throughout the West. I commend the 
following factsheet from the National 
Campaign To Stop the MX to my col
leagues in the House. The first section 
comments on the severe environmen-

tal effects this project will wreak upon 
the States of Utah and Nevada. The 
degradation of the environment will 
not stop within the borders of those 
two unfortunate States. Department 
of Defense planners are even now cast
ing longing glances on our Columbia 
River to slake the thirst of this levia
than project. 

THE MX MISSILE SYSTEM-LOCAL OPINION 
AND LOCAL IMPACT 

Although the deployment area for the 
massive MX Missile System has not been of
ficially chosen, residents of the likely sites
Nevada and Utah, western Texas and east
ern New Mexico-are up in arms. 

Among recent developments: 
Residents of 8 counties in Nevada vote 

against MX. Last November most rural 
Nevada counties approved referendums 
against MX deployment by average margins 
of over 2 to 1. 

The Mormon Church opposes MX. On 
May 5, 1981 the First Presidency of the 
Mormon Church released a public message 
reading in part: "We are most gravely con
cerned over the proposed concentration [of 
the nuclear missiles] in a relatively restrict
ed area of the West ... we plead with our 
national leaders to marshal the genius of 
the nation to find viable alternatives which 
will secure at an earlier date and with fewer 
hazards the protection from possible enemy 
aggression which is our common concern." 

Residents of 7 western states oppose MX 
deployment in the West. A January 1981 
poll by Behavior Research Center of Phoe
nix found residents in the following states 
opposed to western MX deployment: Utah 
(51-36 percent), Nevada (48-46 percent>. 

Wyoming (60-38 percent>. Arizona (50-46 
percent), Colorado (49-42 percent>, Mon
tana (56-40 percent), and Idaho (50-41 per
cent>. 

Nevada and Utah Governors have opposed 
MX. "After reviewing the MX project, 
n '.evada Governor Robert List] said that he 
was 'more persuaded than I have ever been' 
that it should not be located only in Nevada 
and Utah." (New York Times, May 3, 1981>. 

"I do not believe it is the best basing 
mode, and it is not appropriate for the 
Utah/Nevada deployment areas. I call upon 
the President and Members of Congress to 
respond directly to these concerns." <State
ment of Utah Governor Scott Matheson, 
June 18, 1980). 

The extent and variety of opposition in 
the West makes it likely that MX construc
tion will be vigorously resisted. Extensive 
litigation and public protest would certainly 
be involved. 

The exact nature and extent of MX im
pacts will not be known until construction 
starts. However it is clear that they will be 
severe, and that the Air Force's Draft Envi
ronmental Impact Statement <DEIS> seri
ously underestimates potential damage. 

MXwould: 
Affect 48,000 square miles-a land area 

the size of the State of Pennsylvania-ac
cording to a recent General Accounting 
Office report (MASAD-81-1>. 

Bring well over 100,000 people into a 
sparsely populated, ecologically fragile 
region. The official DEIS estimate of the 
population influx was 85,000; the Depart
ment of the Interior has charges that Air 
Force population figures are low by "hun
dreds of percent." The population influx 
will produce many other impacts. 
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Threaten local water tables. The DEIS 

gives no overall water usage figure. It does 
admit that water tables may be lowered and 
surface water dried up because of MX 
pumping. Planned Air Force usage of Colo
rado River water may cause an uproar as 
well. Precise water impacts will not be 
known until construction starts. 

Jeopardize Nevada's and Utah's ranching 
industry. The National Cattleman's Associa
tion and the National Woolgrowers Associa
tion have stated that " ... the project would 
virtually destroy the ranching and farming 
industries in the Great Basin." Similar 
damage would occur in Texas and New 
Mexico. 

Unleash a regional "boom and bust" cycle, 
accelerate regional inflation, severely alter 
the rural quality of life in the area, destroy 
Native American communities, endanger 
plant and animal species, and cause excep
tionally severe ·housing, educational, public 
service, tax structure, and state and local 
government problems. 

The full spectrum of MX impacts cannot 
be summarized here. One thing is certain: 
that the crash-construction of "man's larg
est project" during the 1980s will bring in
credible turmoil to the unlucky area in
volved.• 

PROBLEMS CONFRONTING 
PUERTO RICO 

HON. BALTASAR CORRADA 
OF PUERTO RICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, the 
Washington Post for 3 days has devot
ed considerable space, in a three-part 
series of articles, to the problems con
fronting modern day Puerto Rico. 

All of the articles began on the front 
page and the series, in my opinion, was 
a welcomed effort since it is a rare oc
casion when so much time and space 
are devoted to our island, its people, 
its distinct culture, and its problems. 

The reporter, Margot Hornblower, 
managed to portray, in a series of vi
gnettes and quotes, as well as some re
search, a primer of Puerto Rico as it is 
today. While some realities may have 
been distorted and opinions expressed 
by some of those interviewed may not 
adequately reflect general public views 
in Puerto Rico, the articles were inter
esting. 

I had some comments on these arti
cles which I have sent today to the 
Washington Post and would like to 
bring my personal reactions to those 
articles to the attention of my col
leagues today. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 26, 1981. 

The EDITOR, 
The Washington Post, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: The three-part Washington 
Post series on Puerto Rico, entitled The Un
derside of Paradise, offered your readers an 
interesting and unusual glimpse of the prob
lems confronted by modern Puerto Rico. 

In her series Margot Hornblower attempt
ed to portray some of the problems we face 
in Puerto Rico, struggling as we have for 
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years with the question of political status, 
and other problems such as limited natural 
resources, high population density and the 
energy crisis. But, in spite of many prob
lems, we feel proud about our great accom
plishments in economic growth and social 
development. 

Puerto Ricans are particularly proud of 
their U.S. citizenship. It is this citizenship 
together with the desire of our people to 
become economically self sufficient that has 
made it possible for us as individuals and 
families to pull ourselves up, through hard 
work to where we are today. We are, of 
course, grateful for the federal PlOgrams 
which have assisted us over the years just as 
they have our fellow citizens on the main
land. 

But we would like our fellow citizens to 
understand what we have done for our
selves, and also what we have contributed to 
our country. 

First, visualize an island so poor in the 
decade of the thirties it was called the "poor 
house of the Caribbean". Housing for most 
people was a one or two or perhaps three 
room shack. When the American soldiers 
landed in 1898 only 20.5 percent of our 
people could read and write. By 1940 68.5 
percent and by 1976 91.3 percent were liter
ate. Our health efforts have increased life 
expectancy at birth from 46 years in 1940 to 
74 years in 1976, greater than that of the 
mainland. 

By promoting and providing incentives for 
industry and tourism, we have increased 
overall employment from 512,000 in 1940 to 
827 ,000 in 1980 and manufacturing employ
ment from 56,000 to 157,000 in the same 
period. In current dollars per capita person
al income grew from $296 in 1950 to $587 in 
1960, to $1.,384 in 1970 and to $3,494 in 1980. 
Average family income grew from $1,495 in 
1950 to $12,928 in 1980, almost tripling in 
real terms. 

By our own local tax effort and by judi
cious borrowing, we have invested billions of 
dollars in shipping ports, airports, roads, 
dams, irrigation systems, schools, hospitals, 
technical schools and universities. Universi
ty enrollment rose from 5,371 in 1940 to 
about 154,009 in 1978. Overall, all school en
rollment rose from about 302,000 in 1940 to 
more than one million in 1978. 

We must do much more, particularly in 
skill training, to prepare Puerto Ricans for 
good jobs, but we have largely by our own 
efforts put the basic infrastructure in place, 
educated our people and created a modern, 
forward looking democratic society. For ex
ample, 76 percent of our electorate voted in 
the 1980 elections compared to slightly over 
50 percent in the U.S. mainland. We are 
proud of that. We are also proud that our 
young men have volunteered, fought and 
made the biggest sacrifices in every U.S. 
conflict since 1917. Puerto Rico suffered 
more war casualties in the Korean war than 
all but three states. 

We have a strong sense of family, and 
value education as the way to progress. 
Almost uniformly our grandparents and 
parents saved and sacrificed so that their 
children would receive the educational ben
efits which were unavailable to them. 

As you may know, I am a lawyer and grad
uate of the University of Puerto Rico. But 
my parents were farmers in a poor rural 
area in the mountains of Puerto Rico. They 
raised 14 children of which I was the 
second. We were all educated with great sac
rifice. Today two of us are lawyers, two are 
business executives, one is a retired Lieuten
ant Colonel from the U.S. Air Force, a 

14835 
Jesuit priest, three nuns, a teacher, a 
farmer, a college instructor and two house
wives. This is, with variations, a typical 
Puerto Rican story and it is this Puerto 
Rico, the hard-working, responsible family
centered Puerto Rico that I would like you 
to also know. Furthermore, many of the 
poor Puerto Rican families that I know are 
the most decent people you will find any
where. We have our fair share of rotten 
apples like any other society but I can 
assure you that afforded the opportunity 
our people will take a job and work hard. 

Both Governor Carlos Romero-Barcel6 
and I advocate statehood for Puerto Rico. 
This would resolve our dilemma of an in
definite status that leaves us · with little po
litical "clout" in Washington to stand up to 
those people who believe Puerto Ricans 
should be treated as inferior associates of 
the United States. 

In conclusion, your articles, and the atten
tion it focused on our Island, were wel
comed. We hope the Washington Post will 
continue to give our Island and its people 
the place in the sun they deserve. 

Cordially, 
BALTASAR CORRADA, 

Resident Commissioner, Puerto Rico.e 

PROTECTING THE GREAT 
LAKES 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, our 
Great Lakes are one of this country's 
most important water-related natural 
resources. The largest body of fresh 
water in the world, the Great Lakes 
have continued to support the tremen
dous growth and industrial pressures 
which have occurred over the last cen
tury. However, the Great Lakes now 
face a critical period of time where 
contamination by toxic wastes could 
threaten their continued viability. 

It is, therefore, imperative that the 
Federal Government take an active 
role in carrying on research activities 
and to search for methods to mitigate 
Great Lakes pollution. My good friend 
and colleague from Michigan, Con
gressman JAMES BLANCHARD, has intro
duced the Great Lakes Protection Act, 
H.R. 3600, which streamlines Federal 
coordination of Great Lakes research 
activities and recognizes the lakes as a 
major natural resource. 

I wholeheartedly support this legis
lation and insert into the RECORD an 
editorial in the June 23 edition of the 
Detroit News which accurately reflects 
my sentiments regarding the need to 
safeguard this great natural resource. 

[From the Detroit News, June 19, 19811 
PROTECTING THE GREAT LAKES 

The Reagan administration's attempt to 
cut Great Lakes conservation programs by 
two-thirds has angered environmentalists. 
And the reaction is understandable, because 
there is good cause for concern. 

Lake Erie, once thought to be dying, has 
been transformed. The fish population is in-
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creasing and water quality is up. Budget re
ductions could reverse these . improvements. 

Fish cultivation is at a particularly critical 
stage right now. Lake trout and two species 
of salmon are taking hold and are nearing 
the levels required for natural reproduction. 
It would be a shame to stop this program 
when it is so close to success. 

Some Reagan administration officials be
lieve the cutback of federal funds will force 
the states to do the job that should have 
been theirs in the first place. But many 
states face unprecedented budget problems. 
Michigan's fiscal position has been especial
ly weakened by rising welfare costs and the 
auto industry's prolonged recession. 

There is no question that there is exten
sive duplication in the Great Lakes conser
vation and research programs. That's why 
U.S. Rep. James Blanchard has proposed 
legislation to coordinate the work now being 
done by seven different government depart
ments, three independent agencies, and 
more than 20 universities. 

If the Reagan administration really wants 
to reduce costs and improve efficiency in 
the Great Lakes programs, it should give a 
fair hearing to Mr. Blanchard's approach. 
The Pleasant Ridge Democrat's proposal 
isn't perfect, but it does endeavor to ration
alize a confusing bureaucratic maze without 
abandoning the essential effort to preserve 
the largest body of fresh water in the 
world.e 

CULTURE AND STRUGGLE FOR 
FREEDOM 

HON. ROBERT A. ROE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, as requested 
by one of my distinguished constitu
ents, the Honorable Herbert M. 
Sorkin, councilman of the city of Pas
saic, I request permission to insert at 
this point in our historical journal of 
Congress, the following address by 
Prof. Basil J. Vlavianos delivered at 
the celebration of Greek Heritage and 
Culture Week which was sponsored by 
the New York City Board of Educa
tion on the occasion of the 160th anni
versary of the Greek War of Inde
pendence, March 25, 1981. 

The author, Prof. Basil J. Vlavianos, 
an international lawyer, journalist, 
and publisher, is a well-known scholar 
and writer of national and internation
al renown. As a distinguished profes
sor of public affairs of New York Uni
versity he has lectured for many years 
on diplomatic and political problems 
of the states of the Eastern Mediterra
nean. 

Mr. Speaker. Dr. Vlavianos' presen
tation has incorporated the richness 
of his wisdom and expertise on a sub
ject that we can all agree is most im
portant to all of our people-educa
tion, and particularly bilingual educa
tion. When you reflect upon the fact 
that the cultural, historical, and eco
nomic achievements, even the basic 
health, well being and longevity of a 
State and nation depend in large 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
measure upon how well we educate 
each generation charged with the 
trust of carrying out its responsibil
ities and traditions, Professor Vla
vianos, through his writings, has 
indeed touched upon a significant 
basic foundation for culture and the 
advancement of freedom for all 
people, as follows: 

CULTURE AND STRUGGLE FOR FREEDOM 

Ladies and Gentlemen: Thank you for in
viting me to address this important meeting. 

I interpret the feelings of the Greek
American community of this great city 
when I congratulate the New York City 
Board of Education for organizing this Cele
bration Week in commemoration of the 
160th anniversary of the Greek War of In
dependence. 

I labeled this meeting important because 
the expression of solidarity with the strug
gle of any people for freedom and justice is 
important. Also, because respect paid to cul
ture and education is important. 

This is true particularly today. The crisis 
engendered mainly by the gap between the 
achievements of the technical sciences and 
the ability of human behaviour to keep up 
with them constructively has rendered the 
role of education more and more vital. 

Every opportunity we have to familiarize 
ourselves with lofty ideals and great deeds is 
not only a source of profound satisfaction, 
but a potent stimulus for personal and na
tional improvement. 

It would be presumptuous to attempt to 
describe that many faceted struggle or any 
part of the Greek cultural heritage in the 
few minutes at my disposal today. I should 
try, however, at least to present two aspects 
of them, and to spell out the message con
veyed by them to us. 

The revolution against Turkish imperial
ism had actually started long before the 
25th of March 1821. It was intensified, how
ever, and became successful when the 
people found the inspired leadership which 
galvanized their minds and their hearts, and 
filled them with the courage to engage in 
that awesome struggle. 

It was a tremendous decision, indeed. A 
handful of poorly armed people resolved to 
stand up against one of the most powerful 
empires of the time. They had no real en
couragement from the international com
munity. On the contrary, the so-called Holy 
Alliance, formed by the Great Powers of the 
day at the Congress of Vienna in 1815, was 
decidedly opposed to any change in the es
tablished international regime. In spite of 
all this, the decision was made. 

The motto, as you know, was "Liberty or 
death." The same motto used on so many 
occasions by the Greeks as well as by so 
many other nations. But it is difficult to 
find another nation that has had as many 
opportunities to prove its identity by using 
that motto as has Greece. From Thermopy
lae and Salamis to Pindos and Gramos. 

Of course, in each of these instances the 
individuals were different and so were the 
weapons, but the motto was always the 
same. So were the ideals and the dedication 
to them. So was the willingness to sacrifice · 
for country, for justice, for "the rights of 
humanity." 

"The Rights of Humanity." This is an
other important aspect. We find the follow
ing statement in the documents used by 
Greek ships during the Revolution for iden
tification purposes: 

• • • The sacred name of Liberty resounds 
all over Greece and every Greek heart is 
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burg.ing with desire to regain this supreme. 
Gift of God or perish in the struggle for it 
• • • we beseech all the masters of the sea 
and land to offer us every assistance permit
ted to them, and we cannot doubt that they 
will help this struggle, in which we are en
gaged for the rights of humanity. 

This conception of Liberty as servant of 
Humanity has been characteristic of all 
Greek struggles for freedom. It is also char
acteristic that enslaved Greece has defeated 
her conquerors culturally-once, when she 
was subdued by the Romans in the 2nd cen
tury B.C.; later, when she was occupied by 
the Turks. 

It is known that Rome became to a great 
extent hellenized. The highest ambition of 
its cultured society was to speak Greek. Its 
philosophers, its poets, its artists were com
peting with each other in copying their 
Greek counterparts. The only Roman Em
peror who produced a literary work, Marcus 
Aurelius, wrote in Greek. And very good 
Greek, incidentally. 

Also, when the Turks occupied Greece in 
the 15th century, Greek intellectuals moved 
west and contributed substantially to the 
phenomenal cultural rebirth which became 
the Renaissance. Generally, we may say, 
that cultural activity never stopped inside 
occupied Greece. Some of the finest modern 
Greek poetry hails from that period. Excit
ing translations prove that poetry of the 
highest quality has been continuous in 
Greece for more than 3000 years. 

The message conveyed by the Greek Rev
olution of 1821 is not different from that 
conveyed by similar struggles of other na
tions. The message is that there exist no 
power, no material superiority, no means 
whatsoever which can provide final victory 
to individuals or nations working against 
freedom and justice. Whenever people dedi
cated to them unite and decide to fight and 
to sacrifice for them, they cannot but pre
vail. 

Greek heritage also teaches how impor
tant moral and cultural values can be. Ideas 
and ideals prove always stronger than any 
material weapon. The most devastating nu
clear gun cannot kill an idea. 

How could we drive this truth home to 
some of the political leaders of the world? 
Only through education. 

Unfortunately, even in this great country 
of Liberty many still believe that the great
ness of our nation depends primarily on ma
terial power, and often, try to achieve such 
power at the expense of vital and cultural 
values. 

With all due respect to material power I 
submit that the importance of moral and 
cultural values is highly underestimated 
and that this can prove to be a lethal mis
take. 

Today, more than ever, the reasonable so
lution of our most vital international prob
lems presupposes understanding and effec
tive communication. None of these can be 
obtained without proper education. 

In the recent Celebration of Foreign Lan
guage Week prominent speakers extolled 
the contribution of the Bilingual Program 
to better understanding and communica
tion. This laudable achievement is now men
aced with extinction. I can assure you that 
the overwhelming majority of the Greek 
community is on your side in the fight to 
save this valuable program. 

We firmly believe that education is also 
our most effective means toward a lasting 
peace and that it can contribute to human 
happiness much more than armaments. 
Those who dedicate themselves genuinely to 
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its advancement should be counted among 
the most valuable servants of our nation 
and of the entire human race.e 

CHSP 

HON. NICHOLAS MAVROULES 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I 
am certain we all realize the complex
ities involved in providing adequate 
housing for the elderly. Ideally, a Fed
eral program designed to handle the 
housing needs of our elders would in
spire dignity, independence, and self
esteem without imposing an excessive 
financial burden on taxpayers. We are 
finding, however, that with the cur
rent elderly housing program, one of 
these goals can be attained only 
through the sacrifice of the other. 
With the skyrocketing costs of nursing 
home care and the projected rise in 
the elderly population the need for a 
humane, less costly support system 
has become acute. 

Mr. Speaker, today I am strongly 
recommending the congregate housing 
services program <CHSP) as the alter
native support system for which Con
gress should renew support. I am 
greatly impressed with the inspiring 
progress of the CHSP facility in my 
own district at the Bethany Homes in 
Haverhill, Mass. I believe that it is im
portant to review the CHSP, because 
it is a distinctive example of a Federal 
program that works. Since its authori
zation under the 1970 Housing and 
Urban Development Act, CHSP has 
been a successful, innovative, and 
wholly suitable program for elderly 
and handicapped persons. 

The services funded are those which 
allow the elderly to remain independ
ent and active in a community by pro
viding the level of assistance their in
dividual condition requires. Such serv
ices include meals, home health aids, 
and homemakers, and support services 
such as transportation and counseling. 
It has been determined that many in
dividuals placed in nursing homes 
could function adequately with serv
ices provided by CHSP rather than ex
tensive services available at nursing 
homes. 

It is a sad fact, indeed, that some of 
our most productive elderly citizens 
are trapped not by their infirmities 
but by the unnecessary insti
tutionalization they must endure to 
receive assistance. The CHSP elimi
nates such waste of talent; it makes 
the difference between the fulfilling 
contentment of self-support and the 
isolated despair of dependency. 

Funding for CHSP has been stifled, 
and no appropriations for this invalu
able program have been included in 
the fiscal year 1982 budget. Mr. Speak-
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er, if Congress is to be consistent in its 
aggressive pursuit of cost reductions, it 
must recognize that the CHSP is the 
most cost-efficient alternative to insti
tutional care. The exorbitant health 
policies currently implemented by the 
Federal Government are inherently 
biased toward unnecessary insti
tutionalization. According to estimates 
made nationally by the Urban Insti
tute, Washington, D.C., there are 2.4 
million persons age 65 and older who 
do not need institutional care but do 
need sufficient shelter and services in 
order to live independently. The esti
mates suggest that 1.1 million would 
thrive in a congregate housing pro
gram. Clearly, providing services to el
derly people in their own homes in 
such a· setting is far more appealing 
and fulfilling than unnecessarily in
stalling them in medical institutions. 

The savings that are attained by 
CHSP indicate its cost effectiveness. 
The total Federal subsidy of the 
CHSP participants including both pro
gram subsidies and rent subsidies, is 
$238,786 per year. The Federal subsidy 
required to place these individuals in a 
nursing home is $474,808. The net sav
ings to the Federal Government as a 
result of keeping these persons in an 
independent living situation is 
$236,022. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Congress 
and the administration to renew its 
commitment to the CHSP. The older 
segment of our population will live 
healthier, fuller, and longer lives if we 
continue programs such as the CHSP. 
The benefits of this program are 
great. The taxpayers will be spared 
the increasing expense of unnecessary 
institutionalization, the communities 
will receive the talents of its wholly 
capable older citizens, and the elderly 
will receive benefits of dignity and 
freedom beyond measure.e 

MX EFFECTIVENESS 
QUESTIONABLE 

HON. BERKLEY BEDELL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
• Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, there is 
very serious doubt that the MX mis
sile system-which has been called 
man's largest project-would be eff ec
tive as a military system. 

The MX program was developed by 
the Carter administration to operate 
under the constraints of SALT II. 
Without that treaty, many experts 
think the Soviet Union could over
whelm the MX system by the time it 
is completed. The United States would 
then need to expand the system or 
build an ABM defense onto it, at a cost 
of untold billions of dollars. It will also 
be extremely hard for the Air Force to 
keep missile locations secret in a 
public area. 
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For these and other reasons, the MX 

system is a lemon, and a very expen
sive one at that. The following fact
sheet by the National Campaign to 
Stop the MX lists some of the reasons 
why the MX system may not work as 
expected. 

THE MX MISSILE SYSTEM-EFFECTIVENESS 

Several government studies have indicated 
that the MX missile system currently 
planned for the American West will not ful
fill its goal of protecting U.S. land-based 
missiles. Problems with the system include: 

Maintaining secrecy against Soviet surveil
lance equipment. The Air Force must cor
rectly anticipate any technical development 
which would allow the Soviet Union to 
detect MX missile locations. According to 
the Office of Technology Assessment, main
taining secrecy "is a major engineering task, 
driven by the high sensitivity of present-day 
sensors ... one cannot have confidence in 
the success of this new technology before 
actual equipment is constructed and tested 
in the field. Even then, lingering doubts 
would remain." 

Maintaining secrecy against intruders. 
Any miner, camper or local resident in the 
MX deployment area is a potential Soviet 
agent. Any van or truck driving through 
could be full of detection equipment. The 
Air Force must, unless it seeks to close an 
area the size of Pennsylvania, allow the 
public into the deployment area, yet it must 
also have absolute confidence in the securi
ty of its system. This will not be easy. 

The probability that the Soviets will be 
able to overwhelm the system when it is 
completed. Reagan advisors have admitted 
that the baseline 4600 shelter system may 
be insufficient <Washington Post, 4/19/81). 
The OT A has estimated that if the Soviet 
Union follows current warhead production 
trends, "an MX deployment could not be 
viable unless the number of shelters grew to 
several times the initial 4600." An ABM de
fense of MX may be necessary as an alter
native to expansion. 

Provocation of a Soviet saturation attack 
on the central continental U.S. The MX 
"multiple protective shelter" network was 
designed as a "nuclear sponge." It assumes a 
large-scale Soviet targeting of the system 
and Soviet attack strategies to overwhelm it; 
in short, it develops a nuclear battleground 
on the continental U.S. 

The viability of the system's communica
tion network in time of attack. According to 
the General Accounting Office, "The MX 
system does not currently include a surviv
able two-way direct communication capabil
ity between higher authority and the mis
sile launchers when airbone launch control 
centers are not available." This communica
tion capability is of vital importance; lower 
level officers may be left without access to 
command authorities in time of attack. 

The vulnerability of the MX electrical 
system. According to GAO report MASAD-
81-1, "The buried power lines furnishing 
electricity to the shelters will pick up elec
tromagnetic pulses from a nuclear attack. 
This will cause a surge of the pulses into the 
shelters which will damage electronic com
ponents to the extent that the missile will 
lose operational capability." 

These and related issues raise doubts 
about the viability of the proposed MX 
system, which are especially relevant in 
light of its enormous cost and impact on the 
western U.S. 
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MARINE CORPS RESERVE 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Selected Marine Corps Reserve 
<SMCR) consists principally of the 4th 
Division, the 4th Marine Aircraft 
Wing, and the 4th Force Service Sup
port Group. The division/wing team is 
a balanced force of combat, 35 per
cent; combat support, 39 percent; 
combat service support, 24 percent; 
and staff, 2 percent; it provides one
fourth of the total Marine Corps air/ 
ground capability. 

The Selected Marine Corps Reserve 
has continued to show steady improve
ment over the past year. From a low of 
29,306 in fiscal year 1976, the SMCR 
strength climbed to 35,449 in fiscal 
year 1980. While still 8,551 shy of war
time requirements, this figure repre
sents 105 percent of the budget fore
cast in the fourth consecutive year of 
growth. The momentum has contin
ued through the first quarter of fiscal 
year 1981 with 103 percent of the 3-
month quota obtained. Although eco
nomic conditions have obviously im
proved recruiting prospects for all the 
services, Marine Corps Reserve offi
cials feel that their intensified recruit
ing effort over the past year has been 
the primary contributor to increased 
Reserve accessions. First-term reenlist
ments have risen from a low of 16 per
cent in fiscal year 1977 to 52 percent 
for fiscal year 1980. Career reenlist
ments have demonstrated a similar up
swing, reaching 86 percent at the end 
of fiscal year 1980. 

There is one additional plus factor in 
the manpower equation: quality of re
cruits is improving. In fiscal year 1980, 
76 percent of the non-prior-service ac
cessions were high school graduates, 
compared to only 50 percent in 1975. 
Overall, the SMCR population con
tains 76 percent high school gradu
ates; 14 percent have 2 or more years 
of college. 

However, high attrition rates remain 
among those who have not completed 
their period of obligated service, and 
the SMCR suffers also from less-than
desired recruitment of prior-service in
dividuals, and skill shortages. Non
end-of-obligated-service losses general
ly occur immediately after a reservist 
returns from inactive duty for training 
or at the 12- or 24-month milestones in 
the enlistment. According to a recent 
study, the primary reasons were a lack 
of identity between the Reserve enlist
ed and the parent SMCR unit, and a 
perception that inactive duty for 
training was repetitive, dull, and un
imaginative. The Marine Corps is at
tempting to reverse this trend through 
a new entry level training and tracking 
system for Reserve recruits, an SMCR 
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unit sponsorship program, and empha
sis on the conduct of inactive-duty-for
training away-from-home sites. 

Serious skill mismatches and short
falls beset the Selected Marine Corps 
Reserve. Areas of particular need in
clude infantry, artillery, data/commu
nications, supply, air control, and avia
tion ordnance. A concerted effort is 
being made to reduce critical skill 
shortages through enlistment and re
tention bonuses and improved training 
programs, but, as in other Reserve and 
Active components, the problem is 
persistent and difficult to solve. 

Overall, the readiness of the Select
ed Marine Corps Reserve units is good, 
but some areas require substantial im
provement. As of the end of fiscal year 
1980, more than half of the SMCR 
units were reporting major pitfalls in 
readiness primarily because of person
nel shortages. Skill shortages are the 
main culprit; over one-third of the 
units are reporting lessened readiness 
for this reason. 

Under the Marine Corps combat 
readiness evaluation system 
<MCCRES), using evaluation stand
ards identical to those for regular 
units, 70 percent of the Reserve units 
tested were rated combat ready. All 
aviation units were assessed as combat 
ready. In fact, one Reserve F-4 squad
ron from Dallas, Tex., was judged to 
be one of the best in the Marine 
Corps, Active or Reserve. The ground 
units needed improvement in com
mand and control and fire-support cor
dination at the battalion level. Thus 
far in fiscal year 1981, the 4th Marine 
Aircraft Wing has conducted two 
MCCRES evaluations, in which both 
units were rated combat ready. The 
4th Marine Division plans to increase 
MCCRES evaluations by 16 percent 
this fiscal year. 

Despite the high degree of readiness 
of the aviation units, one serious-per
haps fatal-flaw exists. The inventory 
of aircraft is growing old rapidly, with 
a few new models available for the 
near future. Attack aircraft average 
13-17 years old; fighters, 14 years; and 
transport helicopters, 13 years. These 
aging models require increased main
tenance time, thus limiting the 
amount of combat-readiness training 
that can be accomplished. 

Within the Selected Marine Corps 
Reserve as a whole, equipment is in
sufficient for wartime requirements. 
The supportability test for Exercise 
Proud Spirit revealed there is a $171 
million deficiency in principal end 
items required to fill out the SMCR 
units to full wartime equipment allow
ances upon mobilization. This means 
an overall shortage of approximately 
33.5 percent in principal end items. 
Additionally, a deficiency of 51 per
cent, or $7 million, exists for repair 
parts that would be required upon mo
bilization. 
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In summary, the Selected Marine 

Corps Reserve has made a consider
able turnaround since the mid-1970's. 

The quantity and quality of person
nel has been substantially enhanced. 
On the whole, readiness is good. None
theless, skill shortages are still perva
sive, and, hand-in-hand with aging or 
nonexistent equipment, substantially 
degrade readiness capability.e 

THE QUALITY THAT GOES WITH 
THE NAME 

HON. JOHN LeBOUTILLIER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. Mr. Speaker, 
the Long Island Jewish-Hillside Medi
cal Center of Nassau County, N.Y. be
lieves that medical outreach programs 
are the most effective way to serve the 
public's need for quality health care. 

In an effort in this vein, Long Island 
Jewish-Hillside Medical Center has 
just completed all of the long, arduous 
but valuable steps needed to acquire a 
smaller hospital in order to expand 
community health care. On June 23, 
Long Island Jewish-Hillside Medical 
Center formally took over a smaller 
hospital, the Manhasset Medical 
Center. 

As the Long Island newspaper News
day, said, "this matter has been a case 
study in bureaucracy." I feel that it is 
an especially propitious time to exam
ine the saga of Long Island Jewish 
Hospital's efforts to acquire Manhas
set Medical Center. Finally, at long 
last, Congress, the executive branch, 
the courts, the media, and the citizen
ry are openly voicing discontent with 
the often tangled, and always costly, 
level of bureaucracy that ensnarls just 
about every action in this country. 

Manhasset Medical Center was pri
vately owned, and its owners desired 
to sell their facility because of over
regulation. As one of the owners told 
Newsday in a June 25 article, "Govern
ment agencies make it impossible for 
private enterprises". 

While the Manhasset facility may 
not be permitted to become a perma
nent local part of Long Island Jewish
Hillside Memorial Medical Center, it 
will provide important-and quality
healthcare. 

Richard C. Firstman's account of 
this saga, entitled, "A Hospital 
Changes More Than Its Name", is re
printed below: 

A HOSPITAL CHANGES MORE THAN ITS NAME 

<By Richard C. Firstman) 
Manhasset-Early yesterday morning, 

hours after the papers were signed, the 
workers climbed their ladders and changed 
the sign. "Manhasset Medical Center" came 
down; "Long Island Jewish/Hillside Medical 
Center, Manhasset Division" went up. 
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A year after the sale of the private com

munity hospital to the large New Hyde 
Park-based teaching institution was ap
proved by local health-care agencies, the 
transfer was achieved when the brothers 
Weiner-Arthur, Allan and Kenneth
signed away their rights to the hospital 
they founded in 1948. 

Inside yesterday, nurses wore LIJ name 
tags and telephone operators answered the 
phone: "LIJ." And next to their poached 
eggs, patients' breakfast trays included a 
message from LIJ President Robert K. 
Match informing them that although they 
had gone to sleep the night before at Man
hasset Medical Center, they had awakened 
at Long Island Jewish. 

In time, LIJ officials say, more than the 
name will change. The sale, spokeswoman 
Rosalie Kershaw said, will convert the hos
pital from "an intimate family possession to 
a nonprofit teaching institution." 

Already, work is being completed on a 
visual function laboratory, an unusual com
puter system that helps doctors find rare 
visual dysfunctions that are difficult to dis
cover during conventional ophthalmological 
exams. And the hospital will soon begin a 
five-year, $1-million project to construct de
partments of radiology and nuclear medi
cine and to modernize public areas. 

But in converting the hospital from a pri
vate business venture to a nonprofit teach
ing facility, the most basic change will be 
the presence of resident doctors and the ab
sence of private physicians who have been 
renting space at the hospital for years. 

Staff changes at the 120-bed hospital 
mainly involve top management. For the 
first time, the hospital will have full-time 
directors of medicine and surgery. All 
staff-including 81 nurses-have been kept 
on, admin:Strator Lawrence Gold said. That 
includes long-time employees like Cleveland 
Best, a hospital cook once lauded by a New 
York Times food critic. 

The changes, however, may be temporary. 
The Nassau-Suffolk and New York City 
Health Systems Agencies have ruled that in 
five years, the hospital's 120 acute-care beds 
must be returned to LIJ's main complex in 
New Hyde Park, just over the Queens 
border. The agencies say Nassau has enough 
such beds, while the city does not. Because 
of that, officials say, LIJ may sell the hospi
tal by 1986-possibly to North Shore Uni
versity Hospital in Manhasset. 

The transfer of the hospital has been a 
case study in bureaucracy, according to 
Gold. LIJ spent a year obtaining scores of 
approvals from agencies ranging from the 
Town of North Hempstead Building Depart
ment to the federal Bureau of Alcohol, To
bacco and Firearms. 

To Kenneth Weiner, the situation was 
typical. He said he and his brothers had de
cided to sell the hospital because of what he 
described as over-regulation by government. 
"Government agencies make it impossible 
for a private enterprise," Weiner said. "LIJ 
is in a better position to deal with that." 

Of the $2.15-million sale, he said, "It's like 
seeing your mother-in-law drive off a cliff in 
your new Cadillac.''• 
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ALLEGED NAZI WAR CRIMINALS 

IN THE UNITED STATES 

HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, last 
week in Jerusalem, an unusual and 
memorable reunion took place: 4,000 
pilgrims, all survivors of the Nazi holo
caust, joined the 1,000 other survivors 
of Nazi concentration camps who now 
live in Israel. Many brought to this 
World Gathering of Holocaust Survi
vors documents, written memoirs, and 
tape-recorded oral histories to bear 
witness to their ordeals in Auschwitz 
and other concentration camps, and to 
try to assure that the lessons of the 
holocaust would not be forgotten. 

There are still those who argue that, 
since over 30 years have elapsed since 
the end of World War II, we should 
bury the past and forget the atrocities. 
But anyone who examines the histori
cal record will agree that the passage 
of time cannot be allowed to justify 
these atrocities. Previous to 1974, the 
U.S. Government had failed to investi
gate and prosecute alleged Nazi war 
criminals living in the United States. 
Our Government neglected this re
sponsibility for years until Congress 
passed legislation making it illegal for 
Nazi war criminals to seek refuge in 
the United States. Many war criminals 
entered the United States fraudulent
ly falsifying their past and becoming 
U.S. citizens illegally. The Office of 
Special Investigations has been estab
lished in the Criminal Division of the 
Justice Department to investigate and 
prosecute alleged war criminals. The 
U.S. Government has been directed by 
Congress to investigate and prosecute 
Nazi war criminals living in the United 
States, not to demand punishment or 
imprisonment for these crimes, but for 
the purpose of their denaturalization 
and deportation. The failure on the 
part of the U.S. Government to act 
promptly and firmly in these cases 
could be interpreted as a statement 
that we were willing to condone the 
crimes of the holocaust, allowing these 
heinous crimes to be forgotten, per
haps even repeated. 

The charges in the cases presently 
under investigation and litigation do 
not involve only ideology and politics; 
they involve mass murder and brutal
ity, and the failure to disclose partici
pation in these crimes when the indi
viduals sought to enter the United 
States. The Office of Special Investi
gations at the Justice Department is 
carrying out the mandate of Congress 
in its diligent pursuit of these cases. It 
deserves our attention and support. I 
include here an updated digest of the 
cases in litigation. 

The digest of cases follows: 

DENATURALIZATION CASES 

1. OSIDACH, WOLODYMIR 
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Summary of allegation: When applying 
for entry into the United States and for nat
uralization, defendant concealed his war
time service as Commandant in the Ukraini
an Police in Rawa-Ruska, Ukraine, and his 
involvement in the persecution and murder 
of unarmed Jewish civilians (specifically, his 
participation, directly and through subordi
nates, in the roundup and transport to ex
termination sites of Jewish civilians residing 
in Rawa-Ruska>. March 17, 1981, the Court 
entered judgment for OSI. However, de
fendant died on May 26, 1981. 

2. LINNAS, KARL 

Summary of allegation: Defendant com
manded or was a member of the security 
forces of a concentration camp at Tartu, Es
tonia from 1941 to 1943, where he super
vised and participated in the physical abuse 
and execution of civilian prisoners. He mis
represented his activities during this period 
when applying for entry to the United 
States and later when applying for natural
ization as a United States citizen. Case 
pending. 

3. KOZIY, BOHDAN 

Summary of allegation: During the period 
1942-1944, defendant served as a Ukrainian 
policeman stationed in Lysiec, Ukraine, and 
participated in the murders of unarmed ci
vilians. He concealed these facts when ap
plying for entry and naturalization. Case 
pending. 

4.DERCACZ,MICHAEL 

Summary of allegation: From September 
1941 through August 1943, defendant was a 
uniformed police officer in the Ukrainian 
Police Command in Lvov, Ukraine, and was 
stationed in Nazi-occupied Jaryzow-Nowy, 
Ukraine. Defendant actively participated in 
beatings and executions of unarmed Jewish 
civilians in Jaryzow-Nowy. He concealed and 
misrepresented these facts when applying 
for entry and for naturalization. Case pend
ing. 

5.TRUCIS,ARNOLDS 

Summary of allegation: Between July 
1941 and November 1943, defendant was a 
member of the Latvian Auxiliary Security 
Police, an organization which participated 
in the persecution of Latvian Jews. Defend
ant personally assisted in such persecution 
by guarding and abusing civilians. Between 
approximately October 1943 and October 
1944, defendant held the German Schutz
staffel <SS> rank of Hauptscharfuhrer 
<Master Sergeant), and served with the Si
cherheitspolizei <Security Police>, and the 
Sicherheitsdienst <or SD [Security Service 
of the SSJ ), which organizations participat
ed in the persecution of Latvian Jews. Case 
pending. 

6. DEMJANJUK, JOHN 

Summary of allegation: Defendant, while 
employed as a uniformed guard with the 
German SS at the Nazi death camps at So
bibor and Treblinka, Poland, in 1942 and 
1943, assisted in the extermination of thou
sands of Jewish civilians. Defendant operat
ed the gas chambers at Treblinka and 
abused and persecuted Jewish prisoners and 
laborers. Defendant misrepresented his 
background in applying for entry and natu
ralization. <On June 22, 1981, the Court en
tered judgment for the OSI.) 

7. KAIRYS, LIUDAS 

Summary of allegation: From 1942 to 
1944, defendant served with the SS auxilia-
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ry guard units <SS Wachmannschaft) at 
Trawniki, Poland, the SS Comando Lublin, 
and the SS forced labor camp in Treblinka, 
Poland, where thousands of Jewish civilian 
prisoners were murdered by the SS Wach
mannschaft. Defendant concealed these 
facts when applying for entry and for natu
ralization. Case pending. 

8. KOWALCHUK SERGEI 

Summary of allegations: Defendant served 
as a member of the Nazi-controlled Ukraini
an Police in Luboml, Poland, during the 
years 1941 and 1942. While serving in this 
capacity, defendant participated in the per
secution of, and the commission of crimes or 
atrocities against, civilians. Defendant con
cealed these facts when applying for entry 
and for naturalization. Case pending. 

9. KARKLINS, TALIVALDIS 

Summary of allegation: While serving as a 
member of the Madona <Latvia) District 
Police, in July and August, 1941, defendant 
assisted in the persecution and murder of 
unarmed Jewish civilians and committed 
crimes including murder and assault. From 
September 1, 1941 until the fall of 1942, de
fendant was the Commandant of the 
Madona Concentration Camp, which was 
operated under the command of the chief 
SS officer in Latvia. During defendant's 
tenure as Commandant of this camp, un
armed inmates of the camp were starved, 
beaten, tortured, murdered and otherwise 
brutalized by defendant and/or by persons 
acting under his direction and control. De
fendant subsequently misrepresented and 
concealed his activities during this period 
when applying for entry to the United 
States and later when applying for natural
ization as a United States citizen. Case 
pending. · 

10. SCHELLONG,CONRAD 

Summary of allegation: During the years 
1934-1940, defendant served in various 
Schutzstaffel <"SS"> guard companies at 
the Sachsenburg and Dachau concentration 
camps in Germany. Defendant served first 
as a guard and later as company commander 
of several of these units. Defendant's duties 
at both camps included the guarding of 
thousands of civilians interned there by the 
Nazis because of their race, religion, or po
litical beliefs. At Dachau, where defendant 
rose to the rank of SS-Hauptsturmfuhrer 
<Captain), he was responsible for the train
ing of new SS recruits for concentration 
camp guard duty. When applying for entry 
into the United States, defendant concealed 
his activities during that period at Sachsen
burg and Dachau. When later applying for 
naturalization, defendant falsely swore that 
he had never served in a concentration 
camp. Defendant also concealed the fact 
that, from June through November, 1932, 
he had been a member of the Sturmabtei
lung ("SA"), a paramilitary unit of the 
German Nazi Party. Case pending. 

11. VON BOLSCHWING, OTTO ALBRECHT ALFRED 

Summary of allegation: When applying 
for naturalization, defendant concealed and 
willfully misrepresented his membership in 
the German Nazi Party and his role as an 
officer in the Allgemeine SS <where he ulti
mately rose to the rank of Hauptsturm
fuhrer) and in the SD <the security service 
of the SS> from 1934 until at least 1941. 
While serving in the SS and SD, defendant 
devised and advocated specific proposals for 
executing the SD's program of persecution 
and forced emigration of Jews from areas 
under Nazi control. From at least 1937 until 
1939, defendant served in the "Jewish Af-
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fairs" office of the SD <office II 112), where 
he provided information and advice to offi
cials of that office, including Adolf Eich
mann, on Jewish organizations and on 
forced emigration of Jews. In 1940-41, de
fendant served as head of the SD in Roma
nia, where he encouraged and aided the fas
cist "Iron Guard" movement in its anti-Se
mitic pogrom of January 1941 and in other 
acts of persecution. 

DEPORTATION CASES 

1. MAIKOVSKIS, BOLESLAVS 

Summary of allegation: During World 
War II, defendant was employed as chief of 
the Second Police Precinct in Rezekne, 
Latvia. As chief of police, defendant partici
pated in assaults upon and murders of 
Jewish and other Latvian civilians, includ
ing arrests and execution of the inhabitants 
of Audrini, Latvia, and the burning of the 
village. Defendant also ordered the round
ing-up of all Gypsies in his police precinct. 
Case pending. 

2.TRIFA, VALERIAN 

Summary of allegation: During World 
War II, Archbishop Trifa served in Romania 
as a member of the fascist "Iron Guard" 
and as president of the National Union of 
Romanian Christian Students. Defendant 
also served as editor of the newspaper Liber
tatea, which openly identified itself with 
the Iron Guard and which advocated its 
anti-Semitic policies. From 1936 to 1941, de
fendant advocated the persecution of the 
Jews of Romania, and aligned the National 
Union of Romanian Christian Students with 
the policies and politics of the Iron Guard. 
On January 20, 1941, he issued a manifesto 
which advocated the replacement of all 
"Judah-like Masons" in the government and 
the establishment of an "Iron Guard" gov
ernment; and in consequence, a rebellion 
took place in which hundreds of innocent ci
vilians were killed. As an Iron Guard 
member, defendant was given sanctuary, 
protection, and care by the German SS in 
Romania and in Germany from January 
1941 until August 1944. 

Progress to date: Defendant consented to 
denaturalization on September 3, 1980, and 
his certificate of naturalization was there
upon cancelled by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Michigan. OSI's 
Order to Show Cause in defendant's depor
tation case was filed in Immigration Court 
on October 30, 1980. Defendant filed an 
appeal of the consent judgment revoking 
his citizenship on October 31, 1980. 

3. ARTUKOVIC, ANDRIJA 

Summary of allegation: Defendant was 
Minister of the Interior and Minister of Jus
tice of the Nazi "Independent State of Cro
atia." In that capacity, he signed decrees au
thorizing executions and persecution and 
had direct complicity in massacres of thou
sands of Jews, Serbs, Gypsies, and others. 
Case pending. 

4. PASKEVICIUS, MECIS (A/K/ A MIKE PASKER) 

Summary of allegation: While serving in 
the Lithuanian Security Police from 1941 to 
1944, defendant participated in the murder, 
beating, and extermination of Jews and 
other Lithuanian and Russian civilians. 

Progress to date: A complaint seeking the 
revocation of defendant's citizenship was 
filed by the government on January 17, 
1977. Defendant subsequently consented to 
a judgment revoking his citizenship, and on 
August 23, 1979, the U.S. District Court for 
the Central District of California <Los Ange
les> revoked the defendant's citizenship. In 
consenting to this judgment, defendant stip-
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ulated that he willfully and intentionally 
misrepresented facts to U.S. officials con
cerning his service as a member of the Lith
uanian Security Police from 1941to1944. 

On June 24, 1980, OSI filed an Order to 
Show Cause seeking defendant's deporta
tion. The Immigration Judge ordered that 
physical and mental examinations of the de
fendant be conducted by a court-appointed 
doctor to determine if defendant is compe
tent to stand trial. On December 16, 1980, 
the Court found that the defendant is men
tally incompetent to stand trial. The Court 
based this determination on the report of 
the court-appointed doctor, on other sub
mitted medical reports, and on the Court's 
own observations of the defendant on two 
occasions in court. The matter was there
upon adjourned sine die. However, defend
ant must submit to periodic mental and 
physical examinations to monitor his fitness 
to stand trial. The next such examination 
will take place not sooner than July 15, 
1981. 

5. DETLAVS, KARLIS 

Summary of allegation: From 1941 to 
1943, defendant participated in assaults 
upon and murders of unarmed civilians, pri
marily Jews, in Latvia. From 1943, defend
ant served in the Latvian Legion. In 1950, 
when applying for admission to the U.S., de
fendant falsely swore that he had not advo
cated or assisted in the persecution of any 
person because of race, religion, or national 
origin. 

The parties are currently awaiting a deci
sion by the BIA on OSI's appeal. 

6.KAMINSKAS,BRONIUS 

Summary of allegation: Defendant partici
pated in the shooting of approximately 200 
Jews in Lithuania in August, 1941, and in 
the selection of approximately 400 Jews for 
execution at another location in July or 
August of 1941. 

Progress to date: Defendant was examined 
by a government-appointed doctor, who con
cluded that defendant's ill health precluded 
his participation in deportation proceedings. 
The defense moved to dismiss the case on 
the grounds of defendant's incompetency, 
and OSI moved to adjourn indefinitely with 
periodic monitoring of defendant's condi
tion. On January 30, 1981, OSI and the de
fendant stipulated that the case be ad
journed sine die, and that the defendant 
would submit to periodic mental and physi
cal examinations to determine his fitness to 
stand trial. The next such examination is 
scheduled to take place on or about October 
15, 1981. 

HAZNERS, VILIS 

Summary of allegation: As an officer in 
the Latvian Self Defense Group and later 
the Schutzmannschaft, a police organiza
tion under German supervision and control. 
defendant directed and participated in the 
arrests and beatings of Jews, and in their in
ternment in ghettos at Riga, Latvia. Case 
pending. 

8.FEDORENKO,FEODOR 

Summary of allegation: Defendant mis
represented his wartime service as an armed 
guard at the Treblinka concentration camp 
in Poland during the years 1942-1943, and 
his commission there of atrocities against 
prisoners. 

On March 5, 1981, OSI commenced legal 
proceedings seeking Fedorenko's deporta
tion from the United States. Deportation 
hearings were held on May 4-5, 1981, and 
were subsequently adjourned in order to 
provide defendant with time to locate wit-
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nesses and to file applications for discretion
ary relief from deportation. Hearings are 
tentatively scheduled to resume on June 25, 
1981. 

9.LAIPENIEKS,EDGARS 

Summary of Allegation: Between July 
1941 and August 1943, during which time 
Latvia was under the occupation and con
trol of Nazi Germany, defendant voluntarily 
served in the Nazi-affiliated Latvian securi
ty police. While assigned to duty at the Riga 
Prefecture and at the Riga Central Prison 
in Riqua, Latvia, defendant participated in 
the persecution of civilians because of their 
race, religion, national origin, or political 
opinion; such conduct included participation 
in the beating and killing of unarmed in
mates. Defendant was arrested in 1946 by 
French military authorities in Austria in 
connection with these activities. He con
cealed and misrepresented all of the above 
facts when applying for entry into the 
United States. 

Progress to date: On June 2, 1981, OSI 
commenced legal proceedings seeking Lai
penieks' deportion from the United States.e 

DEALING WITH POLLUTION 
PROBLEMS 

HON. LES ASPIN 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, pollution 
problems are national. But they are 
also local. I would like to explain how 
we have been dealing with a pollution 
problem that affects one part of 
southeastern Wisconsin. 

SPRING ON BIG MUSKEGO 

For several years, springtime has 
brought a green bloom of algae to the 
surface of Lake Muskego, algae that 
threatens to wash through the drain
age canal into Wind Lake. About 2 
years ago, I went out on the lake to 
see the dense mats of algae and get a 
sense of the threat the pollution poses 
for downstream communities. 

We have a good idea of what pol
lutes the lake: an excess of phospho
rus, much of it discharged from Mus
kego's inadequate sewage treatment 
plants. Phosphorus, an element that is 
a nutrient for many plants, is in the 
lake water in such quantities that the 
algae thrives, clogging the lake. Com
munities downstream might not like it 
when algae washes down from the 
lake, but the real culprit-the verita
ble chicken before the egg-is the 
phosphorus entering Lake Muskego's 
water and sediments. 

Two years ago, as today, there was 
one, clear solution to the water prob
lem-eliminate the direct source of the 
pollutant by cleaning up the effluent 
emerging from Muskego's two sewage 
plants. But there is more than one 
way to accomplish this. The situation 
has moved forward since my last news
letter, and I would like to bring you up 
to date on what has been happening. 
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THE PETITION DRIVE 

It looked like the quickest and most 
effective way to eliminate the direct 
phosphorous discharge would be to 
hook up the Muskego area with the 
Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage 
District <MMSD ). This way Muskego's 
sewage would be treated by Milwau
kee's more advanced treatment system 
and there would not be any discharges 
into Lake Muskego. 

From Muskego to Burlington you 
rallied to the cause and joined me in a 
petition drive asking the Milwaukee 
Met to support the hookup of the two 
sewerage systems. On November 19, 
1979, I presented a petition with 2,179 
signatures to the sewerage commission 
and its engineers. I emphasized that 
we were facing an areawide problem 
that could be solved if the commission 
included Muskego's hookup in its plan 
for future regional sewer construction. 

Well, we got what we wanted. 
THE MILWAUKEE PLAN 

MMSD OK'd a regional plan that 
called for construction of a connecting 
line between Muskego's two treatment 
plants and a Milwaukee Met sewer 
line. Construction costs were expected 
to be around $5 million. With the tie
in, the two small and failing Muskego 
plants would be closed down. That was 
in June 1980. After a full year's wait, 
the Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources <DNR) gave its approval, 
thus allowing both Milwaukee and 
Muskego to go after grants covering 
the construction costs. Federal offi
cials at the Environmental Protection 
Agency <EPA) also approved the proj
ect last month. 

BUT MILWAUKEE HAS OTHER PROBLEMS 

In the meantime, though, Milwau
kee Met proposed a districtwide assess
ment to pay its way out of a court-or
dered cleanup of its entire system. 
Muskego and other suburban commu
nities have protested and even 
launched a suit against Milwaukee 
Met. 

Essentially ·there are two issues in 
this snag. 

The Milwaukee suburbs, including 
Muskego, are willing to share costs for 
Milwaukee's Jones Island and South 
Shore treatment plants that service 
their areas, as well as the interceptor 
lines that feed into the system, but 
they do not want to pay to fix up the 
sewer lines in Milwaukee. Second, 
rather than paying a charge based on 
comparative property values among 
communities, the suburbs would like 
the option that would cost them the 
least-fees based on the actual sewage 
flow. 

MUSKEGO'S OPTIONS 

Muskego, trying to keep its options 
open so it can end its discharges into 
the lake at the lowest possible cost, 
looked again at the idea of building a 
new, separate treatment plant rather 
than hooking into the Milwaukee Met. 
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But now that MMSD's call for region
al treatment of sewage has been ap
proved, Muskego will have to comply 
with that plan if it is to get any Feder
al construction money. But Muskego 
does not have to wait for new con
struction in Milwaukee before hooking 
up to Milwaukee Met and abandoning 
its existing treatment plants. Muskego 
and MMSD will have to come to an 
agreement on operating costs-and 
have to settle the suburban suit-but 
Muskego can then go ahead and build 
the connecting line. This could 
happen as early as 18 months from 
now. 

Will this clean up Muskego? Not en
tirely. The lake will not become a clear 
water jewel overnight-and just all of 
a sudden cutting off sewer discharges 
would not be enough. The bottom 
sediment is rich in nutrients, this 
again caused primarily by years of 
sewage disposal and an enlarged carp 
population that feeds on the abundant 
plant life, leaving additional remains. 
The lake is only 3- to 5-feet deep and 
has only limited self-recovery poten
tial besides. Ending the sewage dis
charge will therefore only halt, not re
verse, the increasing environmental 
damage done to the lake. 

For this reason, local residents 
formed the Big Muskego Rehabilita
tion District about 2 years ago and 
contracted with the DNR to study the 
lake, especially its nonpoint pollution 
sources. Nonpoint sources are defuse 
contributors to the pollution problem; 
rainwater runoff from farmland, for 
instance, is a large nonpoint contribu
tor of phosphorous to many rivers and 
lakes. Nonpoint sources are more diffi
cult to identify than point sources, 
such as specific pipes coming into a 
lake from factories. The DNR's work 
should be ready and into the hands of 
the lake rehabilitation district by the 
fall. 

MUSKEGO'S CHANCES TO TAKE ACTION LOOK 
GOOD 

What about funds to construct 
whatever solution Muskego finally set
tles on? Muskego stood eighth in line 
for EPA dollars available under a 75-
percent EPA, 25-percent local cost
sharing arrangement. 

But last December, the funding 
game began to change. The Depart
ment of Natural Resources, which ad
ministers EPA funds for Wisconsin, 
began updating its formulas for rank
ing proposed sewer projects. About 400 
communities all over Wisconsin sought 
sewer funds, but there is only enough 
money to pay for the top-ranked 20 
each year. The DNR revision would 
lower Muskego's score so much it 
would lose all hope of getting funding. 

The DNR held a hearing on its pro
posed formula changes. I testified, ar
guing that Muskego should not be pe
nalized at this late date for not having 
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started construction when the delay 
was caused in large part by the DNR. 

Muskego's consulting engineers, 
Ruekert and Mielke, were also at the 
hearing, and testified that the meas
urements the DNR used to rank Mus
kego were incomplete. DNR had used 
only the discharge data from Muske
go's northeast treatment plant when it 
should have added in figures from the 
northwest plant as well. 

DNR took a look at its calculations 
and agreed with the engineers. The 
additional data made such a differ
ence, in fact, that Muskego got its 
rank shifted to fifth-ahead of the 
three big Milwaukee projects that are 
also waiting for Federal funds. 

WHERE DOES THIS LEAVE MUSKEGO? 

Whether or not the rule changes 
stand, Muskego will still be in the top 
10 and thus in a good position to have 
75 percent of the cost of abandoning 
its ineffective treatment plants paid 
with Federal dollars-if those dollars 
are available. Whether they will be 
available may not be known for sever
al months. It is tied up with the 
Reagan budget cut proposals. But I 
am keeping an eye on this in Washing
ton and I will keep you inf ormed.e 

IS THE ADMINISTRATION OUT 
TO QUASH NIOSH? 

HON. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I re
ceived word Tuesday that the National 
Institute for Occupational Safety and 
Health is on notice it will be moved in 
part to Atlanta and in part to Cincin
nati, and I am sorry to report that the 
administration's heralded concept of 
"cost-benefit analysis" may not have 
been applied to the idea. 

Therefore, I am willing in this case 
to pioneer the application of their con
cept to this idea of theirs. 

Such application to the Institute 
<NIOSH) is a matter of importance be
cause NIOSH is to the development 
and application of knowledge in occu
pational health what the mind is to 
physical action. It points the way. 

On the face of it, this proposed move 
seems to be all cost, charged against 
the taxpaying public and against ef
fective occupational health protection, 
and almost no benefit, either to the 
taxpayers or occupational health. 

But that is only on the face of it, 
Mr. Speaker, and perhaps a step-by
step examination of the administra
tion's recently issued document on 
"Interim Regulatory Impact Analysis 
Guidance <IRIAG )" will help us un
derstand possibilities of this new man
agement tool and even assist us in 
learning to measure with it. 

IRIAG point No. 1.-Show that 
there is adequate information concern-
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ing the need for and the consequences 
of a proposed action. 

Mr. Speaker, presently NIOSH is in 
nearby Rockville, Md. The head is in 
reasonable proximity to the arms, the 
Occupational Safety and Health Ad
ministration <OSHA> and the Mine 
Safety and Health Administration 
<MSHA), both in Washington. NIOSH 
is convenient and close to the things 
with which it deals daily: Other agen
cies; labor and management interest 
groups; and the Congress. 

Here NIOSH workers consult regu
larly and frequently on where protec
tion in needed, how it should be at
tained, and on numerous other mat
ters. 

But as word has filtered out, the 
proposed removal would send to Cin
cinnati those workers who set criteria 
and develop standards. Those who 
tend to matters of personnel, finance, 
grants, coordination with other agen
cies, coordination with interest groups 
arid congressional relations would go 
to Atlanta. Not only would the mind 
be separated from the arms, the brain 
itself would be divided. It is as if Dr. 
Frankenstein had charge of NIOSH. 

Nevertheless, we must find conse
quences under the guidelines. 

The consequence: Confusion, delay, 
and, ultimately, more meetings to 
straighten things out. A coordinator in 
Atlanta working on a standard with 
somebody in Cincinnati for application 
by OSHA in Washington will find fre
quent need to clear the air-face to 
face-unless somebody has found a 
new way of doing things by telephone. 

IRIAG point No. 2.-Show that the 
potential benefits to society outweigh 
the potential costs. 

Mr. Speaker, I have searched dili
gently, but I find no benefits in this 
reported move. 

At NIOSH they say they were told 
"administrative efficiency" was the 
reason, so I guess the determination of 
whether there is a benefit depends on 
the definition of efficiency, which we 
have not been given. Certainly this 
budget-cutting administration would 
not define efficiency as something 
that encompasses coordinators in At
lanta dealing with standards experts 
in Cincinnati on something that 
Washington will put in use. 

So, as chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Health and Safety, and a 
member concerned about worker pro
tection, I ask that those proposing the 
move provide Congress with their jus
tification for it, and a definition of ef
ficiency. 

This will help us understand the 
move, cost benefit, and, maybe, 
motive. 

Motive is a murky area, Mr. Speaker, 
and one open to extremes of specula
tion, but the question of costs is easier 
to deal with, and here we can start. 

Although we have looked and found 
no visible benefit, a first tally of costs 
is possible. However, it is tricky. 
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NIOSH estimates $1.9 million will be 

necessary to move about 155 employ
ees. That's if they all move. If all don't 
move, those who stay get severance al
lowances. But it doesn't stop there. 

Added to the figure must be the un
known cost of moving equi:pment, files, 
and the other things required to do 
the job. I am told insufficient space 
exists at the Center for Disease Con
trol and that more will have to be ob
tained. So the cost of moving the 
agency will equal or surpass the cost 
of moving the agents. 

Mr. Speaker, we probably have 
moving costs of $4 million. That is the 
equivalent of 80 health hazard studies. 

So, we are looking at a cost con
scious administration preparing to 
take $4 million off the top of the 
budget of an agency whose 1982 
budget to develop and apply knowl
edge about the hidden dangers to 
worker health will be down 28 percent 
from what it is this year. This $4 mil
lion is almost 5 percent of the agency's 
budget. 

But there is one more subtraction 
that has to be made from worker 
health, and that is imposed cost of in
creased travel, which will be necessary. 
A congressional liaison office in Atlan
ta has no Congressmen handy, for ex
ample. So NIOSH workers will be trav
eling here, there, and everywhere. 

Every trip around the legs of the 
Washington-Atlanta-Cincinnati trian
gle at standard fares quoted to me yes
terday will cost $361 tourist class and 
$458 first class. 

At the really modest rate of 20 trips 
a month, NIOSH will have $87 ,000 a 
year in travel costs, if they do it in the 
uncomfortable sections. 

Clearly this idea misses the mark, if 
economizing still is a priority of theirs. 

IRIAG point No. 3-Show that of all 
the alternative approaches to the ob
jective, the proposed action will maxi
mize net benefits to society. 

Mr. Speaker, one untested theory 
floating around at NIOSH is that the 
agency is moving to Atlanta because 
the man chosen to head it is there and 
refuses to leave. 

Now moving NIOSH to Atlanta 
hardly benefits society, as our applica
tion of the administration's cost-bene
fit guidelines has shown. There does 
not seem to be a benefit to worker 
health. There does seem to be a detri
ment. 

So the benefit must be addressed ex
clusively to the nominee. 

But surely an administration as con
cerned with cutting back on wasteful 
Government spending as this one is 
would not allow one man's whim to 
nick the taxpayers by more than $4 
million in demonstrable costs. 

By the way, a reasonable analyst 
would add here the costs of lost time 
and unfocused effort to our $4 million. 
I do not know how to calculate these. 
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The facts indicate it would be more 

cost effective to find someone willing 
to move to Washington. That would 
maximize net benefits instead of indi
vidual benefits. 

Cynics I have consulted suggest one 
other possibility. They note that the 
administration appears greatly con
cerned about the capital investment 
costs of health protection. They 
remark that the Supreme Court re
cently held that health protection 
cannot be subordinated to "cost-bene
fit." They further note that the work 
of NIOSH leads to new knowledge of 
new dangers and to new regulation. 
And they conclude the motive is to 
render NIOSH less effective so there 
will be far fewer new standards. 

But I am not ready to believe this. 
So there must be benefits we cannot 

see from the outside. 
It will serve the cause of efficient 

government if those who told NIOSH 
employees to pack their bags will pro
vide Congress with an "Interim 
Impact Analysis" on this thing before 
it happens. Then we can determine 
whether it should happen. 

The preparers should give close at
tention to the indirect but high costs 
of confusion, delay, and demoraliza
tion; and they should be very specific 
in regards to increased travel, commu
nication and coordination costs com
pared to what they are now. 

This is a thing on which Congress 
ought to insist because it will help the 
administration develop application of 
"regulatory impact" and "cost-benefit 
analysis"-remember, they have not 
yet applied it to anything in public
and it will help Congress understand 
it. 

Despite the halting nature of my 
pioneer effort, Mr. Speaker, I think 
many of our colleagues will agree that 
under certain conditions this idea of 
cost-benefit has the potential for shed
ding light on what is happening.e 

LEBANESE SOVEREIGNTY 
SHOULD BE RESPECTED 

HON. ALBERT LEE SMITH, JR. 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. SMITH of Alabama. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to focus the attention 
of my colleagues on the talks current
ly being held between Arab nations in 
J eddah, Saudi Arabia. Representatives 
of Lebanon, Syria, Saudi Arabia, and 
Kuwait have announced talks for the 
purpose of concluding a pact regarding 
Lebanon. The next round of meetings 
is scheduled for July 3 and 4 and while 
details are sketchy at this point it is 
rumored a plan may be agreed to that 
would greatly expand the occupying 
force in Lebanon. 

The Syrian Army which calls itself 
the "Arab Deterrent Force" already 
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dominates Lebanon. Invited temporar
ily into Lebanon in the midseventies 
to police internal conflict the Syrian 
Army continues to fight and usurp 
Lebanese sovereignty. A pact calling 
for occupation by additional Arab na
tions could seriously escalate the war. 

Terrorism and death has touched 
the vast majority of Lebanese, and 
Lebanese Christians have suffered se
verely. The following excerpts are 
from a Washington Post editorial enti
tled "Lebanese": 

In the continuing struggle between Chris
tians and Syrians in Lebanon, a critical ele
ment has been lost sight of. Much can be 
said about the methods and motives of the 
Christians, but one thing is clear: They are 
Lebanese. The country in which they are 
striving for a place is theirs. Their right to 
be there and to contest cannot be denied. 

The same cannot be said of the Syrians. 
They are, after all, foreigners. They were in
vited in by the Lebanese government to 
police the internal conflict that was raging 
in the mid-1970s, but their role has since 
become closer to that of an occupying force. 
In any event, they have no legitimate claim 
to any role in Lebanon apart from that ac
corded to them by the Lebanese govern
ment. 

This seems to us the essense of what is 
still going around the Christian city of 
Zahle in the Bekaa valley east of Beirut. 
The Syrians are refusing to acknowledge 
that their forces are meant to be only tem
porary guests. It is not simply that they 
have been firing on Lebanese Christian 
areas, killing some hundreds of citizens in 
the process. Nor is it just that they are in
sisting that any Lebanese army units in the 
area come under their command and con
trol, not the other way around. They are 
making suggestive noises to the effect that 
their security requirements compel them to 
divorce their presence from any consider
ations of Lebanese sovereignty and to stay 
there for an indefinite basis on their own. 
They are using their influence in Lebanon's 
Moslem community, and the widespread 
fear that civil war will resume full blast if 
their "peace-keeping" forces depart, to 
ensure that their five-year-old invitation to 
Lebanon is not withdrawn. 

In any approach even to mitigating Leba
non's tragedy, however, one principle must 
be underlined: Lebanon for the Lebanese. 

The main point remains that eventually 
the Lebanese, and the Lebanese alone, must 
be allowed to decide which foreigners 
remain on their soil. 

In the past, Congress has viewed 
with concern the conflict in this area. 
On June 16, the House of Representa
tives passed a resolution-House Reso
lution 159-expressing support for 
U.S. diplomatic efforts to resolve the 
crisis in Lebanon. I voted in favor of 
this measure and was pleased with the 
overwhelming support it received. 

Needless to say, there is considerable 
continued cause for concern regarding 
Lebanon, especially with reports of in
creased occupation. I urge my col
leagues to watch closely the develop
ments of the upcoming Jeddah meet
ings. I am gravely concerned about the 
prospects for peace in this area and 
would be saddened if the problem es
calates.e 
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AMERICAN SHRIMP INDUSTRY 

DEVELOPMENT ACT 

HON. JOHN B. BREAUX 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have introduced important legislation 
that is designed to address the prob
lems that have been crippling the U.S. 
shrimp harvesting industry. This legis
lation is the product of many hours of 
research and study into such problems 
and is supported by economic studies 
commissioned by concerned members 
of the shrimp industry itself. 

Mr. Speaker, although the problems 
of the shrimp harvesters in this 
Nation are serious, they are not, in 
many senses, unique. Other segments 
of America's great food producing in
dustry find themselves affected by 
many of the same factors that are 
driving our shrimpers out of business. 
In particular, those other industries 
that are both fuel intensive and in 
direct competition with oil-rich na
tions, who provide fuel at lower costs 
to their own industries, know full well 
the plight of the American shrimp 
harvester. What are these problems? 
They include, among others: 

First, rapidly escalating fuel and 
other operational costs making it more 
difficult to make a profit; 

Second, imports, produced at consid
erably lower prices due to lesser labor 
and fuel costs, garnering ever increas
ing shares of the domestic market; 

Third, depressed ex-vessel prices for 
raw shrimp due to the inability of har
vesters to effectively participate in the 
marketing of their product; and 

Fourth, a sagging or static demand 
for the product due to the lack of an 
aggressive marketing and consumer 
education program. 

These problems need both short
and long-term solutions and they 
must, in this era of shrinking budgets 
and high inflation, be addressed in a 
manner that does not impose addition
al tax burdens on the American popu
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the bill 
we are introducing today accomplishes 
our goal; it effectively addresses the 
four major problem areas already 
noted and does not impose additional 
tax burdens on the U.S. taxpayers. 
The major elements of this compre
hensive legislation: 

First, impose a temporary, 5-year 
quota on the levels of foreign shrimp 
that can be imported into the United 
States. The quota, established on the 
basis of historical import levels prior 
to the recent onslaught of fuel price 
increases, also contains a safeguard 
clause that requires the Secretary of 
Commerce to raise the level of imports 
in the event the U.S. harvest falls sig-
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nificantly below its historical catch. 
This latter provision is intended to 
safeguard both consumers and shrimp 
processors; 

Second, impose, in conjunction with 
the quota, a 30-percent ad valorem 
tariff on foreign imports. These two 
provisions should result in a modest 
rise in the exvessel price received by 
the domestic shrimp harvesters and 
better enable them to offset the in
creased cost of fuel, among other vari
able but necessary components of the 
·harvesting industry; 

Third, provide for the establishment 
of shrimp harvester cooperatives, ena
bling harvesters to effectively partici
pate in the marketing and distribution 
chain for their product. It is in this 
aspect of the overall problem that 
shrimp harvesters find themselves at 
similar disadvantages with other food 
producers; that is, where recent year 
increases in the price for the final 
product have not been reflected in 
prices paid to the producer, but 
rather, are reflected in growing mar
gins for retailers; 

Fourth, dedicate 25 percent of the 
money raised by the tariff for low-in
terest loans to the shrimp harvester 
cooperatives and their members to 
better enable them to accomplish 
their long-term objectives; and 

Fifth, provide authority for the vol
untary establishment of shrimp-mar
keting boards. Each marketing board 
will be composed of shrimp harvesters 
dedicated to the full promotion of 
their product. Funds to enable the 
boards to carry out marketing orders 
will be raised by levies assessed against 
each shrimp harvester who is interest
ed in participation in the boards' ac
tivities. These assessments will be self
imposed and self-enforced. I should 
point out that similar marketing ap
proaches have worked well for com
modities such as rice and eggs, among 
others. 

While these are the main compo
nents of the legislative package, there 
are other features that I would draw 
to the Members' attention. Among 
them are provisions that require spe
cial consideration by the Commerce 
Department for industry projects that 
address fuel efficiency and the utiliza
tion of by-catch fisheries. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the con
cepts and approaches set forth in this 
legislation will receive the full, unified 
support of all shrimp harvesters. It is 
our belief that all of these provisions 
are vitally necessary if we are to ade
quately address both the short- and 
long-term problems of the industry. I, 
for one, believe that this industry is 
too important to the overall U.S. fish
ing effort to allow it to sink into oblivi
on. I plan to hold hearings on this leg
islation in the very near future at 
which time I look forward to a full, 
fair and open discussion of each of the 
bill's provisions. It is my belief that 
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such a hearing will convince all Mem
bers of the necessity of this approach. 
I urge my colleagues to carefully con
sider all the pros and cons, and then 
support this effort to save the Ameri
can shrimp harvester·• 

GI MEDICAL RESEARCH 
PROTECTION ACT 

HON. JOHN J. LaF ALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. LA.FALCE. Mr. Speaker, my col
league, HENRY NOWAK, and I are today 
introducing the GI Medical Research 
Protection Act of 1981 for House con
sideration. The bill we are submitting 
today will serve as the companion bill 
to S. 1404, introduced in the Senate on 
June 19, 1981, by our distinguished 
colleague, Senator DANIEL PATRICK 
MOYNIHAN. Mr. MOYNIHAN's statement 
on page 13082 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of June 19, 1981, outlines fully 
the scope and intent of the act, which 
Mr. NOWAK and I believe is an excel
lent and comprehensive bill worthy of 
our colleagues' support. 

The GI Medical Research Protection 
Act has been proposed largely as a 
result of the questions raised by a 
former Navy man, William Carrig, 
who now resides in western New York. 
Mr. Carrig's plight was outlined in the 
early part of this year in "The Bitter 
Pill" series written for the Buffalo 
Evening News by reporters Modesto 
Argenio and Anthony Cardinale. As a 
young Navy recruit in the 1940's, Mr. 
Carrig received massive doses of sulfa, 
a miracle drug which was administered 
at the time to thousands of recruits in 
training stations throughout the 
United States as part of the Navy's ef
forts to contain strep infections, which 
had been causing large scale respirato
ry ailments and lost training time 
among the ranks. "The Bitter Pill" 
series points out Mr. Carrig's belief 
that the Navy, in failing to notify him 
and his fell ow soldiers of the possible 
health dangers of ingestion of massive 
doses of sulfa did, in effect, endanger 
lives and act irresponsibly by remain
ing silent. 

The GI Medical Protection Act re
quires that human subjects used in ex
periments conducted by the Depart
ment of Defense be informed of the 
nature of the experiments and that a 
research review board make a written 
certification that such subjects have 
freely given their informed consent to 
participate in the experiments. 

Mr. Speaker, service to our Nation in 
the military involves a certain amount 
of risk to the soldiers who must be 
prepared at any time to serve in our 
Nation's defense. I have no doubt the 
men and women in our military 
branches accept this risk without 
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question. However, service to one's 
country does not give a person lesser 
status as far as human subject experi
mentation goes. Our bill does not 
hamper responsible research by the 
Department of Defense, but serves to 
protect, without question, members of 
the Armed Forces with respect to med
ical tests on human subjects. 

The text of the GI Medical Re
search Protection Act follows: 

H.R.-

A bill to require that all human subjects 
used in experiments conducted by or for 
the Department of Defense be informed 
of the nature of the experiments and that 
a research review board make a written 
certification that such subjects have 
freely given their informed consent to par
ticipate in the experiments, and for other 
purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "GI Medical Re
search Protection Act of 1981". 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

SEC. 2. Ca) Congress finds and declares-
< 1) that the rights and health of American 

military personnel have not always been 
fully and completely safeguarded during 
medical research programs conducted by or 
under the auspices of the Department of 
Defense; 

(2) that it is vital to the national security 
of the United States that reasonable assur
ances be provided to military personnel and 
potential recruits that their safety and well
being will not be endangered unnecessarily, 
particularly in the course of medical re
search and testing; and 

(3) that the National Commission for the 
Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedi
cal and Behavioral Research established by 
title II of the National Research Act has 
fulfilled its mandate to identify basic ethi
cal principles which should underlie the 
conduct of biomedical and other research 
involving human subjects. 

Cb) It is the purpose of this Act to protect 
the rights and health of United States mili
tary personnel by extending and applying 
the recommendations of the national com
mission referred to in subsection (a)(3) on 
the use of human subjects in medical and 
behavorial research conducted by or under 
the auspices of the Department of Defense. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 3. For the purposes of this Act: 
Cl) The term "Secretary" means the Sec

retary of Defense. 
(2) The term "Department" means the 

Department of Defense. 
(3) The term "legally authorized repre

sentative" means an individual or judicial or 
other body authorized under applicable law 
to consent on behalf of a prospective sub
ject to the subject's participation in proce
dures involved in research. 

(4) The term "research" means a system
atic investigation designed to develop or 
contribute to generalizable knowledge. This 
term includes any activities so conducted, 
whether or not such activities are assisted 
under programs which are considered re
search for other purposes <such as demon
stration or service programs which include 
research activities). 
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(5) The term "human subject" means a 

living individual about whom a researcher 
conducting research obtains-

<A> data through intervention or interac
tion with the individual, or 

<B> identifiable private information. 
(6) The term "intervention" means physi

cal procedures by which data are gathered 
<such as venipuncture) and manipulations 
of the subject or the subject's environment 
that are performed for research purposes. 

<7> The term "interaction" includes a com
munication or interpersonal contact be
tween a researcher and a human subject. 

<8> The term "private information" in
cludes information about behavior which-

<A><D occurs in a context in which an indi
vidual can reasonably expect that no obser
vation or recording is taking place, or (ii) 
has been provided for specific purposes by 
an individual and which the individual can 
reasonably expect will not be made public 
<such as a medical record>; and 

<B> relates to the identity of the subject 
and is or may readily be ascertained or asso
ciated with the information. 

(9) The term "minimal risk" means that 
the risks of harm anticipated in the pro
posed research are not greater, considering 
probability and magnitude, than the risks of 
harm ordinarily encountered in daily life or 
during the performance of routine physical 
or psychological examinations or tests. 

(10) The term "Board" means the Re
search Review Board established by sec
tion 8. 

APPLICABILITY 

SEc. 4. <a> Except as otherwise specifically 
provided in this Act, the provisions of this 
Act shall apply to all research involving 
human subjects conducted within or outside 
the United States by the Department or 
funded in whole or in part by the Depart
ment through grant, contract, cooperative 
agreement, or fellowship. 

<b> Unless otherwise provided in this Act, 
the provisions of this Act shall not apply to 
research activities in which the only in
volvement of human subjects is in one or 
more of the following research categories: 

< 1) Research conducted in established or 
commonly accepted educational settings in
volving normal educational practices, such 
as research on instructional strategies. 

(2) Research involving the use of educa
tional tests <such as cognitive, diagnostic, 
aptitude, and achievement tests), if informa
tion obtained from such tests is recorded in 
such a manner that subjects cannot be iden
tified directly or through identification 
mechanisms linked to the subjects. 

(3) Research involving survey or interview 
procedures, except in any case in which-

<A> responses are recorded in such a 
manner that human subjects can be identi
fied directly or through identification mech
anisms linked to the subjects; and 

<B><D the responses of a subject, if such 
responses became known outside the con
text of the research, could reasonably place 
the subject at risk of criminal or civil liabil
ity or be damaging to the financial standing 
or employability of the subject, or <ii> the 
research deals with sensitive aspects of the 
behavior of a subject, such as illegal con
duct, drug use, sexual behavior, or use of al
cohol. 

<4> Research involving the observation <in
cluding observation by participants> of 
public behavior, except in any case in 
which-

< A> observations are recorded in such a 
manner that human subjects can be identi
fied directly or through identification mech
anisms linked to the subjects; and 
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<B><D the observations recorded about a 

subject, if such observations became known 
outside the context of the research, could 
reasonably place the subject at risk of crimi
nal or civil liability or be damaging to the fi
nancial standing or employability of the 
subject, or (ii) the research deals with sensi
tive aspects of the behavior of a subject 
such as illegal conduct, drug use, sexual be
havior, or use of alcohol. 

<5> Research involving the collection or 
study of existing data, documents, records, 
pathological specimens, or diagnostic speci
mens, if such data, documents, records, or 
specimens are publicly available or if the in
formation is recorded by the researcher in 
such a manner that subjects cannot be iden
tified, directly or through identification 
mechanisms linked to the subjects. 

<c> Notwithstanding the foregoing provi
sion of this section, the Secretary may re
quire compliance with any or all of the pro
visions of this Act in the case of specific re
search activities or classes of research activi
ties conducted or supported by the depart
ment to which this Act would not otherwise 
apply. 

COMPLIANCE 

SEC. 5. <a> Subject to the provisions of sec
tion 4, no person may conduct any research 
involving the use of human subjects if such 
research is conducted by or for the Depart
ment unless the Board has made, prior to 
the conduct of such research, a written cer
tification that such research is in full com
pliance with the provisions of this Act. 

<b> Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to make inapplicable to any research to 
which this Act is applicable any other Fed
eral law or any State or local law otherwise 
applicable to such research. 

INFORMED CONSENT 

SEC. 6. <a> Except as otherwise provided by 
this Act, no researcher working in or under 
the auspices of the Department may use a 
human being as a subject in research unless 
the researcher has obtained the legally ef
fective informed consent of the subject or 
the subject's legally authorized representa
tive. A researcher shall seek such consent 
only under circumstances that provide the 
prospective subject or the representative 
sufficient opportunity to consider whether 
or not to participate in the research and 
that minimize the possibility of coercion or 
undue influence. In seeking the informed 
consent of subject or a subject's legal repre
sentative, the researcher shall give informa
tion to the subject or the representative in 
language understandable to the subject or 
the representative. No informed consent, 
whether oral or written, may include any 
exculpatory language through which the 
subject or the representative waives or ap
pears to waive any of the subject's legal 
rights or releases or appears to release the 
researcher, the sponsor of the research, the 
Department or its agents, from liability for 
negligence. 

(b) Except in the case of research de
scribed in section 4(b) or research with re
spect to which a waiver has been exercised 
under 4(b), the following information shall 
be provided to each prospective human sub
ject <or the legally authorized representa
tive of such subject> from whom consent for 
participation in research is solicited: 

< 1) A statement that the proposed activity 
involves research, including an explanation 
of the research and the expected duration 
of the subject's participation, and a descrip
tion of the procedures which are experimen
tal. 
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(2) A description of any reasonably fore

seeable risks or discomforts to the subject. 
<3> A description of any benefits to the 

subject or to others which may reasonably 
be expected to result from the research. . 

<4> A statement disclosing any appropriate 
alternative procedures or courses of treat
ment that might be advantageous to the 
subject. 

(5) A statement describing the extent, if 
any, to which confidentiality of records 
identifying the subject will be maintained. 

(6) For research involving more than mini
mal risk, a statement explaining whether 
any compensation or any medical treatment 
will be available if injury occurs and, if so, 
the kind and extent of such compensation 
or treatment or where further information 
may be obtained concerning such compensa
tion or treatment. 

<7> The name, address, position, and tele
phone number of the individual or individ
uals whom the subject should contact <A> in 
the event of a research-related injury to the 
subject, and (b) to answer pertinent ques
tions about the research and the rights of 
subjects in the research. 

(8) A statement that participation in the 
research is voluntary, that refusal to partici
pate in the research will involve no penalty 
or loss of benefits to which the subject is 
otherwise entitled. 

<c> When appropriate, the following infor
mation shall also be provided to each pro
spective human subject <or the legally au
thorized representative of such subject) 
from whom consent for participation in re
search is solicited: 

(1) A statement that the particular treat
ment or procedure may involve risks to the 
subject <or to the embryo or fetus, if the 
subject is or may become pregnant) which 
are currently unforeseeable. 

<2> A description of any anticipated cir
cumstances under which the subject's par
ticipation may be terminated by the re
searcher without the subject's consent. 

(3) A statement of any additional costs to 
the subject that may result from participa
tion in the research. 

<4> A description of the consequences of a 
subject's decision to withdraw from the re
search and procedures for orderly termina
tion of participation by the subject. 

(5) A statement that significant new find
ings developed during the course of the re
search which may relate to the subject's 
willingness to continue to participate will be 
provided to the subject. 

<6> A specification of the approximate 
number of subjects involved in the study. 

DOCUMENTATION OF INFORMED CONSENT 

SEC. 7. <a> Except as provided in subsec
tion <c>. informed consent of human sub
jects to participate in research shall be doc
umented by the use of a written consent 
form approved by the Board and signed by 
the subject or the subject's legally author
ized representative. A copy of such written 
consent shall be given to the person signing 
the form. 

(b)(l) The written consent form required 
by subsection <a> may consist of either of 
the following forms: 

<A> a written consent form which includes 
the specific requirements for informed con
sent described in section 6 and which has 
been signed in a legally binding manner by 
the prospective subject or his representa
tive; or 

<B><D a written consent document, which 
has been signed by a witness to the oral 
presentation, stating that the elements of 
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informed consent required by section 6 have 
been presented orally to the subject or the 
subject's legally authorized representative; 
and 

(ii) a written summary of the oral presen
tation made to the subject or the represent
ative which is signed by the subject or the 
representative and the witness to such pres
entation. 

(2) The Board shall maintain in its records 
a written transcript of the oral presentation 
made to a subject whose informed consent is 
documented by signatures on forms de
scribed in paragraph <l><B>. 

<c><l> The Board may waive the require
ment for the researcher to obtain a signed 
consent form for any or all subjects in a 
particular research activity if the Board 
finds-

(A)(i) that the only record linking the sub
ject and the research would be the consent 
document and the principal risk to the sub
ject would be the potential harm resulting 
from a breach of confidentiality; and 

<ii) after asking each subject whether the 
subject wants documentation linking the 
subject with the research, that the subject 
does not want such documentation; or 

<B> that the research presents no more 
than minimal risk of harm to the subjects 
and involves no procedures for which writ
ten consent is normally required outside the 
context of the research. 

(2) In any case in which the Board waives 
the requirements of subsection (a), the 
Board may require the researcher to pro
vide subjects in the research activity with a 
written statement describing the research. 

RESEARCH REVIEW BOARD 

SEC. 8. (a) There is established in the De
partment of Defense a board to be known as 
the Research Review Board. It shall be the 
function of the Board to oversee the imple
mentation and enforcement of this Act. 

(b)(l) The Board shall establish proce
dures which shall be applicable to all re
searchers employed by or under contract to 
the Department to ensure that such re
searchers comply with this Act when they 
conduct for or on behalf of the Department 
research which utilizes human subjects. 

(2) The Board shall maintain complete 
records of all research activities involving 
human subjects conducted by or under the 
auspices of the Department of Defense. 
Such records shall include-

<A> any notification to the Board by a re
searcher of his intent to undertake research 
activities involving human subjects; 

(B) documentation that each human sub
ject in a research activity has given his in
formed consent to participate in such re
search activity; and 

<C> copies of each certification made by 
the Board that the informed consent of 
each human subject in a research activity to 
which this Act applies has been obtained 
and properly documented. 

(3) The Board shall immediately notify 
the Secretary if the Board has reason to be
lieve that a research activity involving 
human subjects is being conducted or will 
be conducted imminently for which certifi
cation by the Board is required under this 
Act, and has not been obtained. 

(c)(l) The Board shall consist of three 
members appointed by the Secretary. The 
Secretary shall designate one member to 
serve as chairman. 

(2) Members of the Board shall be ap
pointed for a term of three years, except 
that the term of office of the members first 
appointed shall expire, as designated by the 
Secretary at the time of appointment, one 
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at the end of one year, one at the end of two 
years, and one at the end of three years. 
Each member of the Board shall be a medi
cal doctor or a professional biomedical or 
behavioral researcher. 

(3) No individual shall serve as a member 
of the Board if such individual has served in 
the Armed Forces for more than eight years 
or has been employed in any capacity by the 
Department within the ten-year period 
prior to the date on which such individual 
would take office as a member of the Board. 

(d) The Secretary shall prescribe compen
sation and conditions of service for the 
Board which are not otherwise specified by 
this Act. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEC. 9. (a) The provisions of this Act shall 
take effect on February 1 of the first year 
beginning after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) The provisions of this Act shall be ap
plicable to research activities undertaken 
before the effective date of this Act at the 
earliest practicable date after such effective 
date and shall apply to such activities to the 
maximum extent practicable, as determined 
by the Board.e 

QUINCY'S 30TH ANNUAL FLAG 
DAY PARADE 

HON. BRIAN J. DONNELLY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 15, an outstanding tradition was 
reaffirmed in the city of Quincy, 
Mass., as over 2,000 young people, rep
resenting various athletic, recreation
al, and scouting organizations partici
pated in the 30th annual Flag Day 
parade. 

This year, as every year over the 
past three decades, this tribute to our 
flag was organized and sponsored by 
Mr. Richard Koch and the Koch Club 
of Quincy, which he founded on May 
29, 1949. 

John C. Comer, past State Com
mander of the American Legion and 
Thomas M. McDonald, past command
er of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
served as co-marshals of this patriotic 
event. Along the parade route, the 
marchers stopped at the Church of 
the Presidents in historic Quincy 
Square while wreaths were placed 
before the crypts of John Adams and 
John Quincy Adams, the second and 
sixth Presidents of the United States. 
A third wreath was placed at the Ken
nedy Health Center to honor John F. 
Kennedy who became the only honor
ary member of the Koch Club in 1958, 
while serving in the Senate of the 
United States. 

The occasion of the 30th annual 
Flag Day parade merits recognition by 
this body, Mr. Speaker, and I know my 
colleagues will join me in congratulat
ing everyone associated with carrying 
on this fine tradition.e 

June 26, 1981 
THE TESTIMONY OF ROBERT 

KRUEGER ON VOTING RIGHTS 
ACT EXTENSION 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, a highlight of the public 
hearing on the extension of the 
Voting Rights Act held on June 5, 
1981, in Austin, Tex., by the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Civil and Constitu
tional Rights was the scholarly and 
persuasive testimony by our former 
colleague, Robert Krueger. 

Mr. Krueger was accompanied by 
William H. White, attorney and visit
ing professor of law, University of 
Texas in Austin. 

The members of the subcommittee 
found the presentation by Mr. 
Krueger and Professor White most 
compelling, and the full text follows: 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT KRUEGER 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commit
tee, my name is Robert Krueger, and join
ing me in preparing and presenting this tes
timony is William H. White. We wish to 
thank you for coming to Texas to receive 
testimony regarding the possible extension 
or amendment of the federal Voting Rights 
Act and for inviting us to testify. 

We have come to urge the extension of 
this act, which has brought the premier 
privilege of citizenship, the right to vote, to 
more Americans than any other act in the 
last half century. 

We worked for the continuation of this 
act, and its extension to Texas, in 1975, one 
of us a Member of Congress, the other as a 
legislative assistant. We recognized then 
that it was not a perfect act. If people were 
perfect, they would require no laws. Being 
imperfect, they write imperfect laws. Desir
ing a better society, they seek to improve 
those laws. We support that aim. But we be
lieve that any alterations to this act should 
be minimal, and that its overall success in 
practice warrants its continuance without 
substantial alteration. 

The success of the act has been real and 
substantial. The increase in registration of 
Black voters in certain areas of the South 
immediately following its passage in 1965 is 
well known. Yet, how the act can indirectly 
affect the course of participation in elec
tions, and their results, can be seen nearer 
our home, in San Antonio. 

Before extension of the Voting Rights Act 
to Texas, and before the inclusion of lan
guage minorities such as Hispanics in its 
coverage, San Antonio had a City Council of 
nine members. Only two were Hispanic, al
though the population of the city consisted 
of approximately 50 percent Hispanics, 10 
percent Blacks, and 40 percent Anglos. Fol
lowing the extension of the Voting Rights 
Act and the elimination of at-large elections 
for city council, the first council elected in 
single-member districts was composed of 
five Anglos, five Hispanics, and one Black 
member: a close reflection of the ethnic 
make-up of the city. Since then San Antonio 
has elected its first Hispanic mayor in this 
century-Henry Cisneros. No one should say 
that this change in mayoral and council 
election results came only from the Voting 



June 26, 1981 
Rights Act. But anyone who knows the 
region should acknowledge that the Act 
helped create the conditions to allow such 
elections. 

We are not, of course, engaging in the 
racism of saying that it is better to have a 
mayor of one ethnic background <Hispanic) 
rather than another <Anglo). We are saying 
that it is important to all Americans that 
people of all ethnic groups have the oppor
tunity, real as well as apparent, of being 
elected to the highest positions in the com
munity; and that voters of all ethnic back
grounds have the realistic opportunity to 
choose and elect someone of similar ethnic 
backgrounds to represent them. That oppor
tunity has historically existed for Anglos; it 
should for Hispanics and Blacks as well, and 
the Voting Rights Act helps assure that it 
will. 

We cannot ignore history in considering 
the demonstrable effects of this act. State 
Senator Bob Vale has told me that when he 
entered the Texas Legislature in 1965 there 
were one Black member, one Republican, 
five Mexican-Americans, and no women 
among the 181 members. Today, because of 
single-member districting and the changed 
attitudes that l\ave accompanied passage of 
this act, over half of the Texas Legislature's 
181 members are composed of those groups. 
Nationwide, the number of Black officials 
elected to city and county offices increased 
fourfold between 1970 and 1979, or, from 
715 to 2,647; in elections to positions in edu
cation, the numbers went from 362 to 1,136 
in the same period. Part of this increase is 
attributable to the expansion of single
member districts to replace at-large voting. 

Consider, for example, what has happened 
in certain local school board elections in 
Texas in which all members are elected on 
an at-large basis. The Southwest Voter Reg
istration and Education Project undertook a 
study of 361 Texas school districts in which, 
among such districts, the student popula
tion was 20 percent or more Hispanic. 
Within these districts, only when the stu
dent Hispanic population exceeded 89 per
cent did Hispanics form a majority on the 
school board. And in 42 of the districts in 
which the Hispanic student population ex
ceeded 50 percent there were no Hispanics 
on the board. Thus, many students who are 
reared in homes where English may not be 
spoken, or is not spoken exclusively, study 
in school systems in which probably no one 
on the school board has been reared bilin
gually. 

The Voting Rights Act was written with 
an eye to historical patterns of discrimina
tion, and not with an eye giving equal atten
tion to all areas of the country. Some have 
criticized it for that, saying that it focuses 
excessively on one region of the country, 
thereby singling it out for obloquy. I say 
today, as I did on the floor of the House in 
1975, that I look forward to the day when 
the citizens of Illinios will receive the same 
protections as those of Texas. But I don't 
want to remove those protections from 
Texans just because they are not extended 
to Illinois, any more than I would wish to 
remove police protection from Texas if it 
were not available to Illinois. Texas can take 
great pride in the way in which it has 
opened vastly increased political opportuni
ties to its citizens. We wish to continue to be 
a place of opportunity and this act helps us 
to do so. If we are in a time of budget-cut
ting and more careful attention to federal 
expenditures, then prudent management 
suggests that federal attention go to the 
areas with historic problems until the time 
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at which those problems are solved. For this 
reason we favor continuing to apply the cov
erage of the Voting Rights Act to those 
states to which it has applied, and not to ex
panding its coverage to all states, as some 
have suggested. 

We recognize, having spoken with various 
local and state officials, that some provi
sions of the act result in increased, and 
sometimes unnecessary paperwork. We wish 
to be responsive to such criticisms. One way 
of reducing paperwork and unnecessary 
delay in effecting changes might be to con
tinue the basic preclearance process under 
Section 5, which we consider essential, but 
to reduce one unnecessary step in the proc
ess. 

We understand that, currently, the De
partment of Justice receives documents re
quiring its preclearance, and has sixty days 
in which to review them. Meanwhile, the 
Department also informs, from its list on 
file, interested parties such as MALDEF, 
LULAC, NAACP, and similar groups who 
wish to be informed, of proposed changes in 
election procedures. These groups, and any 
other interested party, have the opportuni
ty to express their views to the Department 
of Justice. And in practice, at least in Texas, 
the great majority of instances in which the 
Department of Justice raises object ions 
during this preclearance occurs in instances 
in which interested parties have raised ob
jection. 

Nonetheless, even on routine and non-con
troversial matters such as a slight change in 
election procedures, to which no one ob
jects, the Department of Justice must now 
spend time. Meanwhile,. those who proposed 
the changes face delay while Justice offi
cials review these proposed changes. Would 
it not be possible fully to maintain the 
strength of the Voting Rights Act, and yet 
to eliminate unnecessary delays for local or 
state officials, if preclearance scrutiny were 
required only when an interested party 
raised objection or requested such scrutiny? 
It might actually allow an overworked 
Voting Section of the Department of Justice 
the opportunity to spend more time on sig
nificant problems. Such a change, however, 
if effected, would have to guarantee full and 
adequate notice to interested parties at both 
national, state, and local levels. Without 
such guarantees, the change should not be 
undertaken. With it, however, the preclear
ance process might be streamlined. 

There are some additional areas in the 
Voting Rights Act which some people are 
proposing should be altered, especially be
cause of certain recent court decisions. I 
should like to ask my colleague Mr. White 
to present this part of the testimony, which 
addresses these changes. 

Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act prohib
its abridgement of the right to vote. Unlike 
Section 5, this provision applies whether or 
not there is a change in voting practices. 

Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment 
gives Congress the power to outlaw discrimi
natory practices even where those practices 
would not necessarily violate the Four
teenth or Fifteenth Amendments of the 
United States Constitution as interpreted 
by the federal courts. However, Section 2 of 
the Voting Rights Act has been interpreted 
by courts simply to restate the law of the 
Constitution against discrimination in 
voting practices. 

Last year the Supreme Court in the case 
of Mobile v. Bolden decided that in order to 
show the violation of voting rights under 
the Constitution and under Section 2 of the 
Voting Rights Act a private plaintiff has to 
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show that there was a subjective intent to 
discriminate. Proof of subjective intent to 
discriminate is very difficult. We have come 
a long way from the time at which, for ex
ample, the Mayor of the City of Richmond 
in the 1960's could justify the annexation of 
a white suburb after Blacks became a force 
in city politics by saying: "As long as I am 
the Mayor of the City of Richmond, the 
niggers won't take over this town." Modem 
discrimination against racial and ethnic mi
norities is likely to be subtle and unex
pressed rather than stated in the press and 
in the chamber of government. As a result, 
it becomes extremely difficult and in some 
cases impossible to prove subjective intent 
to discriminate, even where the facts fairly 
clearly indicate that intentional discrimina
tion might have been in the minds of the of
ficials in charge of voting practices. 

Perhaps the prime example of cases in 
which a burden of showing subjective intent 
to discriminate becomes impossible is the 
case of at-large elections. As the statistics 
noted earlier concerning at-large elections 
in Texas' school boards indicated, at-large 
elections can have the effect of preventing 
access by minorities into leadership posi
tions in important community institutions. 
If at-large elections have been the rule since 
the application of Voting Rights Act to 
Texas, there is no opportunity for the Jus
tice Department to review these practices 
under the preclearance provisions of Section 
5 since there has been no change in voting 
practices. Therefore the private law suit is 
the only means effectively to remedy any 
discrimination that would occur. 

In many counties in rural Texas it is well 
recognized that the predominant Anglo and 
Mexican-American populations have too 
long led independent existences. In some of 
these counties school boards are elected at
large. Suppose that an analysis of the facts 
in a particular school district led you to be
lieve that the device of at-large elections to 
the school board had limited the participa
tion of Mexican-Americans in the leadership 
of a most vital resource in the community. 
How would you go about showing intent? 

Under present law the answer to that 
question is unclear. For many years since 
the case of White v. Regester the Fifth Cir
cuit Court of Appeals tried to devise a test 
that would allow private litigants to demon
strate when these at-large elections denied 
members of minority groups access to lead
ership in political positions, including school 
boards. The Mobile v. Bolden Case makes it 
clear, however, that the multi-faceted tests 
devised by the federal courts in this part of 
the country were wrong unless they focused 
on the element of subjective intent. That 
confused decisions, which was supported 
only by a bare majority of the Supreme 
Court, strongly suggests that a court infer
ring discrimination only from discriminato
ry effects risks reversal. Congress in its ex
tension of the Votings Rights Act can give 
to future courts and future litigants some 
guidance as to how intent to discriminate 
could be proved. 

We propose that the legislative history of 
the Voting Rights Act make clear that the 
test for discriminatory intent under Section 
2 of the Voting Rights Act contain the fol
lowing elements. 

First, the voting practice at question 
should be in some sense abnormal, i.e., not 
the type of practice that is routinely en
countered in the political process. Use of at
large election districts should automatically 
be determined to be abnormal under this 
test. 
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Second, the voting practice at issue should 

have an adverse effect on minorities. To sat
isfy this test a plaintiff would prove that 
members of minority groups are not propor
tionally represented in the political process, 
and in addition, perhaps, that the interest 
of minorities had been neglected compared 
to the interest of the majority group. 

Third, a practice that is found to be ab
normal and is found to have an adverse 
effect on minorities would be considered dis
criminatory if it were unsupported by any 
other policy that could not have been 
achieved by another alternative. This test 
resembles the "less restrictive alternative" 
test often used to test whether various regu
lations of speech violate the First Amend
ment. Yet, if the state or locality has an im
portant interest that only can be furthered 
by the practice in question, then evidence of 
effects alone should not be sufficient to 
show discriminatory intent. However, if the 
abnormal practice with discriminatory 
effect is not necessary to accomplish the 
purpose by which it is justified, this is 
strong evidence of discriminatory intent. 

A clear legislative history expressing the 
intent of Congress for courts to use the 
above test for determining discriminatory 
intent will streamline voting rights litiga
tion without causing the additional prob
lems of having the courts define discrimina
tory effect. Some people might advocate 
that Section 2 be amended to bar voting 
practices which h,ave a discriminatory 
effect. This might be politically impossible, 
and in addition might invite some courts to 
impose racial quotas for elected officials, 
which would be unjustified. A clear state
ment of legislative policy that permitted 
courts to use evidence of discriminatory 
effect to infer intent would, however, make 
a law less naive and more effective in reme
dying the actual devices of discrimination 
such as at-large elections, where direct 
proof of subjective intent would be impossi
ble. 

We believe, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Voting Rights Act should be extended. We 
hope to have offered a few modest sugges
tions about ways in which it can be both 
strengthened and streamlined. And we con
clude by recalling the words of the only 
president that our state has given the 
nation, Lyndon B. Johnson, who, when he 
signed the act in 1965, termed it "an impor
tant instrument of freedom," and who said, 
when urging its passage, "Their cause must 
be our cause too. Because it's not just Ne
groes, but really it's all of us who must over
come the crippling legacy of bigotry and in
justice." 

Thank you.e 

UNITED STATES WRONGLY 
CONDEMNS ISRAELI ATTACK 

HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, several 
days ago the United States voted in 
the United Nations to condemn Israel 
for its attack on the Iraqi nuclear re
actor. I find the U.S. vote to be both 
inexplicable and indefensible. Given 
the nature of the threat a nuclear
armed Iraq would have posed, not only 
to the survival of Israel, but to the 
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peace and stability of the entire world, 
the Israeli attack must be considered 
an understandable and legitimate act 
of self-defense. 

I would like to bring to the attention 
of my colleagues a particularly cogent 
editorial entitled "Andy Kirkpatrick" 
which appeared in the Wall Street 
Journal earlier this week. This piece 
persuasively argues that the United 
States gained little, and indeed, actual
ly paid a high price, by voting to con
demn Israel, its only reliable ally in 
the Middle East. 

The text of the article follows: 
ANDY KIRKPATRICK 

We will be waiting, in the wake of the U.S. 
joining the censure of Israel for pre-empt
ing the Iraqi atomic bomb, to see what our 
new-found Arab friends will do for us. Will 
Iraq now turn into a force for stability in 
the Persian Gulf? Will the Saudis now join 
the Camp David process. or even let Ameri
can crews stay on the AW ACs America has 
offered? Precisely what does America get 
out of the bargain? 

This we ask on the assumption that the 
Reagan people aren't fools. We assume that 
they aren't mortified to cast a veto in the 
UN, that they can recognize an atomic 
bomb program when it hits them in the 
face, that they are not moved by the liber
als' fear of using violence even to preclude 
greater violence in the future. So the only 
explanation left for their maneuvering in 
the Security Council is that they are "coop
erating" with the "Arab" side in the hopes 
of making the more moderate Arab states a 
bulwark against Soviet penetration of the 
Gulf. 

Maybe it will work. There is, for example, 
the case of Egypt, which only a few years 
ago was threatening to drive the Israelis 
into the sea but today, at least partly by 
dint of some assiduous diplomacy, has come 
around to our side. But there is a far longer 
list of American temporizing-including 15 
votes to censure Israel in the past 30 years
that has purchased little, if anything, of 
value. In short, history isn't encouraging. 

And the costs are enormous, particularly 
with this administration and these circum
stances. As a starter, the U.S. has again 
shown that a wedge can be driven between 
it and an ally. Mild though the condemna
tion was, it was not the sort of support an 
ally has a right to expect when it can make 
the case Israel could that its very existence 
was in mortal jeopardy. The cost of Ameri
can waffling will be felt from South Korea 
to El Salvador, from South Africa to, yes, 
even Saudi Arabia. Nations banking on 
America are going to mark not the fa:ct that 
the resolution against our ally was mild but 
that it was unanimous. 

The vote carries a cost, too, in the mock
ery it makes of anti-proliferation policy. 
Through this whole affair, no one has held 
France to account for what it was doing pro
viding Iraq with the bomb. No one has 
asked the French people to think about how 
they would feel if, someday, they were to 
awaken to the news that Iraq had dropped 
an atomic bomb on, say, Jerusalem or Da
mascus. Were the U.S. committed here it 
would have been putting France in the dock 
at the UN. 

Instead, the administration set about fuz
zling the facts in the name of policy. There 
is no reasonable doubt that Iraq was en
gaged in what a resigning international in
spector called an "aggressive, co-ordinated 

June 26, 1981 
program" to build atomic weapons. But tell
ing the truth makes it hard to deny that 
Israel acted in self-defense, which leaves 
little room for placating Arab opinion. So 
the administration sent Undersecretary 
Walter Stoessel to try to keep a straight 
face while giving Congress and the Ameri
can people the impression that the U.S. gov
ernment didn't really believe Iraq was bent 
on the bomb. What. we wonder, will be the 
future costs of making the State Depart
ment a veritable apologist for nuclear prolif
eration? 

Finally, there is the cost of leaving the im
pression that the Reagan administration, 
just like its predecessors, can be rolled by 
"world opinion." Ironically, this cost is em
bodied in UN Ambassador Jeane Kirkpat
rick, who has been spreading the message 
that the Reagan administration is different, 
not afraid to confront the opposition by tell
ing the truth even in the UN. In her first 
encounter she ends up praising the Iraqi 
ambassador and having little to show for it 
but public insults from him. <Indeed, yester
day the speaker of the Iraqi parliament 
called for an oil embargo against the U.S.> 
We hope that Mrs. Kirkpatrjck and whoever 
wrote her instructions ponder the question, 
what would Andy Young have done differ
ently? 

With the election of President Reagan, 
many of us had hoped for a basic change in 
U.S. foreign policy-toward a policy of 
standing by friends, of standing up for our 
interests against the hypocrisies of world 
opinion, of making the world face unpleas
ant truths. Given all that was said in the 
long campaign we had every right to hope 
and expect that, but the hope has now been 
badly shaken. It seems no small loss. We 
hope that Mr. Reagan and Mrs. Kirkpatrick 
get something in return.e 

RESIST PRESIDENT'S LOBBYING 
EFFORT 

HON. CARROLL HUBBARD, JR. 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, since 
the spring, I, along with my other col
leagues in this august body, have been 
called, collared, cornered, and coaxed 
into voting with the Reagan adminis
tration in its efforts to see its budget 
cut proposals passed. However, I have 
been told by many of my constituents 
to resist this massive lobbying effort 
and help preserve those programs that 
this society desperately needs. One of 
those constituents is Roger D. Cun
ningham, Route 2, 302 Rebecca Drive, 
Paducah, Ky. I feel his letter is one 
which should be shared with my col
leagues and I wish to do so at this 
time. The letter follows: 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HUBBARD: I have 
watched with interest the news reports de
tailing the intense pressure being placed on 
you by the Reagan administration to sway 
your decision on the budget in his direction. 
I hope you do not allow yourself to be won 
over by his lobbying effort. You were not 
elected to do the President's bidding, but to 
represent the people of western Kentucky. 
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I think that the Congress and the media 

are making a fundamental mistake in their 
assessment of public support for President 
Reagan's policies. To say that since the 
American people are overjoyed at his mirac
ulous recovery from the gunshot wound, 
then we must be equally overjoyed in the 
budget proposals he has submitted to Con
gress is ludicrous. I am one of those tradi
tionally Democractic voters who switched 
parties in the last Presidential election, not 
because I was that enamored with Reagan, 
but because I was thoroughly disillusioned 
with Carter. 

The so-called conservative tide is not the 
mandate for Reaganomics that some would 
like us to believe. The $688 billion budget 
that has Reagan's blessing is not one that 
the majority of Americans will be happy 
with. It amounts to nothing more than a 
massive transfer of public funds from social 
programs to defense spending; and the pro
posed balanced budget in 1984 is the result 
of playing with numbers, not a realistic as
sessment of this Nation's true economic pic
ture. 

When the vote on the Reagan budget 
takes place this week, I will be watching 
with interest and I am hoping that your 
vote will be cast for the $714 billion Demo
cratic budget proposal. 

Sincerely, 
ROGER D. CUNNINGHAM .• 

IS CRITICISM ONLY WAY TO 
DEAL WITH THE SOVIETS? 

HON. JOHN F. SEIBERLING 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, in 
the last of his five articles on key for
eign policy issues, David Cooper, the 
distinguished associate editor of the 
Akron Beacon Journal, brings out the 
fact that, so far the Reagan adminis-

. tration has no clear foreign policy 
other than arms buildups and criti
cism of Soviet policies. 

He notes in particular, that: 
The crucial issue of the age-the quest for 

nuclear disarmament-has yet to be ad
dressed in any substantive way by the new 
administration. 

Mr. Speaker, the full text of this ex
cellent article follows these remarks. 
[From the Akron Beacon Journal, June 19, 

1981] 
Is CRITICISM ONLY WAY FoR REAGAN To 

DEAL WITH SOVIETS? 
<By David B. Cooper) 

Contrary to popular belief, a top State De
partment official told an audience in Wash
ington recently, "Secretary Haig does not 
eat Turfbuilder for breakfast." 

The speaker, Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., the 
new undersecretary for political affairs in 
Alexander Haig's State Department, conced
ed that his boss has had "some problems of 
turf" within the Reagan administration. 

"This," Mr. Stoessel said, "has been exag
gerated." 

Perhaps, but it has been both an irony 
and a problem for Secretary of State Haig 
that as the President's top choice to serve as 
America's key diplomatic official and as a 
member of the Reagan team who knew a 
great deal about Washington intrigue 
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through his days running Richard Nixon's 
Watergate bunker, he quickly became the 
lightning rod for internal bickering in the 
new Reagan team. 

Secretary Haig's supporters in Washing
ton, and there are many, think the internal 
conflicts are over and that he can shape ef
fective foreign policy for President Reagan. 

To be sure, the President has publicly 
praised Al Haig, and the secretary is now 
completing his third apparently successful 
mission abroad, this time to mainland 
China. 

However, if Secretary Haig has, as he and 
others believe, a clear vision for the current 
and future course of American foreign 
policy, there are no solid assurances that Al 
Haig's mostly pragmatic approach to sensi
tive international issues will always win the 
support of the President. 

One more undercutting of Mr. Haig's poli
cies would probably result in his departure 
and throw our key allies into a state of total 
confusion. 

This is at least partly because the Presi
dent hiinself has not articulated any strong 
and clear foreign policy agenda. Asked 
about this void at his news conference Tues
day, Mr. Reagan pooh-poohed any notion 
that this was a serious omission. In fact, it 
is, and is growing more so as both Ameri
cans and our allies remain unclear as to 
where the Reagan policies will lead. 

The President further confused the trou
bled Middle East situation, in the political 
uproar following Israel's raid on Iraq, by ap
pearing to defend Israel's action. Will the 
United States now defend any military 
action by its allies against any nation an 
ally sees as a threat? And, if so, how will the 
Reagan administration prevent such occur
rences from leading some part of the world 
to the brink of war? 

The President must be learning by now 
that the foreign policy minefield is not as 
easy to walk through as he implied during 
the campaign when he was criticizing 
Jimmy Carter for fumbles and inconsisten
cy. Some of what the Reagan administra
tion has done and said, especially in recent 
days, could also be judged as inconsistent. 

And the crucial issue of the age-the 
quest for nuclear disarmament-has yet to 
be addressed in any substantive way by the 
new administration. 

Ronald Reagan came to office having 
campaigned against the SALT II treaty on 
nuclear weapons signed by Jimmy Carter 
with Leonid Brezhnev of the Soviet Union. 
Al Haig also opposed SALT II. 

Both men now find themselves in the awk
ward position of having to abide by the 
terms of that treaty, for the time being at 
least, despite the fact that it was not rati
fied by the Senate. 

How will the Reagan administration ap
proach the question of further arms limita
tion negotiations with the Russians? 

There are no answers so far-only Secre
tary Haig's vague comments that he and 
others are trying to shape a new approach 
that result in agreements that are "fair, eq
uitable and ... result in actual reductions" 
of strategic weapons. New negotiations, he 
suggested, would see the Reagan adminis
tration attempting to tie arms reductions to 
"worldwide Soviet conduct." 

At the same time, the administration is 
pushing the greatest American peacetime 
military buildup in history. Under the Presi
dent's plans, the Defense Department's 
budget would rise by $226 billion over a six
year period, an increase of 160 percent. 

While action is clearly needed to offset 
some of the Soviet Union's massive military 
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buildup in recent years-especially in the 
capability of theater forces and weapons
there is no guarantee the Pentagon will 
spend such increases wisely or well. To the 
contrary, past evidence of military waste 
suggests a lot of the money will be spent 
without effectiveness. 

Is the administration's plan to launch a 
huge new arms buildup and then to use that 
as a bargaining chip with the Soviets? If so, 
the President has not made it clear. 

In the meantime, the President especially 
and Secretary Haig to some degree have 
used many opportunities to lambast the So
viets and the communist system they lead 
and represent. There is clearly much to 
criticize in the ways the Soviets do things 
and the mischief they create in many parts 
of the world. But is that the best way to get 
an adversary to the bargaining table? Only 
time will tell. 

For the present, the Middle East remains 
the administration's chief problem and po
tential tinderbox. 

In the aftermath of Israel's attack on 
Iraq, there is no clear picture of how the ad
ministration intends to cool tensions in the 
Middle East while also-as it intends-build
ing up forces and alliances there that can 
dissuade the Soviets and their cat's-paws 
from further adventurism in the region. 

The general approach toward foreign 
policy has been laid out by Secretary Haig 
and other key State Department officials. 

But the specifics are either lacking or un
certain. 

Referring to the results, Mr. Haig recently 
told a gathering of editors and broadcasters 
in Washington: "Of course the jury is still 
out-as it will be for some time. But there is 
a historic change in America. It is time to 
roll up our sleeves and get back in an activ
ist diplomatic role." 

Absent any clear foreign policy agenda 
from the President, it is unknown what he 
wants that role to be, and what he hopes it 
can achieve specifically in the areas of the 
world that are now crucial to American in
terests. 

While Secretary Haig can be credited with 
pulling together what appears to be a good 
staff, the political pressures on Mr. Reagan 
from those conservatives and neo-conserv
atives who worked hard to elect him make it 
doubtful how long a leash the State Depart
ment has in preparing new American diplo
matic initiatives. 

So the jury is not only still out, as Al Haig 
said, but awaiting the presentation of evi
dence and argument on foreign policy goals 
by the person most responsible for setting 
those goals-the President. 

EDITOR'S NOTE.-Associate Editor David B. 
Cooper recently attended a two-day briefing 
on American foreign policy at the State De
partment in Washington. 

This is the last part of a series on key for
eign policy issues and the administration's 
foreign agenda.e 

IN HONOR OF EDWARD BALL, 
AN OUTSTANDING BUSINESS 
LEADER 

HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, a con
stituent and a very dear friend of 
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mine, Edward Ball, passed away at age 
93, last Wednesday and was buried 
next to his partner and brother-in-law 
Alfred J. du Pont on the du Pont 
estate, Nemours, at Wilmington, Del., 
this afternoon. His sister Jessie Ball 
du Pont predeceased him several years 
ago and is buried at Nemours as well. 

These three people were a team and 
each in his or her own way had a tre
mendous and affirmative impact on 
America. And in the years to come the 
tremendous wealth they accumulated 
will have a beneficial and glorious 
impact for good in our land because 
the vast majority of their wealth, 
almost all of it, will go to crippled chil
dren, for the aged and to independent 
colleges. 

Mr. Ball in his lifetime demonstrat
ed a love of nature and for wildlife 
preservation that will also be carried 
on after his death in a wildlife founda
tion that he has already generously 
funded. In the future, as I see the 
beauty of wildlife that his efforts have 
made possible, I will think of my dear 
friend, his sparkling wit, his courage 
and his manly perseverance. I will 
think also of his dedication to our 
country and to its basic principles. 

Mr. Speaker, a giant of a man has 
gone to his Maker. Heaven will be a 
better place for that. Here on Earth 
we must take our consolation in the 
knowledge that he made our Earth a 
better place because he was here. 

To Denise Zapff e, his niece, and to 
all his other relatives, we send our 
warmest condolences.e 

STRAIGHT TALK ON DEFENSE 

HON. JONATHAN 8. BINGHAM 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to insert in the RECORD a 
series of three articles that have a 
man-bites-dog quality about them
they contain some careful thinking 
and calls for restraint in military 
spending, but they are written by a re
tired flag officer. They question the 
necessity of upgrading our tactical nu
clear weapons in Europe. They ques
tion the necessity of deploying the 
neutron bomb in order to offset the 
Warsaw Pact's advantages over NATO 
in tanks. They suggest that we are 
pursuing a will-o'-the-wisp in trying to 
deploy an MX missile in the hope that 
it will be invulnerable to a preemptive 
first strike. They include an endorse
ment of George Kennan's recent dra
matic call for an across-the-board re
duction in nuclear weapons by both 
superpowers. The author of these 
striking articles is Noel Gayler, former 
Director of the National Security 
Agency, former commander in chief of 
all U.S. forces in the Pacific, and re-
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tired admiral. I commend them to the Carter first supported this notion, then 
attention of my colleagues: snatched it back. Secretary Weinberger re
CFrom the Washington Post, June 17, 1981] cently floated the idea and Secretary Haig 

slapped it down, for reasons not central to 
its merits. No one doubts the idea will sur-<By Noel Gayler) 

<D STICKING BY OUR GUNS face again. It has powerful supporters. 
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt came to see What about it? 

us at a time when the NATO West was trou- The "neutron" weapon is one of a class 
bled over nuclear weapons based in Europe. 
He has had to tell his own party, the Social called "tactical" nuclear weapons. These are 
Democrats, to shape up on this issue, or find weapons smaller (but still enormous> in 
a new leader. yield, designed to be used by military forces 

With full American support, he's taken a against military forces. Some examples are 
firm line. So have other NATO govern- artillery shells, short-range missiles and air
ments. But their electorates are not neces- craft bombs. They have great destructive 
sarily on board. And if there's one clear power and their use entails grave risks. 
lesson of the Vietnam War, it is that mili- What are those risks? 
tary policy, without supporting political The enemy will certainly retaliate in kind, 
consensus, is a loser. The basis issue is that and he will up the ante. Rapid escalation to 
most Europeans don't want to fall under total nuclear war is a strong possibility, 
Russian military conquest or domination, once the nuclear firebreak has been crossed. 
with all the odious apparatus of Communist . . . . . 
totalitarian rule. But they also don't wish to ~ussian incursion win. be fou~ht o°: allied 
take a serious or unnecessary risk of being soil. Noncombatants will be killed i~ the 
eradicated by nuclear weapons. Most people . hundreds and thousands, and these will be 
will think these are reasonable concerns. our friends and allies. Since our friends may 

In the past some Europeans have made a well object to this outcome, the alliance 
choice, under the slogan of "Better Red may be fractured at the outset. 
than Dead." More robust characters have Even if we enjoy two miracles in series
reacted in the spirit of our own Patrick there is no escalation and the alliance holds 
Henry. "Give us liberty or give us death." together-we will be far worse off militarily 
But these are not the only alternatives. after a tactical nuclear exchange than 
Both security and freedom for Europe are before. That is because we have the more 
possible. They require that as allies we see critical and vulnerable targets: ports, air
clearly what the military needs are, and fields and lines of communication central to 
that we act on that knowledge. 

The first nuclear proposal now before the our defense. 
allies is that NATO must "match" the The so-called neutron weapon-also called 
Soviet medium-range ballistic missiles tar- enhanced radiation weapons-are designed 
geted on Europe <SS20) with medium-range to meet some of these objections. Most, but 
ballistic missiles of our own <Pershing II or not all, of the energy comes out as radiation 
cruise missiles> based in Europe. This may that kills or injures living creatures but does 
or may not be a good idea. We have made it little damage to material. There is, however, 
a touchstone of the unity of NATO, and an irreducible minimum of heat and blast, 
Chancellor Schmidt's loyal support to that which is still very large by ordinary stand
ideal should command admiration and re- ards. Are they very different from "conven
spect. The deployment plan is seen also as a tional" nuclear weapons in practical effect? 
necessary, if paradoxical, step to the negoti- No. Are they more dangerous? Perhaps, if 
ation of balanced nuclear force reduction. 
Let's hope the negotiating strategy works. they serve to lower the threshhold to nucle-

But there are a few things we should un- ar war. Are they really necessary to defeat 
derstand about it: tanks? No. There are better alternatives. 

Europe is under no special or unusual There is another difficulty, of a different 
danger from SS20s. There are plenty-very kind. Rightly, no president with all his mar
many more than plenty-of Russian inter- bles is likely to release nuclear weapons for 
continental-range missiles, which can strike use, except in the most extreme circum
any target in Europe, simply by shortening stances, if even then. The risks are simply 
the trajectory. It makes no real difference too high to make the game worth the 
to the target where a missile comes from- candle. The commander in the field there
only where it lands. fore has an uncertain weapon on which he 

You don't have to "match" any weapons 
with an equal and opposite weapon of your can never rely. Much better that he have ef-
own. Late in the 19th century, battle cruis- fective means to victory that he can be con
ers were built to rule the seas. They had 11- fident will be available to him. We can have 
inch guns to sink other battle cruisers, 8- such means, if we will. 
inch guns for cruisers, 6-inch guns for light What are some of these alternatives? 
cruisers, 4-inch guns for destroyers, 3-inch Weapons that effectively kill tanks, by find
guns for torpedo boats and <I guess) small ing them and hitting them. Weapons that 
arms to repel boarders. Then British Admi- ensure our aircraft are superior to the 
ral "Jackey" Fisher had a remarkable in- enemy's. Means to find and kill submarines 
sight: 11-inch guns that could sink a battle and protect our ships at sea against aircraft 
cruiser could also sink any smaller ship! The and missiles. Weapons to stop infantry on 
all-big-gun Dreadnought was built, and all the ground. Most important, means to con
other big weapons were obsolete. Our inter- trol information, the key to tactics and to 
continental weapons are our big guns. battle. All of this, without resort to nuclear 

European-based NATO missiles impart no weapons. All of this, fundamentally, by 
special freedom of action or autonomy to 
the European allies. It is inconceivable they technology well suited to the American and 
could be used without American consent. European genius and far ahead of the ad-

The basis on which to judge the proposals versary. 
is the extent to which they contribute to or Given political will and economic support 
lessen the nuclear threat to Europe and to NATO can field the forces necessary to 
the unity of NATO. defend ourselves. We have no need to resort 

The second nuclear issue before NATO is 
the so-called neutron bomb. President 
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to the unmeasured hazard of nuclear weap
ons. We need be neither Red nor dead. 

[From the Washington Post, June 23, 198ll 
(ll) A WAY OUT OF THE NUCLEAR TRAP 

<By Noel Gayler) 
All the West is caught in the cruel trap of 

ever-increasing danger from nuclear weap
ons. We have strange company: the U.S.S.R. 
We and they struggle mightily for a pre
ferred place within our trap, but every 
struggle draws the net tigher. 

Most of you who read this live near Wash
ington-you will not survive a nuclear ex
change. Nor will those who live in New York 
or Boston or Seattle or Chicago or any of 
our great cities. Nor those who live in 
Moscow or Kiev or Tbilisi or Vladivostok or 
remote Alma-Ata or almost anywhere else in 
either enormous country. 

Our present policy has reached a dead 
end. So has the Russian policy. But there is 
a way out of the trap. George Kennan has 
made a dramatic proposal for the immediate 
50 percent reduction, on both sides, of all 
nuclear weapons, of all kinds, without hag
gling over detail. This is great, as far as it 
goes, but it does not go far enough. To see 
why this is so, read on. 

Our basic need is truly to understand the 
nature of nuclear weapons. They are so 
enormous that, in a nuclear exchange, the 
first f~w weapons arriving do almost all the 
damage conceivable to the fabric of the 
country. So we have a military paradox: the 
power position of either side is not affected 
much by the size of its nuclear forces. 
Which way the wind is blowing (carrying 
nuclear fallout) makes more of a difference 
than an extra thousand missiles or so on 
either side. 

In a similar way, technology has no great 
payoff. It makes no difference whether New 
York, say, is devastated by an old SSll or a 
brand new SS19 MIRV warhead. In the ab
sence of effective defenses, it makes no dif
ference whether delivery is by a hypersonic 
maneuvering re-entry body, or a tired old 
Bear bomber. The results are the same. 

But what about defenses? Can't we have 
the missile defenses and air defenses that 
would shield us against a Russian attack? 
The short answer is: no way. In convention
al air defense, it's enough to shoot down a 
few aircraft at each go-the cumulative 
losses soon bring the attack to a halt. 

In nuclear defense, the situation is re
versed: essentially all weapons have to be 
stopped or else the damage is done. Effec
tive defense against hundreds or thousands 
of weapons is impossible. 

Isn't accuracy important, and its exotic 
technology? Well, yes, but only if you want 
to attack hard, fixed targets such as missile 
silos, and that brings us to MX. 

MX is really two separate and separable 
ideas. One idea responds to the potential 
threat against our own missiles by creating 
uncertainty about their precise location. No 
matter how powerful and how accurate the 
attacking missile, it cannot, except by 
chance, destroy a target it cannot locate. 

The idea is good. We make our missiles 
relatively secure against attack, and we 
don't have to fire them out in the few min
utes of warning time available. The hair
trigger is gone, as is much of the danger 
from false alarms. But the present scheme 
is unnecessarily elaborate. We don't have to 
pave the states of Utah and Nevada and 
suck dry the water of the West to give secu
rity to our force. Much simpler means will 
do the job. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The second MX idea creates a powerful 

rocket with numerous and very accurate in
dependent warheads, as replacement for 
Minuteman. This is a dubious proposal, in 
its present form. If and to the extent we 
need to replace an aging missile with a new 
one, it's a good idea. To the extent we create 
a force with warheads numerous, powerful 
and accurate enough to threaten the Rus
sian ICBM force in hard silos, it's a bad 
idea. Why? 

Because the U.S.S.R. will surely respond. 
They will be no more content than we to see 
their land-based force threatened by sur
prise attack. What are their options? 

They could live with their vulnerability. 
This would be very dangerous-they would 
feel the hair-trigger necessity to fire out on 
warning of attack. 

They too could play hide and seek. 
There is a worse Russian option. That is 

they would do both the above. They could 
elect to keep the hair-trigger force they 
have, and also to build a force we cannot 
target. We would end up with the worst of 
both worlds. 

All of this means that the security of both 
their force and ours is good-stabilizing. 
The idea of attacking such forces-"coun
terforce" in the jargon-is a loser. It is de
stabilizing and dangerous for us and for 
them. 

The missile-firing submarines are pretty 
secure. Sure, both sides are working hard on 
anti-submarine measures, and have had 
some limited success. But with the vast 
areas of the ocean they both can now hide 
in, it's inconceivable that any important 
number can be sunk in the opening hours of 
war. Three months, maybe-not three 
hours. 

Still different are the bombers. We've ac
cepted that their chance of getting shot 
down is so great they must carry cruise mis
siles to penetrate to the target. Better we 
should convert most of the bomber force, 
present and future, to useful military pur
poses. 

This notion, that military force should 
have useful military purpose, is so self-evi
dent that it seems fatuous to state it. Yet 
we must, for there is an obvious disconnect 
in our present forces. 

There is no sensible military use for any 
of our nuclear forces: intercontinental, thea
ter or tactical. Their only reasonable ration
ale is, first, to deter the other fellow from 
the use of his and, second, to gain whatever 
political edge there may be from the ap
pearance of nuclear strength. As a general 
rule, we can state that nuclear forces are 
militarily sufficient whenever they are po
litically sufficient. 

So now we know how to escape the trap. It 
is the usable conventional military power 
that counts, not the useless threat of dis
tant destruction. Cut back the nuclear 
forces, ours and theirs, across the board, as 
Kennan suggests. Give up any notion of 
first use. Look to the united political, eco
nomic and usable military strength of the 
West to keep us free. 

[From the Washington Post, June 25, 19811 
<III> THE SovIETS WANT To SURVIVE, Too 

<By Noel Gayler) 
Neither we nor the Soviet Union can pos

sibly want to be in our present position, 
where our very existence depends on the 
nuclear restraint of the other. There is only 
one way out-we must each negotiate with 
the other not only a major reduction of nu
clear weapons but an absolute end to any 
military dependence on them. 
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Negotiating will be tough. We each have 

major and nearly insoluble problems with 
the other. The West feels threatened by the 
enormous Russian military buildup, by their 
worldwide trouble-making under the rubric 
of "wars of national liberation," by their un
principled subjugation of their neighbors. 
They in turn recognize us as their most dan
gerous potential military adversary, as the 
stumbling block to their worldwide ambi
tions, and as the organizers of international 
alliances to contain them. 

And we have a lot of experience negotiat
ing with the Soviet Union-much of it bad. 
We see them as adversary, devoid of good 
will, manipulatory, unwilling to compro
mise. They see us as uncertain, compliant, 
willing to yield after a while to intransigent 
positions, for the sake of agreement. Both 
views have a good deal of validity. 

Yet both are beside the point. The object 
isn't to "win" a negotiation, or to end up 
with "superior" nuclear forces. The object is 
to make the chance of nuclear war as small 
as possible. We have other political objec
tives. So has the Soviet Union. Most of 
them conflict intensely. But this one objec
tive we share, and it is far more important 
than all the rest put together. 

The key is to find our common interests, 
and they are not hard to find; we have a 
common interest in not being blown up. We 
also have a common interest, as great 
powers, that we not be subject to nuclear 
blackmail from smaller powers or terrorist 
groups. This is plenty to build agreement 
on, but only if we detach these overriding 
problems from all the other issues between 
us. The notion that we can punish or coerce 
the Soviet Union for its behavior by with
holding our agreement on nuclear weapons 
is fallacious. Our need is every bit as great 
as theirs. If we wait until they shape up, to 
our standard, on every bone of contention 
between us, we will wait a long, long time. 
And the clock of nuclear danger is ticking 
away. 

So we have the basis for negotiation. 
What precisely should we propose? Here is a 
list, for openers: 

Immediate equal reduction of nuclear 
weapons of all categories, as proposed by 
George Kennan. This can become a progres
sive process. 

Renunciation of nuclear initiatives for any 
purpose whatever. 

Renunciation of any "counterforce" strat
egy against strategic nuclear forces. 

Concurrent strong opposition to any form 
of nuclear weapons proliferation, by our cli
ents or theirs. The first step must be our 
own reductions, or we have no credibility 
whatever. 

Are such agreements possible? Yes, be
cause the Soviet Union and the United 
States would gain by them. Can they be 
verified? Weapons turned in can be counted. 
Weapons could be hidden away in small 
quantities, but only very large quantities 
would make a difference. And very large 
quantities we would know about. Nuclear 
initiatives are foreshadowed by the nature 
of the weapons, for example a "neutron" 
bomb must be made and deployed before it 
can be used. And opposition to nuclear 
weapons proliferation must by nature be 
public, or it isn't real opposition. 

Supposing we believe all this; what are the 
Russian views? We know that they are sus
picious, and slow to react to new proposals. 
We know that their military literature 
abounds in references to nuclear war ex
changes and mixed nuclear-conventional 
campaigns. <To a certain extent, so does 
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ours.) We know that some of their military 
exercises and some of their military equi
page bear out these ideas. But there is no 
evidence that the Soviet Union is irrational. 
The compelling logic against the use of nu
clear weapons applies equally to the Rus
sians as to us. The Party leadership has 
given every signal that they understand 
that logic. And the last effort to reach a 
limiting agreement, imperfect though it 
was, was terminated not by the Soviet 
Union, but by the Americans when the 
Senate refused to approve SALT II. 

The nuclear preparations of the Soviet 
military can therefore be regarded as worst
case insurance, as indeed ours should be. 

So we have our prescription for negotia
tions. We need be realistic, hardheaded and 
specific. Generalities about the "spirit" of 
Camp David or anywhere else will get us 
nothing but disappointment. And we must 
confine negotiations severely to our 
common interests: to reduce the chance of 
nuclear war. No attempted arm-twisting on 
other subjects, no attempts to gain points 
by "winning." If we do this, we and they 
have a good chance to reach agreements 
that will in some measure lift this cloud of 
danger from us. 

President Reagan has an unmatched op
portunity. He alone can initiate this process 
without suspicion of weakness. The Ameri
can people wish, and he wishes, for America 
to have unmatched strengh-military, eco
nomic, political strength and strength of 
purpose. Yet the President has common 
sense in uncommon measure, and will surely 
see that our military strength lies in people 
and forces far removed from these useless 
and dangerous nuclear weapons. Should he 
act on this perception, and. should he suc
ceed, history will record him as one of our 
greatest presidents.• 

LA VERNE, CALIF., COMMEMO-
RATES 75 YEARS OF 
PROGRESS 

HON. DAVID DREIER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
•Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, on July 
4, 1981, I will have the honor of join
ing with the city of La Verne, Calif., 
and celebrating not only our Nation's 
birthday, but also that city's 75th an
niversary. It is indeed a great privilege 
for me to participate in this festivity 
as I not only serve as La Verne's repre
sentative in Congress, but am also a 
resident of this fine city. 

In 1887, Issac Lord, a promoter for 
the historic Santa Fe Railroad, first 
settled in the area now called La 
Verne and established a tradition of 
growth and prosperity still evident 
today. The railroad company Lord 
worked for brought with it the "boom 
town" spirit associated with turn-of
the-century California towns. That 
spirit transformed into a productive, 
lasting work ethic that makes La 
Verne a vibrant and healthy communi
ty. La Verne, which means "Growing 
Green" is a gem in the crown of com
munities surrounding Los Angeles in 
southern California. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Since incorporation in 1906, La 

Verne has provided its residents with 
an ever-growing number of dependable 
public services which people have 
come to know they can rely on. This 
year, celebrating its 75th anniversary, 
the city will hold dedication ceremo
nies for new city police and fire facili
ties. 

I have been given the opportunity to 
address the attendees at the ceremo
nies and will be joined by several city 
officials. Mayor Frank Johnson and 
Councilmen John Blickenstaff, Bob 
Neher, Ed Paul and Craig Walters will 
preside at the ribbon cutting along 
with Fire Chief Robert Lapp and 
Acting Police Chief Wes Stearns. Also 
in attendance will be City Manager 
Perry Beck and his assistant, Martin 
Lomeli, as well as former City Manag
er George Caswell. 

The new building we will be opening 
has been dedicated to three deserving 
civil servants whose combined careers 
span almost 100 years of service in 
public safety. Hubert "Scubie" Mills 
served as a volunteer fireman for 
nearly 50 years; Harry Blickenstaff ca
pably filled the fire chief's position for 
30 years; and Harvey M. Case served 
as police chief for an equally large 
portion of the city's three-quarters of 
a century. 

This Fourth of July · will be a truly 
exciting day for La Verne: in addition 
to our traditional Independence Day 
parade and the dedication ceremony, 
we will celebrate the diamond anniver
sary of our town, a landmark event in 
city history. 

For 75 years La Verne has had a con
scientious plan of uninterrupted 
growth and development while main
taining the community's essential 
charm and character. I hope my col
leagues will join me and all other resi
dents of La Verne in saluting our 75th 
prosperous year .e 

BLOCK GRANTS WILL WORK 

HON. NEWT GINGRICH 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I be
lieve in the State and local govern
ments of this country. I think they are 
capable of helping the people they 
represent. But these governments are 
being choked by confusing Federal 
regulations and by an overweight, 
sluggish Federal bureaucracy. We can 
stop the Federal Government from 
being a burden to the State and local 
authorities by implementing the block 
grant program. 

Mark Whitlock, a vocational consult
ant in Georgia and my former student, 
wrote a letter telling me why he sup
ports block grants. I would like to 
share his excellent remarks with my 
colleagues. 

June 26, 1981 
DEAR DR. GINGRICH: I want to add my sup

port to your efforts in spearheading the 
present administration's move toward 
budget and tax cuts. Particularly, I support 
the move toward block grant programs for 
funding social services. This will allow the 
states to decide where monies should be 
spent. 

As a former student and constituent of 
yours, I do recall your zeal to allow the "pri
vate sector" to deal with the implementa
tion of action-based programs to address 
specific issues in our society. As a rehabilita
tion professional in the private sector, I 
have also accepted that idea. I must add 
that, <as it was reported that candidate 
Ronald Reagan said), "we do have the 
energy /talent in this country to deal with 
our social problems". I whole-heartedly 
agree with that statement, and am commit
ted to working in the private sector toward 
the solution of problems defined as "social". 

It has been made quite evident, to me, 
that "the private sector" can successfully 
deal with "social" issues. It has been made 
even more clear to me that "the private 
sector" solutions come closer to "success" 
than do government attempts to deal with 
"social" issues. 

I've also found, in the private sector, there 
are incentives to successfully complete work 
which are not found in government at
tempts to deal with "social" issues. Quite 
frankly, if my company does not do the job, 
another company is hired who will do the 
job. Government programs do not have this 
type incentive. Therefore, it does not appear 
that government programs successfully 
handle that with which they were designed 
to deal. Furthermore, the lack of incentives 
creates a "non-productive" atmosphere in 
which bottom-line success is not defined as 
a goal. 

Specifically, my company deals with in
dustrially injured individuals, employee-as
sistance programs, and with other concerns 
faced by those who deal with the human 
labor issue. Our successes are documented, 
and we can proudly stand on our record. 

Quite ironically, my tax monies, in effect, 
support my "competition". That is, state vo
cational rehabilitation programs, with no 
real incentive to return an industrially-in
jured employee to gainful employment, do 
receive my support. Honestly, I do not un
derstand why state vocational rehabilitation 
services are offered to industrially-injured 
workers who are covered by State Workers' 
Compensation laws. In actuality, this repre
sents an applying of tax monies for those in
dividuals who are already receiving medical 
and other compensation from State Work
ers' Compensation laws. So, there is a costly 
duplication of services present. It appears 
that this costly duplication can also be 
present for individuals covered under the 
Federal Employees Compensation Act, 
Longshore and Harbor Workers Act, and 
other similar laws designed to provide aid to 
the industrially-injured. 

Dr. Gingrich, thank you for your review 
of my letter. I count myself fortunate to 
have been in your classes at West Georgia 
College, and count myself fortunate to be 
able to write to you as a United States Rep
resentative. I congratulate you on your se
lection as President Reagan's "leader" for 
the budget and tax fight in the House of 
Representatives. I wish you continued suc
cess, and I am sure that you will experience 
this. 

Sincerely, 
MARK WHITLOCK, M. Ed., C.R.C., 

Vocational Consultant.• 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO 

REPEAL PUBLIC HEALTH SERV
ICE AGE LIMITATIONS 

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 
today I have introduced legislation to 
remove the age requirements for ap
pointment to the Commissioned Corps 
of the U.S. Public Health Service. I am 
offering this bill with the hope that it 
can be acted upon quickly to give 
President Reagan the opportunity he 
has sought to appoint Dr. Everett C. 
Koop as Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service. I feel that any 
President of the United States ought 
to have the opportunity to nominate 
persons to public policymaking posi
tions in his administration who will 
carry out the policies and programs 
the President advocates. 

The Senate, of course, retains the 
constitutional authority and responsi
bility to inquire into the qualifications 
for office of any such nominee-which 
is proper under our system of checks 
and balances. 

The President has nominated Dr. 
Koop for the position of Surgeon Gen
eral, but two provisions of existing law 
stand as legal impediments to his con
firmation: 

First, present law requires that the 
Surgeon General be an officer of the 
Public Health Service. The Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 209(a)) 
requires that those appointed to the 
Public Health Service must be young
er than age 44 when appointed. 

Second, the same act, 42 U.S.C. 212 
(a)(l), establishes a mandatory retire
ment age of 65 for any Public Health 
Service officer. 

My bill will clear the way for consid
eration of Dr. Koop's nomination by 
the Senate by repealing these two re
quirements. 

I want to emphasize that my bill is 
not special legislation for this one 
nomination, but establishes a principle 
of fairness and equal treatment for all 
present Public Health Service officers 
and all future candidates for admis
sion to the Public Health Service. In 
these enlightened times, when Con
gress has removed mandatory retire
ment age laws for employees of the 
Federal Government and raised the 
limitation in the private sector from 
65 years to 70 years, retaining such a 
provision for the Public Health Serv
ice would be an anachronism. Like
wise, if there is no maximum age limit, 
neither, in all fairness, should there be 
a minimum age requirement. 

My bill will retain in current law, 
however, the long-established require
ments for professional qualifications 
for entry into the U.S. Public Health 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Service. This bill deals only with the 
age requirements. 

Immediately upon removal of those 
impediments, the Senate could begin 
consideration of Dr. Koop's nomina
tion. 

The age limitation is a relatively 
minor, technical matter for the House 
of Representatives and should be 
acted upon promptly so this legisla
tion can be cleared through the Con
gress and sent to the President by 
mid-July, giving the Senate ample op
portunity to act on the Koop nomina
tion before the August recess. 

I am very pleased that hearings on 
this and similar legislation have been 
scheduled by the House Subcommittee 
on Health and the Environment. I 
commend Chairman WAXMAN, with 
whom I have discussed this legislation, 
for his decision to hold these hearings. 
This action indicates a willingness on 
the part of the subcommittee to coop
erate and move the legislation along 
expeditiously·• 

SPENDING MORE, GETTING 
LESS 

HON. RON WYDEN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, this 
country needs a strong national de
fense. The situation in Poland is tense; 
Soviet adventurism persists in Central 
America and the Horn of Africa; and 
the Middle East is a powder keg. 
Anyone who thinks we do not need a 
strong defense probably is not reading 
the morning paper-because even a 
cursory glance at the daily news re
minds us how dangerous our world we 
live in is. 

In light of this obvious need for a 
truly strong national defense, I am dis
tressed that the debate over our na
tional security has centered on how 
much we spend-not on how we spend 
it. 

A review of recent American military 
actions-from the doomed rescue raid 
in Iran, to the loss of life on the Maya
guez, to the wasted resources in Viet
nam-tells us we are doing something 
wrong and are not up to facing the 
world's vast dangers-even though we 
have spent billions on defense. 

With this in mind, I reviewed the 
1981 Department of Defense supple
mental authorization and concluded it 
represented nothing more than busi
ness as usual. That is why I voted 
against it. 

It authorized more F-18 fighters. 
Originally designed in 1975 as a low
cost replacement for the F-14 Tomcat, 
the F-18 now costs about $26 million 
per plane. 

It also authorized more M-1 tanks. 
This is the tank that would not start 

14853 
in cold weather and cannot run in the 
desert because its turbine engine con
tinually clogs with dust. The Pentagon 
says of the M-1: 

The engine's demonstrated durability and 
reliability levels were so low that they could 
be doubled and the engine would still fall 
short of its durability goals. 

In real dollars, this tank costs seven 
times as much as the Sherman tank of 
World War II. 

This supplemental defense authori
zation did not make America safer. 
The only security it provided was to 
keep the Federal faucet running 
longer to make up for obscene cost 
overruns, poor reliability and second
rate performance. 

This supplemental authorization, in 
language plain enough to defense con
tractors and military planners, said: 

We think you're doing fine. Your current 
track record is acceptable, and we'll keep 
the spigot flowing in your direction. 

I refuse to accept this line of reason
ing. If it is fair to examine every nook 
and cranny of every social program 
run by the Federal Government, it 
certainly is fair to examine the cavern
ous domain of our Defense Establish
ment. If it is fair to point out waste 
and fraud in social programs, it is fair 
to point out excess and incompetency 
in defense programs. 

I want to vote for military expendi
tures because I think they are needed. 
But what I want is a cost-effective, 
stand up, and efficient defense that 
works-not one that is so riddled with 
inefficiencies that we will be left truly 
vulnerable. 

Why can we not have built the F-18 
the way it was originally envisioned
an inexpensive, relatively light, dual
purpose fighter; not a plane that 
cannot go as far as we had hoped, is 
heavier than planned, is slower than 
expected and costs millions more than 
we dreamed possible? 

Why can we not build effective mis
siles instead of the Falcon, which was 
successful only 7 percent of the time 
in Vietnam, and was so bad that pilots 
eventually refused to use them? 

Why can we not build planes that 
are less sophisticated instead of the F-
15 Eagle which is so difficult to repair, 
only 53 percent of our fleet is operable 
at any one time for combat? 

Why can we not make a durable, 
functional rifle, like the AR-15, which 
instead wound up as the M-16-a 
weapon that jammed repeatedly, caus
ing who knows how many deaths in 
Vietnam? 

Why can we not devote money to 
adequate spare parts and service capa
bility to avoid the embarrassment of a 
2-year backlog for repair of F-4 air
planes by the end of the Vietnam 
War? 

The problem with the cost overruns 
and business-as-usual is that we sap 
our resources and weaken our underly-
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ing defense capability. When we come 
up with a workable, sensible weapon, 
we find we do not have the money to 
buy the numbers we want and need. 

A brief scan of history shows that 
the quantity and utility of weapons is 
more important than their sophistica
tion. Germany had superior tanks in 
World War II, but not enough of 
them. American and Soviet tanks 

. eventually prevailed because there 
were more of them. 

At the rate we are going, by the year 
2054, the entire defense budget will 
purchase just one tactical aircraft
which the Air Force and Navy will 
have to share. 

Instead of just going along with 
business-as-usual, let us resolve to 
build smaller, lighter, more maneuver
able and-most important-cheaper 
ships and airplanes. 

Our defense will not be weaker. It 
will be stronger, mainly because it will 
work. Here are some examples: 

Design a light carrier that will cost one 
third as much as the Nimitz-class carrier. 

Build conventionally powered submarines 
to complement our existing fleet. 

Increase pay and benefits to retain skilled 
military personnel capable of operating
and repairing-our technologically sophisti
cated weapons. A recent CBS television doc
umentary chronicled our manpower prob
lem. Navy personnel explained they were 
working 12- and 14-hour days, on an 8-
month voyage, for what amounted to only 
75 cents an hour. 

Mr. Speaker, this kind of treatment 
of our Armed Forces personnel is a na
tional disgrace. I applaud the decision 
of the Armed Services Committee and 
the Appropriations Committee for 
coming forward with increases in pay 
and reenlistment incentives. They will 
have my support. 

We can strengthen our military 
forces, regain our world leadership po
sition and not go bankrupt. We will 
not achieve those goals through toler
ating chronic cost overruns. We will 
only achieve a cost-effective national 
defense by asking the tough questions, 
following the facts and demanding 
more results-not more receipts.e 

MANDATORY LABELING OF 
SODIUM AND POTASSIUM 

HON. ALBERT GORE, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of a bill to require the manda
tory labeling of sodium and potassium 
in processed foods. · 

High blood pressure may be the 
greatest secret and silent killer in our 
society. Every year tens of millions of 
Americans are afflicted with a condi
tion that may be the largest single 
contributor to the number one cause 
of death, heart disease, a significant 
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cause of stroke, and a major factor in 
kidney failure. It is a condition that 
strikes particularly hard at black 
Americans and the elderly. Thirty
seven percent of all black Americans 
and 40 percent of all people over 65 
suffer from this menace. According to 
the National Heart, Lung and Blood 
Institute, the cost of high blood pres
sure in lost productivity, lost wages 
and medical expenses is at least $8 bil
lion annually. 

Scientists have long been examining 
the role of sodium in the health prob
lems of people who have high blood 
pressure. Unlike most areas concern
ing the relationship of diet to health, 
there now is a consensus that sodium 
reduction may be important for all 
Americans, and particularly for the 10 
to 20 million Americans who already 
have mild high blood pressure. This 
consensus was recently confirmed 
during hearings held by the Subcom
mittee on Investigations and Over
sight, House Committee on Science 
and Technology, which I chair. 

Much of the sodium consumed by 
Americans is hidden in commercially 
prepared foods. To help people who 
are under their doctor's orders to mon
itor their daily sodium or potassium 
intake, my colleague, Mr. SMITH from 
Iowa, introduced a bill <H.R. 2169) in 
March of this year to amend the Fed
eral Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act to 
require that canned and processed 
foods intended for human consump
tion, which contain more than 35 mil
ligrams per serving of sodium or potas
sium, and is thus dietarily significant, 
be labeled to show the amount of 
sodium and potassium they contain 
per average serving. 

The bill is actively supported by the 
American Medical Association and a 
large number of public health associa
tions. It does not apply to fresh food 
products nor to foods where the aver
age serving of sodium or potassium is 
below a dietarily significant level, and 
it provides an opportunity to substi
tute posters at point of sale where in
dividual product labeling would be a 
hardship, such as for small bakeries. 
As a result of my hearings, we have 
decided to reintroduce the bill to also 
permit the utilization of all existing 
labels for a period of 18 months after 
enactment of the act in order to mini
mize industry costs, as well as adding a 
provision that would permit the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services to 
exempt small businesses that sold less 
than $500,000 worth of products per 
year. 

With these provisions and modifica
tions, we in the Congress can deliver 
significant and essential public health 
information to millions of Americans 
at a very low cost. It is cost-effective 
legislation, and I believe it should be 
acted upon quickly by this House.e 
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THE REAGAN ADMINISTRA-

TION'S FLA WED POSTURE ON 
HUMAN RIGHTS 

HON. JOHN F. SEIBERLING 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, 
Mr. David Cooper, associate editor of 
the Akron Beacon Journal, after at
tending a 2-day briefing on American 
foreign policy at the State Depart
ment, has written a series of five out
standing articles on some of the sub
jects dealt with at that briefing. The 
fourth article in the series dealt with 
the Reagan administration's stance on 
terrorism and on human rights. 

Mr. Cooper points out that, while 
the administration's posture on terror
ism is clear and logical, its posture on 
human rights is flawed and muted. He 
stresses the importance of human 
rights issues around the globe, and 
that people all over the world look to 
America for leadership on these issues. 

The full text of the article follows: 
[From the Akron Beacon Journal, June 18, 

1981] 
STRONG STANCE ON TERRORISM; WEAK VIEW 

OF HUMAN RIGHTS 

<By David B. Cooper) 
In recent months, a Libyan man studying 

in this country was the target of an unsuc
cessful assassination attempt. · 

Police later arrested and charged with the 
murder attempt a former Green Beret in 
whose residence, according to several re
ports, police found clear evidence linking 
the murder plot to the government of 
Libya. 

Libya, of course, is under the control of 
one man, dictator Moammar Khadafy, who 
publicly calls America a terrorist nation and 
who openly advocates any tactic designed to 
destroy those he terms his enemies. 

Shortly after the failed murder attempt, 
the Reagan State Department expelled 
from this country those officials of the 
Libyan government occupying in Washing
ton what was in effect a diplomatic mission 
for the Khadafy regime. 

Although unstated, there appeared to be a 
clear connection between the two events
and evidence that the Reagan administra
tion is serious in its efforts to get tough 
with international terrorism. 

Secretary of State Alexander Haig and 
others in the Reagan administration have 
repeatedly made it clear that they view ter
rorism as one of the most destabilizing ele
ments in today's tension packed world. 

Just last week, in appearances before a 
U.S. Senate committee, spokesmen for Sec
retary Haig spelled out the administration's 
plans to confront any future terrorist ac
tions-such as Iran's 444-day captivity of 
American hostages-that affect the United 
States or its citizens: No negotiations, no 
ransoms, no fuel to permit hijacked planes 
to leave American borders. 

In other public appearances Mr. Haig or 
his associates have outlined what they be
lieve are direct links between many acts of 
terrorism and the Soviet Union. 

Whether such connections are accurate or 
not, it is clear that some of terrorism's chief 
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promoters, such as Col. Khadafy, are not 
only highly friendly with the leadership in 
the Kremlin, but also draw arms and money 
from Moscow that often wind up in the 
hands of terrorists. 

In a recent briefing for editors and bl'oad
casters at the State Department Anthony C. 
E. Quainton, Mr. Haig's chief of the Office 
for Combatting Terrorism, gave this statisti
cal rundown: 

During the period 1963 through 1980, 
there were around the world 6, 700 acts of 
international terrorism. 

They involved 11,000 people who wound 
up as the targets of terrorists, many of 
them non-involved women and children. 

Of those 11,000 victims, 7,400 were wound
ed and 3,600 were killed. 

The terrorist, Mr. Quainton said, employs 
"the threat or use of violence for political 
purposes," and "has some motive that is not 
senseless or purposeless." 

"He picks his target for its political effect, 
and he uses the innocent as both target or 
victim." 

The total number of terrorist acts has in
cluded more .Americans as targets than the 
citizens of any other country, Mr. Quainton 
said, but terrorism has thus far not occurred 
in any high degree in this country, probably 
because of the known effectiveness of law 
enforcement here dealing with imported po
tential violence and its perpetrators. 

One-third of the acts of terrorism have 
taken place in Western Europe, 20 percent 
in Latin .America and 20 percent in the 
Middle East, he said. 

Such political violence is on the rise. "Last 
year," he said, "there were more attacks and 
seizures of diplomatic missions than in any 
previous decade." 

"What can we do about it?" he asked. 
"There is no magic formula," but the 
Reagan administration is spending $40 mil
lion a year now to combat terrorism and is 
indicating it will deal sternly with any 
future acts of terrorism in which the United 
States is involved. 

At the same time that the new administra
tion has put terrorism high on the agenda 
of its policy initiatives, the question of 
human rights in other countries has clearly 
been shoved to a back burner. 

The President, Secretary Haig and others 
made it clear from the outset that human 
rights would not have the same high priori
ty this subject received from the Jimmy 
Carter administration. 

The appointment of Jeane Kirkpatrick as 
ambassador to the United Nations was a 
clear signal of this shift. Even more signifi
cant was the nomination of Ernest Lefever, 
her political friend and associate, to head 
the office of human rights in the Reagan 
State Department. 

Mr. Lefever had earlier advocated striking 
from .American law any reference to foreign 
policy action by this country because of 
human rights violations in other countries. 
He advocated .American denunciation of 
human rights violations in communist na
tions, but virtual silence about violations in 
countries allied with Western interests. 

The Lefever nomination was strongly re
jected by the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, in a 13-4 vote, for several rea
sons, including the committee majority 
belief that his reluctance about human 
rights would send the wrong signals about 
.America's commitment to justice and liberty 
around the world. But it was also rejected 
because of the personality of the nominee, 
who handled himself badly in every encoun
ter with members of the committee, many 
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of whom had originally been prepared to 
support him. 

Human rights are an important issue with 
many around the globe, many of them 
voiceless because of oppression, who ally 
themselves with .American ideals and look to 
America for leadership on crucial issues of 
freedom and fair play. 

While the Reagan administration's pos
ture on terrorism is clear and logical, the 
posture on human rights is now flawed and 
muted. 

Neither terrorism nor human rights 
abuses are solely the province of any single 
country or single ideology. 

On one, the Reagan approach is firm and 
clear. 

On the other, the approach is, to be chari
table, fuzzy and uncertain. 

EDITOR'S NOTE.-.Associate Editor David B. 
Cooper recently attended a two-day briefing 
on .American foreign policy at the State De
partment in Washington. 

He has written a five-part series, of which 
this is the fourth, on key foreign policy 
issues and the administration's foreign 
policy agenda.e 

VIVIAN WEBB SCHOOL TO OPEN 
IN 35TH DISTRICT 

HON. DAVID DREIER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to announce that the 
Vivian Webb School will open this 
September in Claremont, Calif. This 
secondary day school will provide chal
lenging opportunities for young 
women who intend to pursue a college 
career. Established through the ac
tions of a dedicated group of local citi
zens, the new institution will enable 
young women in the area to receive an 
education as demanding and as highly 
regarded as the one provided to young 
men by the Webb School of Califor
nia. 

In 1979, the Webb board of trustees 
granted approval for the founding of a 
coordinate school which would operate 
as a separate institution but share the 
campus and basic curriculum of the 
boys' school. The Vivian Webb School 
is dedicated to maintaining the high 
standards of academic excellence and 
moral integrity which have been the 
basis of the Webb tradition since the 
founding of the boys' school by 
Thompson Webb in 1922. 

The girls' school will offer courses in 
all major disciplines from the begin
ning high school level through ad
vanced placement, college equivalent 
courses. The Vivian Webb faculty will 
emphasize the importance of science 
and math for young women and pro
vide firm foundations in the English 
language, both spoken and written. 
The coed fine and performing arts 
program will promote a variety of ar
tistic, dramatic, and musical activities. 
The school environment will also off er 
opportunites for leadership develop-

14855 
ment, enabling the young women to 
acquire the self-confidence they need 
for full participation in modern socie
ty. 

The founding headmistress of the 
Vivian Webb School will be Ann Long
ley. Mrs. Longley graduated with an 
M.A. degree from the University of 
Edinburgh, Scotland, and earlier this 
month received a diploma of education 
from the University of Bristol, Eng
land. She has taught at the Choate 
School in Connecticut, and at the 
Webb School. Mrs. Longley is the 
mother of three children. 

Ms. Wynn Furth, city attorney for 
Claremont and La Verne, and chair
man of the board of trustees of the 
Vivian Webb School, has emphasized 
the board's commitment to raising 
scholarship aid so that as many quali
fied students as possible can take ad
vantage of the excellent educational 
opportunities to be offered by this new 
school. 

With such fine tradition and dedi
cated citizens behind the establish
ment of this school, there is little 
doubt that it will soon become one of 
the State's premier centers for sec
ondary education. In short, the 35th 
Congressional District is very fortu
nate to have within its boundaries an 
educational institution for young 
women of the caliber of the Vivian 
Webb School.• 

HUMAN RIGHTS-POLITICAL 
REPRESSION IN NICARAGUA 

HON. DON BONKER 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

• Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
viewed with regret and concern the in
creasing suppression of political activi
ty in Nicaragua in the past 6 months. 
Last spring, mobs of Sandinista sup
porters threatened the independent 
newspaper, La Prensa, and destroyed 
several independent radio stations. 
The rioters also threatened political 
opposition leaders, who were forced to 
cancel a planned peaceful demonstra
tion. 

There is no doubt that threats to 
Nicaragua's security exist-not the 
least of which are former National 
Guardsmen who launch terrorist at
tacks on the country from the Hondu
ran border. But certainly the country's 
stability and security is not threatened 
by a free press and democratic opposi
tion. The political parties, newspapers, 
and radio stations that the Sandinistas 
now denounce as subversive and coun
terrevolutionary were instrumental in 
the revolution and liberation of Nica
ragua from the tyrannical regime of 
Anastasio Somoza. Democratic expres
sion is essential to the health of a 
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nation which emerged from the ruins 
of repression, poverty, and civil war. 

I commend to the attention of my 
distinguished colleagues a recent inter
view with Pedro Chamorro, coeditor of 
the independent La Prensa which ap
peared in the World Press Review, 
July 1981. 
NICARAGUA'S AGONIZING SLIDE-A TENACIOUS 

EDITOR DESCRIBES HIS NATION'S DRIFT 
TOWARD DICTATORSHIP 

<By Pedro Chamorro) 
Q. How has life been since the Sandinista 

revolution? 
A. A good example is an event last spring, 

when a mob threatened La Prensa and at
tacked three privately owned radio stations 
that had criticized the Government. They 
smashed the transformers and stole some of 
the equipment, then completely destroyed 
two of the stations. The third station was 
damaged but was able to continue transmit
ting. 

At La Prensa the rioters demonstrated but 
did not do much damage because the police 
had arrived before they did. That night the 
Minister of the Interior-who says he is 
neutral-had advised us that we should sus
pend publication temporarily or the vandals 
might destroy our presses. So we skipped 
two days. When we resumed publication we 
sold 90,000 copies-a third more than 
normal. 

Two days later an official communique 
practically approved what had happened. It 
said the riot was the logical response of the 
people to the "independent reactionary" 
radio and newspapers. 

Q. Why did the police keep the crowd out 
of "La Prensa"? 

A. If La Prensa had been destroyed the 
political cost would have been greater than 
that involving the radio stations. Since then 
La Prensa has led a campaign for funds to 
replace the stations' equipment. It is impor
tant to note that these stations previously 
were independent and opposed Somoza also. 

Q. Why does the Government fear 
damage to "La Prensa"? 

A. We are the most popular newspaper in 
Nicaragua, with a regular daily circulation 
of 70,000-more than Managua's other two 
dailies combined. More important than that 
is the international backing that gave La 
Prensa prestige through its years of strug
gle against the Somoza dictatorship. The 
people know the riots against us were not 
spontaneous, even though the Government 
claims that they were. 

We supported revolution in Nicaragua, 
but we are against any totalitarian turn 
that this revolution might take. We want it 
directed into democratic channels. We have 
the backing of all the democratic forces of 
Latin America, including the Inter-Ameri
can Press Association and some of the 
democratic countries that helped the Sandi
nistas into power. 

Q. In what ways are the Sandinistas not 
democratic? 

A. They do not grant freedom of assembly 
to all parties-only to the Sandinistas. They 
stop all others from meeting. They have 
confiscated many industries in the private 
sector-including some not formerly owned 
by the Somozas. They have attacked all the 
independent media. 

They have established close connections 
with the Soviet Union. They practically 
idolize Cuba. They say that someone needs 
to teach us "the Cuban way." They regard 
Fidel Castro as if he were the leader of the 
world. 
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They have created a climate of hate. The 

Nicaraguan revolution was a united effort of 
all classes to get rid of a dictatorship. Class 
hatred started only after the revolution. 
Now the bourgeoisie feels threatened and 
doesn't want to invest. There has been a 
brain drain. This revolution is not democrat
ic. 

Q. Are there political prisoners? 
A. Some people were put in jail recently 

for what the Government called counter
revolutionary activities or conspiracy. They 
were tried very quickly and sentenced to ten 
or twelve years in jail. They did not receive 
fair trials. 

Q. What has the Government done about 
land reform? 

A. It has created many collectives, but it 
has not given land to the campesinos, even 
though it expropriated huge estates that in
cluded some of the best land in Nicaragua. 
They now are socialized compounds-State
owned enterprises-but have not been able 
to show a profit because of poor manage
ment. 

Q. How much of the economy is still in 
private hands? 

A. About half. Commerce, agriculture, and 
some industry are privately owned. Most in
dustry, mining, fishing, and transportation 
are in Government hands. 

Q. How do you know the State enterprises 
are doing poorly? 

A. Many businesses are closed. There is 
much unemployment, and there is a high in
flation rate-around 30 percent. It is not as 
high as in South America, but Central 
America has always been a low inflation 
area. We have had problems getting labor to 
harvest the cotton and coffee crops. Some 
of the people who formerly did that are now 
in the Army, which has expanded greatly. 
How much is a secret, but many unem
ployed people go into nonproductive jobs, 
like the Army or the civil service. 

Nevertheless Nicaragua looks like a pros
perous country. You have to line up for 
movies and restaurants. People have money 
to spend. But production is low and there is 
not enough foreign currency to pay for 
many imports, so consumer goods are 
scarce. 

Q. How much unemployment is there? 
A. A large percentage of the workforce is 

unemployed, but the Government doesn't 
know how much because it has little data. 
Either its people don't know how to compile 
the facts or they don't want to. They have 
not made public any figures on the status of 
the companies that belong to the people. Of 
course they are doing badly, but we still 
should be kept informed on matters of 
public finance. We criticize that policy in 
our newspaper. 

Q. Is the country receiving aid from Cuba 
or the Soviet Union? 

A. I believe so, but I don't know what type 
of aid-probably technical. There is some 
military assistance; but I don't know exactly 
how much. 

Q. Are Russians in evidence? 
A. There are very few Russians around; 

their embassy is quite small. But there are 
delegations from all the Eastern bloc coun
tries-Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, East Ger
many-that we didn't have before. We 
should have relations with all those coun
tries, including Soviet Russia, but the prob
lem is that we are very small and very poor, 
and a large diplomatic corps abroad is a tre
mendous burden. Travel costs are high, and 
so are the costs of living abroad. 

We take a critical approach to that in La 
Prensa. We have a margin of freedom and 
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we try to use it to the best advantage. But 
of course there are some limitations. 

Q. What are they? 
A. We cannot publish any news that di

rectly involves the military without clearing 
it with the military. We also must confirm 
with official sources information related to 
national security or to the economy. It is 
most cumbersome. 

Q. Do the authorities censor you? 
A. Not on a daily basis. 
Q. Is press freedom greater or less than 

under Somoza? 
A. Neither better nor worse. Under 

Somoza there were times when there was no 
freedom whatever; there were journalists in 
jail; there were armed attacks on our build
ing at night. There were two and a half 
years of strict press censorship. My father 
was in jail several times before he was 
killed. Now the situation is different. 

The problem is that the Government 
wants us to say there is complete freedom of 
the press. But we cannot violate our princi
ples; we have to speak the truth. If officials 
want us to say that there is complete press 
freedom they should get rid of the restric
tions. Our Constitution guarantees freedom 
of the press. 

Q. Have you been asked to say there are 
no restrictions? 

A. When we print that there are restric
tions they claim we are trying to degrade 
the revolution. The authorities attack us on 
Government-controlled television and radio 
and in two Government-controlled newspa
pers. There has been a campaign against La 
Prensa ever since the authorities realized 
that our newspaper was going to be inde
pendent and not follow any single ideology. 
We are truly democratic; we are not 
Marxists. 

Q. Would you describe Nicaragua's ruling 
group? 

A. There are nine people in the ruling 
junta. They were selected during the insur
rection. There were three factions, and they 
formed a coalition. They quarrel privately, 
but they try to project a public image of 
unanimity. There is a constant struggle for 
power. 

Q. Is one stronger than the rest? 
A. There are two: Umberto Ortega, the 

General Chief of the Army, and Thomas 
Borge. Like all other members of the junta, 
they are Marxist-oriented. 

Q. Were the groups that brought about 
the revolution Marxist? 

A. No, many groups cooperated in the rev
olution. Afterward the strongest got into 
power. Now they want to keep that power. 
They don't want to hold elections. They say 
there will be an election in 1985-to consoli
date the revolutionary power, but not to de
termine who has the power because the 
power is already in the hands of the people. 
They say Nicaragua is not going to be like 
Cuba. 

Q. Could Nicaragua be independent of 
Cuba? 

A. It's a question of degree. There are 
moral and ideological ties that cannot be 
broken-with Cuba, Russia, East Germany, 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Vietnam, Laos, Cambo
dia. You cannot break off with your friends 
overnight. Other things also make for inter
dependent international relations, like eco
nomic or technical aid. 

Q. What might the Reagan Administra
tion do for Nicaragua? 

A. I understand it plans to stop U.S. aid, 
or to make it conditional. It may say, "Stay 
inside Nicaragua; don't stir up revolutions 
elsewhere." In any case the Reagan Admin-
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istration's aid to Nicaragua will not compare 
with its aid to El Salvador. The budget for 
1982 allots about $100 million to El Salvador 
and $32 million to Nicaragua, but this may 
be tied up in Congress. 

Q. What influence might El Salvador have 
on Nicaragua? 

A. If the Left wins in El Salvador that 
may consolidate the Nicaraguan revolution. 
I don't believe we are going to have a 
democracy. We're not going to have elec
tions like Costa Rica. If we have candidates 
they will be Sandinistas. We are leaning 
toward a new form of dictatorship. 

Q. Do you say that? 
A. Five independent political parties in 

Nicaragua said that we are leaning toward 
dictatorship, and we published that under 
big headlines. 

Q. Are other members of your family 
active in "La Prensa"? 

A. My mother is a member of the Board of 
Directors and of the Editorial Board. My 
uncle, who is a well-known Nicaraguan poet 
and writer, is Co-Editor along with me and 
another person. Three of us edit the paper, 
each in three-day shifts. 

Q. Are you concerned about newsprint 
and other supplies? 

A. Yes, because the Government can 
argue-and it might seem logical-that 
there is a scarcity of foreign currency, with 
Nicaragua's exports down. Even now we are 
subject to delays in getting our materials 
out of customs. A problem could arise if the 
Government continues giving dollars to the 
other two papers and not us. 

Q. What remains of the Somoza interest? 
A. Nothing. They have all been taken over 

or distributed. The Somoza family is gone. 
Q. Where does the Church stand on the 

changes in Nicaragua? 
A. The Church has been opposing meas

ures that are socialistic. Nicaraguans are a 
religious people and they respect the 
Church, but some people have attacked the 
Church. The Archbishop of Nicaragua took 
a strong position against the Somoza regime 
when it was killing Nicaraguans. The Arch
bishop is respected by the Sandinistas and 
by everybody else in Nicaragua. He is very 
important. He continues to speak out 
against violence. 

Q. Do those who stand up for freedom 
there give you hope? 

A. We have a saying in my country that 
hope is the last thing you lose. What is now 
happening does not portend a beautiful 
future for Nicaragua, but we have to keep 
working and trying to get the democratic 
regime we have fought for, and all the free
doms we believe in. If we did not have hope, 
we would simply pack and leave.e 

NATIONAL PORT WEEK 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
•Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, today
on behalf of the Congressional Port 
Caucus-I introduce a House joint res
olution which authorizes President 
Reagan to proclaim the week of Octo
ber 4-11, 1981, as "National Port 
Week." 

Since 1978, Congress has recognized 
the great contribution of commercial 
ports to the economic strength and 
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stability of our Nation by sponsoring 
National Port Week. 

The significance of ports to our 
economy is attested to by the fact 
that, in 1980, our ports contributed 
more than $35 billion to the gross na
tional product. They added in excess 
of $1.5 billion to our balance of pay
ments account, and they were respon
sible for the employment of over 1 mil
lion workers. 

In addition to recognizing a major 
American resource, National Port 
Week serves to focus public attention 
on the need to maintain this vital 
asset. 

The critical importance of our ports 
has become evident during the last 
year when we have witnessed in excess 
of 100 vessels waiting to load steam 
coal at U.S. ports. Unfortunately, the 
long lines of waiting vessels also dem
onstrate the need to improve our ports 
and to increase public awareness of 
the vital economic role of our Nation's 
ports. 

The deficiency of our Nation's ports 
holds our country back in its effort to 
regain the high levels of prosperity 
which are well within our grasp. By 
honoring our ports during National 
Port Week, we will play a seminal role 
in encouraging the further growth and 
renovation of our commercial ports. 

In recognition of the vital role of 
ports to our economy-and to under
score the need to further improve 
American ports, I urge you to support 
this measure.e 

ISRAEL'S AIR STRIKE ON THE 
IRAQI NUCLEAR REACTOR 

HON. JAMES A. COURTER 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, as the 
facts are becoming clearer, I believe 
that Israel's preemptive air strike 
against the Iraqi nuclear reactor was 
an act of justifiable self-defense. It is 
regrettable that Israel had to go to 
these lengths to protect itself, though 
Israel tried for 2 years to persuade the 
former French Government not to 
build a powerful, 70-megawatt nuclear 
reactor in Iraq, and not to provide Iraq 
with quantities of fuel of the type that 
is used to produce nuclear weapons 
materials. On June 23, Iraq's Presi
dent, Saddam Hussein, publicly asked 
the nations of the world to assist Iraq 
in acquiring nuclear weapons capabili
ties and to help Iraq to develop the 
"Arab bomb." This public pronounce
ment verifies Israeli and Western sus
picions about Iraq's true intentions. 

Several important factors have 
emerged concerning the Iraqi reactor, 
destroyed in the Israeli raid. 

First, Iraq is an oil-rich nation with 
no immediate need for nuclear power. 
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Iraq's oil revenues could have easily fi
nanced the purchase of an entire nu
clear reactor from France, ready to 
generate power strictly for civilian 
purposes. Iraq, however, insisted on a 
powerful "research" reactor that had 
the capacity to produce highly fission
able uranium-235 and plutonium, key 
ingredients in manufacturing nuclear 
weapons. 

Second, little attention has been 
given to Iraq's desire to acquire "hot 
cells", from Italy or France. These 
cells, whose purpose is to chemically 
separate plutonium from the uranium 
fuel, would have been compatible with 
Iraq's large megawatt reactor. The 
plutonium could have then been used 
to manufacture a nuclear weapon. 

Third, it should be pointed out that 
Iraq's willingness to submit to inspec
tion by the International Atomic 
Energy Agency <IAEA) of the U.N. is 
no guarantee that a weapons program 
would have been detected or reported. 
The article which follows my remarks, 
written by a recently resigned inspec
tor for the IAEA, gives an authorita
tive explanation of the weaknesses of 
the IAEA inspection procedures, and 
shows how Iraq could develop nuclear 
weapons materials without being de
tected in the course of periodic inspec
tions. 

It should not be lost on anyone that 
Iraq has been named by our own State 
Department as a key training base and 
exporter of international terrorism. 
Additionally, Iraq, as a Soviet client 
state, has opposed the American spon
sored Camp David Peace Accords, and 
supports the terrorist PLO. 

Mr. Speaker, had Israel waited, 
there is no doubt in my mind, that 
based on the evidence, Iraq would 
have built nuclear weapons for use 
against Israel or any other nation that 
Iraq wanted to threaten. Israel could 
not, in good conscience, be asked to 
wait until it was attacked by nuclear 
weapons and possibly be obliterated. 
No nation her size could survive a nu
clear attack. Under these circum
stances, I believe that Israel's strike at 
the Osirak Reactor in Baghdad was an 
act of justifiable self-defense, and I 
have joined other Members of Con
gress in signing a letter to President 
Reagan urging him to reconsider the 
embargo of the F-16 aircraft to Israel. 

I hope that our Nation will do all it 
can to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons to dangerous, unstable and 
antidemocratic nations, that could use 
them to blackmail and terrorize the 
civilized world. This unfortunate inci
dent should instruct us to augment 
our diplomatic efforts to stop nuclear 
proliferation, and to urge our allies to 
do the same. An effective antiprolif er
a ti on policy would have prevented this 
attack, which has aggravated tensions 
in an already unstable region of the 
world. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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SUPPOSE You WERE A REACTOR 

INSPECTOR ..• 

(By Roger Richter) 
Imagine that you are a nuclear safeguards 

inspector who will shortly be going to Iraq 
to conduct an inspection. You have to imag
ine yourself as a national of the Soviet 
Union or another Eastern bloc country. 
Since 1976, all inspections performed in Iraq 
have been conducted by Soviets or Hungar
ians. Countries have the right to veto in
spectors from whatever countries they 
choose-a right which they regularly exer
cise. As an accepted inspector, you must 
keep in mind that any adverse conclusions 
you might reach as a result of your inspec
tions would have to take into account your 
country's sensitivity to how this informa
tion might affect relations with Iraq. 

In preparing for the inspection, you must 
first give the government of Iraq several 
weeks notice of your planned inspection and 
obtain a visa. The government may agree 
with the date or could, as has recently been 
the case, suggest you postpone or change 
your plans. 

You are aware that, since Iraq is a signa
tory of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, the only facilities subject to your 
examinations are those that Iraq has de
clared, to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, as containing either thorium, natu
ral or depleted uranium in metal or oxide 
form, or plutonium. Natural uranium in the 
form of U,O. commonly known as yellow
cake, is not subject to safeguards, despite its 
potential for easy conversion to target speci
mens for plutonium production. You are not 
entitled even to look at the other facilities if 
Iraq has not adhered to its obligation under 
NPI' to report to the IAEA that material 
subject to safeguards is located in these fa
cilities. You are aware that the role of the 
inspector is limited to verifying only materi
al declared by Iraq or France. You have no 
authority to look for undeclared material. 
Your job is to verify that the declared mate
rial accountancy balance is correct. The 
IAEA does not look for clandestine oper
ations. The IAEA, in effect, conducts an ac
counting operation. 

The amount and level of enrichment of 
the reactor fuel elements is indicated on 
your computer printout. But you notice 
that 100 tons of uranium in the form of 
u,o. is not on the list. This is not an over
sight but a reflection of the fact that, even 
though Portugal reported the shipment to 
the IAEA, it is only a formality: the 200,000 
pounds of u.o. is not subject to safeguards. 
Had this uranium been in a slightly reduced 
form, such as uo •. it would have been under 
safeguards; but this loophole could enable 
Iraq to do as it pleases with the u,o •. And 
so long as it does not report that the u.o. 
has been converted into a material that is in 
the safeguarded category, you have no right 
to inquire of its whereabouts. You are dis
turbed by this because you realize that in 
the other Italian-supplied fuel-processing 
equipment, which is not under safeguards, 
Iraq possesses the capability to convert, in a 
rather simple fashion, the u,o. to uo. or, 
even better, to uranium metal. 

As much as 17 to 24 kilograms of plutoni
um could be produced each year with the 
Osirak reactor. Even if only one-third of 
this amount was produced in the first few 
years of operation of the reactor, through 
the use of the attendant processing facilities 
Iraq could acquire a stockpile of plutonium 
sufficient to make several atomic bombs. 

Equally disturbing to you as an inspector 
is the realization that under the present ne-
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gotiated agreement between the IAEA and 
Iraq, you will be limited to only three in
spections per year, usually spaced at ap
proximately four-month intervals. By the 
time you arrive to verify the declared inven
tory of fuel elements that power the reac
tor, all evidence of illicit irradiations could 
be covered up. 

You may now be wondering what exactly 
an inspector actually does in the course of 
performing a safeguard inspection of the 
Osirak nuclear complex. Your inspection as
signment is acutally quite narrowly focused. 
First, you will sit down with the operator of 
the nuclear reactor and review your com
puter listing of the nuclear material that 
has been declared to the IAEA. You will de
termine that the amount recorded by the 
operator is consistent with the amount re
ported to the IAEA by France. 

If there is new, unirradiated fuel in the in
ventory, you will determine· that the ele
ments have not been replaced by dummy 
replica fuel. This is particularly important 
in the case of the Osirak fuel, since it would 
be a relatively easy matter to melt down the 
weapons-grade highly enriched uranium 
fuel plates for use in a nuclear bomb. 

If the fuel elements are already in the re
actor and have been irradiated, the inspec
tion procedure normally requires that you 
visually identify the fuel elements. They 
can normally be observed under the ap
proximately 20 feet of water. To confirm 
that these elements are not dummies, you 
have the right to ask the operator to turn 
on the reactor. You should then see a char
acteristic blue glow. 

You will now return to Vienna and report 
that your inspection disclosed no discrepan
cies between the operator's records and that 
of the agency. The difficult part of the job 
is that you must prepare yourself mentally 
to ignore the many signs that may indicate 
the presence of clandestine activities going 
on in the facilities adjacent to the reactor
facilities that you were not permitted to in
spect. You will try to forget that you have 
just been party to a very misleading process. 

I was prompted a year ago to write of my 
concerns about Osirak to the Department of 
State U.S. mission to the IAEA: 

"The available information points to an 
aggressive, coordinated program by Iraq to 
develop a nuclear weapons capability during 
the next five years. 

"As a nuclear safeguards inspector at the 
IAEA, my concern and complaint is that 
Iraq will be able to conduct this program 
under the auspices of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty and while violating the provisions of 
NP!'. The IAEA safeguards are totally in
capable of detecting the production of plu
tonium in large-size material test reactors 
under the presently constituted safeguards 
arrangements. Perhaps the most disturbing 
implication of the Iraqi nuclear program is 
that the NPI' agreement has had the effect 
of assisting Iraq in acquiring the nuclear 
technology and nuclear material for its pro
gram by absolving the cooperating nations 
of their moral responsibility by shifting it to 
the IAEA. These cooperating nations have 
thwarted concerted international criticism 
of their actions by pointing to Iraq's signing 
of NPI', while turning away from the nu
merous, obvious and compelling evidence 
which leads to the conclusion that Iraq is 
embarked on a nuclear weapons program."• 
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THE 1980-81 VFW VOICE OF DE

MOCRACY SCHOLARSHIP PRO
GRAM-VIRGINIA WINNER 

HON. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to share with my col
leagues a copy of a speech written by 
Miss Catherine Pagel of Fort Lee, Va., 
for the "Voice of Democracy" contest. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States sponsor the "Voice of 
Democracy" contest, in which 250,000 
secondary school students compete for 
five national scholarships. The 1981 
contest theme was "My Commitment 
to My Country." Miss Pagel was the 
fifth-place winner in the 1981 contest. 
Her award-winning speech follows: 

To be a congressman, a senator, or even 
president is a commendable thing. However, 
we all cannot be one of these. Still, we must 
make a commitment to our country. We 
cannot let the world turn without doing our 
part to move it. In some way, large or small, 
we all affect the outcome of our country's 
events. My commitment is to make that out
come positive. 

I commit myself to the people of my coun
try. After all, they are what our country is. 
I commit myself to doing everything in my 
power to enhance the lives of others. I 
commit myself to past generations, especial
ly the elderly in our nursing homes, and to 
future generations, especially the children 
in our foster homes. I will fight for their 
justice and open myself to their needs. The 
elderly have made our country what it is 
today and I can benefit from their experi
ences. The children will shape our country 
tomorrow and I will help them on their way. 

I commit myself to keep updated with my 
country's and the world's events so that I 
know the issues and can voice a solid opin
ion. 

I commit myself to correspond with my 
representative in cases of injustice to see 
things are changed. I must do my part to 
improve my country. I must see to it that 
people continue to enjoy the freedom my 
country offers. I must keep on top of the 
issues so that when I am privileged to vote, 
I can do so with careful consideration. I 
must take my responsibilities seriously. 

I must grasp the opportunities I have be
cause I am a citizen of the United States. 
There are many things I have, and perhaps 
take for granted, that others are not fortu
nate enough to have. I have my life ahead 
of me and because of the freedom my coun
try offers, I can choose whatever I want to 
be. My commitment is to seriously consider 
that choice and whatever it is, it must bene
fit the people of my country. I have the op
portunity to receive an education. I must 
use this education to develop my talents and 
resources so that I can better aid my nation. 

I commit myself to be an active citizen of 
the United States, to take pride in my coun
try, and to instill this pride in others. I will 
strive to bring about the changes necessary 
to make my country great. I commit myself 
to the conservation of the beauty of our 
land. Future generations must have all that 
I am fortunate enough to have. 
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All the small contributions make a differ

ence, and finally I make a difference to my 
country, a positive difference. I will be a 
force in my nation capable of accomplishing 
necessary tasks. 

It all starts with caring. I care about my 
country and the people in it. With that as a 
beginning, I can take action with my com
mitment.e 

THE FORGOTTEN WAR IN 
AFGHANISTAN 

HON. DON RITTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
•Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, recently, 
I had the pleasure of meeting Lord 
Nicholas Bethell, a member of Great 
Britain's House of Lords and a 
member of the European Parliament. 
Lord Bethell and I share a common 
concern over the situation in Afghani
stan. We are both concerned about the 
enormous defense costs the free and 
non-Communist world would have to 
pay to protect our oil lifelines and 
sources if the Soviets were able to con
trol Afghanistan. Control of Afghani
stan would place their bombers and 
troops only 300 miles away from the 
Arabian Sea and the Strait of Hormuz. 
Because of the many grave implica
tions of a Soviet-controlled Afghani
stan, Lord Bethell and I are working 
toward the formation of a "United 
States-European Working Group on 
Afghanistan." We know there is a 
ground swell of support, not only in 
the U.S. Congress, but in European 
legislative bodies as well to take eff ec
tive steps toward ending the unlawful 
occupation of Afghanistan by Soviet 
troops. In this month's edition of 
Harpers magazine, Lord Bethell elo
quently describes "The Forgotten 
War" that continues on in Afghani
stan. 

Enclosed, for the benefit of my col
leagues, is this important article by 
Lord Nicholas Bethell. 

THE FORGOTTEN WAR 

<By Nicholas Bethell) 
TO ARM THE AFGHANS 

Afghanistan's Jaji district, part of Paktia 
province on the Pakistan border, thirty 
miles west of the Khyber Pass, teems with 
the debris of war and the aftermath of for
eign invasion-burned crops and bombed 
livestock. In this mountainous southern 
area of the country there is no Soviet occu
pation, just two Afghan army garrisons with 
a few Soviet advisers in each, surrounded 
with minefields to keep out the resistance 
fighters <mujahedin), and to- keep in the 
conscript Afghan soldiers, who are liable to 
change sides and join them. The steep, 
stony hills are littered with the pretty, 
green, butterfly-shaped objects that flutter 
down like toy propellers from Soviet air
craft. They look tempting, but they give off 
a nauseating chemical smell, and if you pick 
one up you lose a hand. 

Although they are one of the curses of 
the Jaji valleys, at least they can quite 
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easily be made harmless-by throwing a 
stone from a few yards away. The real curse 
is the Soviet helicopter gunships. They 
come sometimes to reprovision the garrisons 
and relieve the people inside them, some
times to punish the local population. They 
hover overhead and the villagers run for 
cover like fieldmice from a hawk, then they 
rocket any sign of tivilization, any building, 
anything alive or growing. It is the Soviets' 
policy, if they find it difficult to occupy an 
area, to scorch its earth and starve its 
people, forcing them into the cities, which 
they control, where they can be registered 
and corraled, and then conscripted or sent 
to the Soviet Union for reeducation. 

The helicopters are the main reason why 
over 10 percent of the Afghan population-
1,851, 714 at the last count-have fled across 
the Pakistan border and are being looked 
after by the United Nations (largely at 
American and West European expense) in 
refugee camps near the city of Peshawar, 
which is a principal supply point for muja
hedin groups. They have lost their homes 
and land but at least they are safe. The men 
can fight knowing that their wives and chil
dren are being taken care of. The same 
cannot be said of the villagers in Jaji dis
trict across the border, many of whom are 
themselves refugees from the occupied 
areas. They live on what little can be grown, 
on U.N. rations bought on the Pakistan 
black market and smuggled across the 
border, as hostages subject to the capricious 
vengeance of the helicopters. 

Nowadays the mujadedin fire at a helicop
ter only from behind good cover, good 
enough to protect them from its terrible 
power. If they reveal their whereabouts, 
they get a rocket-load of high explosive, 
napalm, or poison gas. Their antiaircraft 
machine guns are too cumbersome and ob
trusive to use and anyway the bullets 
bounce like peas off helicopters' titanium
strengthened hulls. <Metallurgy is one of 
the few areas where the Soviet Union leads 
the United States in science.) 

Three generations of technical progress 
separate the two sides' armory. The invad
ers have guided missiles, the Afghans little 
more than the .303 Enfields issued to their 
grandfathers by the British Raj. <Precisely 
100 years ago the Afghans worsted British 
invaders in precisely the same area.) The 
old Enfield, properly nursed and oiled, can 
still serve a purpose. It is a good, accurate 
weapon for the Afghan, who likes to lie in 
wait, to hide behind a rock and take slow, 
careful aim at an enemy patrolling on foot. 
But it is too heavy. It impedes a guerrilla 
fighter's mobility, and in Afghanistan today 
the Russians do not patrol on foot. 

The mujahedin of Jaji district have little 
ammunition, even for these old rifles. There 
are 15,000 fighters, but arms for only 2,000. 
And they have to pay two or three dollars a 
piece for rifle rounds made individually by 
craftsmen in small Pakistani workshops. 
Some Afghans refuse these "forgeries," 
since a badly made round can ruin a rifle 
barrel forever. There are few things an 
Afghan fears more than the ruination of his 
rifle. 

In the mujahedin's view there is one 
answer to the problem, a simple one. And 
that is a generous supply of surface-to-air 
missiles. To the Afghan guerrilla it seems 
axiomatic that these weapons-Soviet Sam 
7's, British "Blowpipes," or the American 
"Red Eye" -are capable of transforming the 
war. They are light and simple to operate. 
Syrian infantrymen with only a few hours' 
training used them to shoot down Israeli 
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fighters during the 1973 war. They are light 
to carry and cheap to buy. 

Any bargain-basement arms dealer in New 
York or London can provide a Sam 7 rocket 
launcher for $7 ,000, with $2,000 for each 
missile, capable of destroying $9 million 
worth of helicopter. The heat-seeking "Red 
Eye" is even easier to operate. Former de
fense intelligence agency director Daniel 
Graham said, "You take the cap off and 
point it in the general direction of the 
enemy aircraft. The machine does the rest. 
You don't even have to pull the trigger. You 
have to be a very clever soldier to miss." 

General Graham was speaking in Wash
ington in February, at a meeting where Jaji 
district's guerrilla commander, Hakin 
Aryobi, and his political leader, Sayed 
Ahmad Gailani, head of the National Islam
ic Front for Afghanistan <NIFA), were in
troduced to senators and congressmen. The 
two Afghans heard him with keen anticipa
tion, but with a certain anger, since it seems 
incredible to them that the West still with
holds the weapons that could drive the 
hated gunships out of Afghan valleys. No 
helicopter, they believe, would venture into 
guerrilla-held territory once it was known 
that there were surface-to-air missiles in 
guerrilla hands. The valleys would become 
truly free and the villagers could return to a 
relatively normal life, harvesting crops and 
grazing livestock. The refugee flood would 
be stemmed. The "Red Eye" seems the 
answer to Afghan prayers. 

Gailani's NIFA group is based among the 
Pushtu-speaking tribes of southern Afghan
istan and across the border. He is the hered
itary leader of the Qaderi sect of Sunni 
Islam, which has several million followers 
inside the country, so it was natural for him 
to be chosen by them to lead the armed 
struggle (jihad) against the Soviet invader. 
Unlike his main rival, Golbuddin Hekma
tyar, whose Islamic fundamentalism makes 
Ayatollah Khomeini's seem liberal by com
parison, he is tolerant of other faiths and 
not anti-Western. During his visit to Wash
ington he invited the United States to do 
what the Soviet Union always does in simi
lar circumstances-Angola, Zimbabwe, and 
El Salvador, for instance-to give the resist
ance fighters the arms that they need to 
fight a "war of national liberation." 

"The entire Soviet bloc helped the Viet
cong and it took them years to get to our 
stage," he said. "And Vietnam is far less im
portant strategically than Afghanistan 
today. If aid comes, the Afghans will fight 
for a hundred years. But if we do not get 
arms, the jihad will fail and sooner or later 
people will accept any ideology rather than 
see their children killed in front of their 
eyes. If this happens and communism takes 
root, Soviet forces will be within 300 miles 
of the Straits of Hormuz, the entrance to 
the Gulf. They will be only 300 miles away 
from a stranglehold on the West's main oil 
supplies. Pakistan will be destabilized and 
the Soviet Union will probably be able to 
obtain port facilities in the warm water of 
the Indian Ocean, which has always been 
their aim. The Afghans will be persuaded to 
fight as Soviet mercenaries, as the Cubans 
do now, only more vigorously, since fighting 
is our traditional way." 

The congressmen seemed impressed by 
Gailani's remarks. At a lunch in the Senate 
there was talk of "getting a bill up front" to 
provide funds for the mujahedin immediate
ly, and resolutions have subsequently been 
tabled in both houses. Rep. Douglas Bereu
ter <Rep.-Neb.) said, "I ask the CIA. about 
Afghanistan and all I get is a nod and a 
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wink and a nudge. I'd like to know what the 
U.S. is doing." 
· Rep. Robert Dornan <Rep.-Calif.) saw the 
issue, quite apart from its strategic implica
tions, as the new president's first great 
human rights challenge: "Every sin that the 
United States committed or was alleged to 
have committed in Vietnam, the Soviet 
forces have committed hundreds of times 
over in Afghanistan. I was never a defender 
of Lieutenant Calley. I thought he should 
have been court-martialed and he got off 
lightly. But there are Soviet officers in Af
ghanistan committing a 'My Lai' almost 
every day." 

The State Department and other Western 
foreign offices are quick to point out that 
things are never quite that simple. It is not 
publicly known to what extent, if at all, the 
West already helps the jihad. A White 
House spokesman recently refused to com
ment on this, adding, "This is the position 
we take on all problems that could involve 
covert activity. If you deny one operation, 
you have to deny all of them. So we neither 
confirm nor deny." British foreign secretary 
Lord Carrington says, "The arms are getting 
through to the guerrillas and I think we'd 
better leave it at that." Only President 
Sadat proudly proclaims that he helps the 
mujahedin and will continue to . do so. His 
Western allies remain coy. 

The arguments for inactivity can seem 
strong. The Soviets, it is pointed out, made 
a monumental miscalculation by invading 
Afghanistan. They thought that a few days 
would suffice to return the country to its 
normal, subservient, pro-Soviet position. In
stead, they find themselves lumbered with 
an unpleasant guerrilla war on their bor
ders, and, for the first time in recent 
memory, with the unflagging opposition of 
the entire third world. On January 15, 1980, 
they lost the U.N. vote on the issue by 104 
votes to 18 and by November 20 the number 
of votes against them had risen to 111. This 
has almost never happened before. Usually 
the Soviets and the third world vote togeth
er. Their alliance with resurgent Islam, 
based on anti-imperialism and anti-Zionism, 
is shattered. 

These important diplomatic gains, it is 
said, would be put at risk if the West in
volved itself in Afghanistan militarily, or at 
least if it were known to be so involved. The 
Soviet Union would be able to exploit any 
such clear link by labeling the Western gov
ernments imperialist warmongers and the 
mujahedin their puppets. Soviet propagan
da would play down the quarrel with the 
third world and play up the quarrel with 
the United States. Afghanistan would 
become just one more bone of contention 
between the two superpowers. 

Furthermore, the idea of intervention 
raises a serious question: should it be covert 
or overt? If it is to be the latter, as many in 
Congress would like, the decision must be 
made by other countries too, especially 
Pakistan, the only possible through route to 
the fighting area. Pakistan would have to 
face the consequences of becoming the 
West's accomplice in an anti-Soviet crusade. 
Already Pakistan border posts have been 
bombed by Soviet aircraft. President Zia ul
Haq would never agree to expose his coun
try to further retaliation, at least not as 
matters stand now. 

President Zia is in difficulty. He hanged 
his predecessor, Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, and 
briefly restored the old-fashioned Islamic 
customs of amputation and public flogging. 
A few weeks ago he took away the inde
pendence of the Judiciary, after hijackers of 
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a Pakistani aircraft forced him into the hu
miliation of releasing some of his most fer
vent political opponents from prison. He has 
alienated not only Western liberal opinion 
but also many in his own country. Several 
regions, it is believed, are close to rebellion. 
Is this the man whom the West is now sup
posed to recruit to keep the Holy War in 
business? 

The jihad, it is true, helps Pakistan's pre
carious stability. It is a popular Islamic 
cause and a unifying force at home as well 
as abroad. But the Afghan refugees in the 
north are a heavy burden for such a poor 
country, only partly relieved by the West 
through the United Nations, and the quar
rels of the various mujahedin groups add 
significantly to the internal strife bedeviling 
the country. The Pakistan authorities pres
ently show favor not to the moderate Gai
lani group but to Gulbuddin Hikmatyar, 
who is as anti-Western as he is anti-Soviet. 
Is the United States now expected to pro
vide arms, through Pakistan, for a group 
that receives money from Libya's Qaddhafi 
and holds up the Iranian revolution to its 
compatriots as an example for the future? 

The resistance groups are in disarray-or 
at least that is how it seems to Western ob
servers. Gulbuddin rejects Gailani as a 
Western puppet, an aristocrat, and an 
Islamic backslider. Gailani sees Gulbuddin 
as a fanatic, without political background or 
support, who would take Afghanistan back 
to the dark ages. It seems absurd that with 
their country, occupied and in ruins, the 
mujahedin still cannot bury their differ
ences and concentrate on fighting the great
er enemy. Such disunity adds to the West
ern governments' problems, forcing them 
not only to decide the principle of support 
for the jihad but also to make value judg
ments between this or that group. 

Finally, there is the question of the 
United States' national interest and political 
will. What popular motivation would Ameri
cans have for an alliance with unknown Is
lamic groups fighting a crusade on the bor
ders of China, Russia and Pakistan? The 
memories of Vietnam, where the United 
States was sucked into war after deciding 
merely to supply arms and to train a few of
ficers, are still vivid. And can these small 
groups of irregular soldiers really survive 
against the might of a superpower, especial
ly one totally without moral restraint and 
ready to use any method to suppress people 
in occupied areas, with no journalists or tel
evision cameras there to portray the grim 
and gory details? 

These are some of the arguments used to 
dull Congress's ardor for battle. Afghani
stan is a lost cause, it is said. It has always 
been in the Soviet Union's sphere of influ
ence and now it has been taken over entire
ly. Well, so be it. America has already too 
many overseas commitments, and if it must 
contemplate military adventure, let this be 
in areas closer to home like El Salvador. Do 
we really have to send surface-to-air missiles 
to the other side of the world? Don't we 
have enough problems of our own? 

Such feelings of self-doubt, which in 
recent years have created policies of defeat
ism and inactivity, encourage the worldwide 
perception that the United States, while its 
main adversary embarks on a period of 
active and successful expansion, is content 
to decline as a power. And while this has 
little effect on firm allies such as Britain, 
which would never desert the Western alli
ance, it inevitably discourages third-world 
countries from throwing in their lot with 
the superpower that seems to lack the will 
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either to assist its friends when they are in 
trouble or to pursue its own obvious global 
interests. 

China is particularly concerned about the 
Afghan war. According to one congressman 
its ambassador in Washington has lately 
been abusing the Soviet Union "like a 
member of the John Birch Society." China 
provides the mujahedin, by devious means, 
with much of their weaponry, expecially its 
own ten-shot copy of the Kalashnikov ma
chine rifle, which is very popular because it 
can use ammunition captured from the 
other side. <Mr. Gailani says, "Our most 
generous supplier is the Soviet army 
itself.") Its future attitude to the superpow
er battle will be influenced by American 
policies on Afghanistan. 

Last year the United States had better 
reason to stand aloof. The mujahedin 
seemed little more than a thorn that the oc
cupying army would soon be able to pluck 
from its flesh and destroy. And a few weeks 
after the invasion the hostage crisis in 
neighboring Iran stole the American peo
ple's attention. But now the hostages are 
home and the mujahedin are fighting more 
effectively than ever. The resilience and ag
gression of the Afghan warrior, something 
that the British came to understand the 
hard way a century ago, is at last being ap
preciated by American analysts on the Paki
stan side of the border as well as, more per
sonally, by Russian soldiers to the north. 

Russian soldiers, confined day and night 
in barracks in a hostile land, are becoming 
"stir crazy" and discipline is beginning to 
suffer. According to recent accounts, too nu
merous to be dismissed as travelers' tales, 
they loot shops and sell military equipment 
for money to relieve their boredom. A spe
cial section of Kabul's Pul-e-Charki prison 
has been set aside for those who are caught. 
A thriving black market provides hashish 
and soft pornography, while their tradition
al recreation-alcohol-is furnished in vari
ous mixtures of eau de cologne, antifreeze, 
brake fluid, aircraft de-icing fluid, and an 
ingenious distillation of shoe polish toasted 
on slices of black bread. 

Far from allowing themselves to be round
ed up, the mujahedin have confined Soviet 
forces indoors or inside armored vehicles, in 
effect rounding them up themselves, put
ting the jailers behind bars. In this way, 
flying in the face of most expectations, they 
have proved themselves on the cruel battle
field of guerrilla warfare. But they are still 
an untrained and divided collection of di
verse groups, using .303 rifles against mis
siles, dependent on Pakistan for bases and 
on rich Islamic nations for equipment. 
Unlike other successful guerrilla movements 
of recent memory, they have little or no 
support from the great powers. 

Whether the West can ever help them 
openly must depend, in the words of Robert 
Neumann, former U.S. ambassador to Af
ghanistan, on providing "credible assur
ances of support" for General Zia's Pakistan 
government, since Pakistan is the only pos
sible conduit. This has been one of the mat
ters discussed during intense diplomatic ne
gotiation these past weeks, most recently 
during Foreign Minister Aqa Shahi's visit to 
Washington on April 20. But, strangely, 
while these talks continue, the matter is de
bated hardly at all in public, either in Con
gress or in the press. 

Afghanistan is the forgotten war, but it 
remains by far the most important military 
conflict of the day in terms of the Soviet
Am.erican strategic balance. It is the only in
stance since the Second World War where 
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the Soviet army has been engaged in pro
tracted combat, and it is the only land 
where murder and expulsion to the point of 
genocide are being carried out by a foreign 
invading army. 

So it is hard to understand why, until 
now, the Western world has been content to 
watch the battle like a spectator in a bull
ring, from time to time cheering on the tor
tured animal, but from a distance, as if the 
matter were of no concern to the onlookers 
and as if intervention were in any case use
less, since the bull is inevitably doomed to 
die in the end. 

The mujahedin have proved the improb
able. The bull can survive against the mata
dors. The United States and its allies can 
now, with their help, persuade the Soviet 
government to discuss a nonaligned Afghan
istan and the withdrawal of all foreign 
troops. Such an "impossible" result would 
be Russia's first military defeat in recent 
history, a blow to its superpower prestige of 
grandiose-almost Vietnamese-propor
tions.e 

NEVER AGAIN-HOLOCAUST 
SURVIVORS CONDUCT DRA
MATIC REUNION 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, recently, 
a dramatic reunion took place in Israel 
where the first World Gathering of 
Jewish Holocaust Survivors met. The 
historic occasion culminated 2 years of 
preparation in bringing together for 
the first and last time some 8,000 sur
vivors of the dreaded holocaust-per
haps the most abhorrent of all eras in 
world history. 

Those who gathered-and they were 
8,000 strong-were there for a "cele
bration of life." They were survivors in 
the truest sense of the word. Let them 
serve as an inspiration for the world to 
prevent any other holocausts. 

At this point in the RECORD I would 
like to insert the speech of Mr. Benja
min Meed, president of the Warsaw 
Ghetto Resistance Organization and 
vice chairman of the World Gathering 
of Jewish Holocaust Survivors. He 
made this speech before the 8,000 who 
gathered for the reunion, and I urge 
my colleagues to give it their fullest 
attention. 

ADDRESS BY BENJAMIN MEED, JERUSALEM, AT 
THE KOTEL, JUNE 18, 1981 

We stand here by the Kotel, the holiest of 
Jewish places-the symbol of the survival 
and indestructibility of the Jewish people
and announce to the world-we are here! 

Here-where the Romans burned our 
temple, and our enemies said we would 
never return-we have returned. 

Here-where the Arab Legions swore we 
would never stand again-we stand once 
more! 

But, after the ghettos and crematoria, 
after the camps and the trains and the 
fighting in the forest-after surviving our 
holocaust, and scattering through this 
world-we have returned to this place to an
nounce mir zaynen do! With our children, 
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with our grandchildren, with the whole 
Nation of Israel. 

Together, in testimony, in defiance of a 
world that would pretend that they never 
heard the screams coming from the ghetto, 
that they never smelled the smoke of the 
crematoria. In defiance of a world where 
some would now rob our keddoshim of their 
deaths, even as they were robbed of their 
lives. 

And we say to the world: We will never 
again be silent! 

We will never forgive, nor forget-nor 
allow the hallowed memory of our loved 
ones to be erased or defiled. 

We will never allow our State of Israel to 
stand alone in a hostile world. 

Mir zaynen do! Mit undser pain, mit 
undser vei. 

There are no words to express the searing 
pain we still feel as we gather here today, 
knowing that there are 6 million of us who 
cannot be here and say, "We have survived!" 

And there are others still, who survived 
the Nazi nightmare, but have not lived to 
see this day. 

We-gathered here-are a vast multitude, 
yet we are small in number, compared to 
the millions we have lost. 

Imagine each candle that we held in our 
hands is the symbol of over a thousand vic
tims-our mothers, and fathers, our broth
ers and sisters, and-yes-even our own lost 
children. It is for them that we have come 
here. To keep our promise-to them-to our 
friends-to ourselves-to keep their memory 
alive. 

Gathered together from 22 nations scat
tered over the entire globe-from nations 
that are free-from nations that still perse
cute Jews, from nations that deny that the 
holocaust has happened-we have come to
gether to be in the Jewish homeland-in the 
State of Israel. 

We know that the poison of antisemitism 
in this world, which brought on the holo
caust, is still with us. But what we have 
learned from that terrible time is that the 
fate of a single community of Jews, whether 
in Kiev or Paris, Buenos Aires, or here in 
Eretz Yisroel is the fate of us all. 

We must all stand together, steadfast in 
our determination to defend the Jewish 
people against our enemies, no matter 
where, or in what guise, they might appear. 

For 4 days we have been together. We 
have embraced, shared our joy and shared 
our tears. We have mourned the loss of our 
loved ones, and taken pride in the coming of 
age of our children. For 4 days, we have 
lived a dream that began in the camps, and 
the forests-and the ghettos-40 years ago. 
A dream-that someday we would survive 
our nightmare. 

And now we stand, in the shadow of the 
Kotel-facing the stones that have heard 
the pleas and the prayers for a hundred 
generations. And to those stones, that have 
received countless silent "kvitelech", we 
now return with a voice that shall be heard 
throughout the generations, in a voice that 
shall split the heavens. 

Mir zaynen do! Anachnu kan! We are 
here!e 
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STATEMENT OF MR. HOYER RE

GARDING MOTION BY MRS. 
SCHNEIDER 

HON. STENY H. HOYER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, while I 
commend the gentlewoman from 
Rhode Island for the intent of her 
motion to restore COLA to twice a 
year, I simply cannot support it be
cause it does not go far enough in ad
dressing the many concerns which the 
gentleman from Oklahoma proposes 
to bring before this body should Mrs. 
SCHNEIDER'S amendment fail. 

I cannot in good conscience cast my 
vote for a motion which in effect does 
a great disservice to the people I rep
resent. Mr. JONES' motion, on the 
other hand, compels the committees 
of the House to examine what we have 
done here this evening. Mr. JONES' 
motion would give us more time to ex
amine the severe cuts in COLA, in 
social security, and the many other 
useful and essential programs that we 
have slashed in barely 7 hours of ex
amination. 

Mr. Speaker, the productive, hard
working Federal employees of my dis
trict do not expect this great body to 
curtail their very meager benefits with 
little thought and with carefree igno
rance of how the families in my dis
trict will react. But we have done that 
tonight. The Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee of which I am a 
member spent day after day in an at
tempt to comply with the mandate of 
the Gramm-Latta budget resolution. 
We did that and still preserved that 
which rightfully belongs to the Feder
al employee and the Federal retiree. 
That has been undone tonight and I 
wish to be on record as being opposed 
to this undoing. 

Should Mrs. SCHNEIDER'S motion 
pass this body, I will support it when 
ordered. But, Mr. Speaker, my con
stituency demands more; they demand 
more careful scrutiny by the Congress 
of what we are cutting and why. For 
that reason I am hoping that Mr. 
JONES' motion reaches the floor so 
that this body and this great process 
of deliberation does not complete a 
very hasty reduction and/ or elimina
tion of those benefits and those pro
grams so important to my district, the 
State of Maryland, and the American 
public.e 



14862 
OAKLAND RAIDERS' HEARING 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
• Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, Oakland 
Raiders management wants to aban
don the community that made the 
team one of the biggest success stories 
in professional football history. The 
owner is trying to move the team to 
Los Angeles in pursuit of greater mon
etary rewards. 

To earn more money, is of course, 
the strongest of all business incen
tives. Ordinarily, as a businessman and 
former banker, I would defend the ef
forts of a business enterprise to im
prove its financial condition without 
Government interference. In this case, 
however, the issue is more than allow
ing a business to make a few more dol
lars it doesn't need. 

The public is a factor, and the fans. 
Raiders fans number in the hundreds 
of thousands in northern California. 
Their loyalty and pocketbooks have 
produced fame and fortune for. the 
city of Oakland, the county of Alame
da, and the team, especially the team. 

When fans fail to turn out, they are 
blamed for a team's financial demise, 
and there is no valid objection when 
the distressed team seeks to move to 
greener pastures. But what of the fans 
who turn out in great numbers and 
keep the team rich? Do they get any 
credit? Do they have any rights? 

Those are some of the questions this 
situation raises in my mind. I think 
the fans deserve more than a shrug 
and smirk and a fading trail of jet 
fumes. I believe a successful team owes 
a big responsibility to its fans and 
community. 

Besides fan support, professional 
sports teams get a lot of special treat
ment from local and Federal Govern
ments in the form of tax breaks, anti
trust concessions, and stadiums built 
with tax-free bonds guaranteed by 
local taxpayers. Such government gen
erosity suggests an element of public 
trust. 

I am focusing congressional atten
tion on the current tug of war between 
Oakland and Los Angeles, first, to dis
courage the Raiders from moving, and 
second, to raise questions many other 
Members of Congress may also have to 
face before long, especially if the 
Raiders prevail in current court action 
and NFL rules governing franchise 
shifts become meaningless. 

There are 143 Members of the House 
whose districts embrace NFL football 
teams, and many others whose outly
ing constituencies support those 
teams. Perhaps these Members think 
their teams are secure. A short while 
ago I would have thought the same 
about the Raiders, whose home stadi
um is in my district. Who would have 
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believed that such a highly successful 
team, one of the league's top money
makers, twice Super Bowl champion, 
enjoying sellout crowds for 11 consecu
tive years, would ever decide to move? 

I would prefer to have the NFL 
police its own industry, but if that 
proves impossible, government may 
have to exert its influence to protect 
loyal local fans and communities from 
betrayal by avaricious owners. I am 
not ref erring to teams that are losing 
money and move to survive. I ref er to 
teams such as the Raiders that are 
doing well and cannot show any good 
reason for a change of location. 

A successful sports team means a 
great deal to a community such as 
Oakland in terms of jobs, business, 
identity, pride, and prestige. To allow 
such a team to pack up would cause in
calculable harm. 

Congress has made laws and estab
lished policies that benefit profession
al sports teams. Congress, therefore, 
has an obligation to monitor the con
duct of teams which benefit from 
public laws and make sure the teams 
do not violate the public trust. 

I have introduced two bills, H.R. 823 
and H.R. 2577, through which I intend 
to explore the rights of fans and the 
responsibility of teams to their com
munities. 

I began the process recently by 
chairing a hearing in Oakland before 
the Ways and Means Subcommittee on 
Select Revenue Measures. Following 
are excerpts which illustrate the scope 
of the testimony: 

I have played professional football for 12 
years in the AFL-NFL; 7 of them were for 
the Oakland Raiders. I have held season 
tickets since 1967. I have seen this commu
nity support the Raiders through seasons of 
1 and 13, through seasons of 13 and 1, and 
through Super Bowl victories. The people 
who have supported the players are certain
ly a diversified group, but their love for the 
team is singular. 

• • • if players can't pack up and move at 
will, how can owners, when the rules have 
been defined?-Tom Keating, former Raider 
player.e 

U.S. ARMS SALES 

HON. WM. S. BROOMFIELD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
as a longstanding member of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, I 
have readily acknowledged that U.S. 
foreign policy must be predicated 
upon one fundamental principle-that 
the United States has an obligation to 
be a leader of the free world-and as a 
leader, it must maintain its armed 
strength first and foremost, while nur
turing cooperation and cohesion 
within alliances and between friends 
in order to maintain its security inter
ests. In particular, national power, es-
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pecially military power, is central to 
our diplomatic deliberations, and a 
sound national security policy must be 
built upon a willingness and an ability 
to protect our vital interests. 

In developing a sound security 
policy, and in particular, a sound arms 
sales policy, however, I believe that 
the executive branch, among other 
things, should be fully cognizant of 
U.S. defense readiness, the transfer of 
sensitive U.S. technology, and the con
gressional consultative process. 

The current administration, bent 
upon reversing the politico-military 
mistakes-and there were many-of 
the last 4 years, has been attempting 
to establish new national power im
peratives utilizing large amounts of 
U.S. security assistance while propos
ing arms sales as the hard currency of 
U.S. foreign policy. In order to face 
down the Soviet Union, the adminis
tration is at this time considering con
troversial arms sales to Saudi Arabia, 
Pakistan, and the People's Republic of 
China. Among the U.S. military equip
ment presently proposed for sale are 
the sophisticated airborne warning 
and control system <AW ACS) and the 
improved AIM-9L Sidewinder missile 
to the Saudis, as well as the U.S. Air 
Force's newest fighter, the F-16 Fight
ing Falcon, for the Pakistanis. 

Given the high priority accorded to 
American defense readiness, it is im
portant that our Nation, in seeking to 
sell the F-16 to such countries as Paki
stan, be fully aware of the potential 
impact of these sales upon the readi
ness of the U.S. Air Force. Indeed, if 
the leadtime for F-16's to Pakistan is 
to be less than 24 months, the admin
istration will have to seriously weigh 
the consequences of at least a modest
ly negative impact upon the U.S. F-16 
program. It is, therefore, my hope 
that the Departments of State and De
fense will work very closely with Gen
eral Dynamics, the manufacturer of 
the F-16, in order to assure that U.S. 
readiness is in no way degraded for the 
sake of arms sales abroad. 

Although overseas arms sales can 
serve as an important extension of our 
security, we should not allow the pur
suit of arms sales agreements to be 
substituted for our more immediate 
defense responsibility-that of 
strengthening our own conventional 
and strategic military capabilities. In 
this regard, I compliment the adminis
tration on its final decision not to 
draw down on our aerial tanker inven
tory, which is so important to the U.S. 
single integrated operation plan, in at
tempting to provide the Saudis with a 
new refueling capability. 

I also believe that our Nation should 
be moving prudently in securing arms 
arrangements which involve the trans
fer of more sophisticated technology. 
More than ever before, we should be 
closely examining the implications of 
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selling sophisticated U.S. military 
technology abroad. The proposed sale 
of AWACS and the improved AIM-9L 
Sidewinder missile to Saudi Arabia is 
an excellent case in point. I do not be
lieve that the United States should 
sell AW ACS to any country outside 
the Western Alliance framework, since 
this technology is most important to 
our national security interests. As a 
result, I believe it is more advanta
geous to our security interests to 
simply monitor the Persian Gulf 
region with U.S. deployed AWACS. 

In addition, the executive branch 
needs to examine more carefully not 
only the national and international se
curity implications of each arms sale 
agreement, but also its domestic, polit
ical, and military aspects. To be sure, 
specifically choosing the types of 
weapon systems for a foreign country 
impacts upon the implementation of 
our security assistance programs, the 
allocation of fiscal resources, the abili
ty of the recipient to fully use that 
equipment, the kinds and numbers of 
military equipment which we maintain 
within our Armed Forces, the Ameri
can defense production base, and last, 
but not least, the process of political 
approval. This latter matter requires 
substantive consultation between the 
executive and legislative branches in 
regard to the development of an over
all arms sale policy, including that of 
political strategy to obtain approval of 
the sale. The recent arms talks with 
Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and the Peo
ple's Republic of China reflect not 
only a lack of sufficient advance con
sultation with the Congress but also a 
tendency to underestimate the politi
cal realities of congressional approval 
of the sale of certain proposed weap
ons systems. 

In carrying out a more cohesive for
eign policy, we in the Congress would 
like to work even more closely with 
the President, who has emphasized his 
desire to form a truly working partner
ship with us. By working more closely 
together, we can help to restore Amer
ica's strength and respect and help to 
better assure the security of our 
Nation.e 

TURKEY RUN FARM 

HON. DON YOUNG 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speak
er, I want to draw to the attention of 
my colleagues the innovative effort 
now underway in northern Virginia to 
save Turkey Run Farm from extinc
tion because of Federal budget re
straints. Turkey Run Farm is a re-cre
ation of an 18th century, low-income 
farm, which is located next to the 
Central Intelligence Agency off Route 
193 in Fairfax County, Va. 

79-059 0-84-68 (Pt. 11) 
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Earlier this year, the National Park 

Service was forced to absorb part of 
the expense of the cost-of-living in
crease for Federal employees which 
was granted last October. In response, 
the agency elected to close Turkey 
Run Farm. 

Under the leadership of Congress
man FRANK R. WOLF and Senator 
JOHN WARNER, a group of local citizens 
banded together to keep the farm 
open. With the support of community 
and business leaders, the friends of 
Turkey Run Farm, Inc. has raised over 
$50,000 to fund the farm's operation 
to date. The "Friends" president, Dr. 
Joseph Harsh, estimates the organiza
tion's annual farm budget will ap
proach $120,000. That is nearly 
$70,000 less than the Park Service's 
projected operating costs for the same 
period. 

The group is aggressively working to 
obtain donations to fund current oper
ations while they seek support for an 
endowment to help finance the farm 
in the long term. 

On June 7, 1981, the "Friends" 
signed a cooperative agreement with 
the National Park Service and as
sumed responsibility for operating the 
farm. The "Friends" have incorporat
ed, obtained nonprofit tax status, and 
held a highly successful fund-raiser 
hosted by Senator WARNER, Represent
ative WOLF, and others. The activities 
of the "Friends" on behalf of Turkey 
Run Farm has been widely reported in 
the Washington area, thanks in large 
part to the effort of WMAL's Jim Gal
lant. 

President Reagan commended the 
"Friends" by letter for the inventive 
pioneer spirit evidenced in their ef
forts on behalf of the farm. 

Interior Secretary James Watt lent 
his support for the effort at a gala 
evening at the farm on June 12. At 
that time, Dr. Joseph Harsh, executive 
director of the Northern Virginia As
sociation of Historians; Mrs. Toni 
McMahon, president of the Fairfax 
County PT A Council; and Florence 
Townsend, president of the Fairfax 
County Chamber of Commerce, the 
president and vice presidents, respec
tively, of the "Friends" presented Sec
retary Watt with a check for $15,000 
toward the cost of the farm's oper
ation before the "Friends" assumed 
control. 

The members of the Board of Direc
tors of the Friends of Turkey Run 
Farm include: Mr. Stephen Adams, 
Mrs. Margaret Bowers, Mrs. Kaye 
Sloan Burke, Mr. Frederick Bur
roughs, Mrs. Carole Cordova, Mr. 
Milton Drewer, Mrs. Carol Friedman, 
Mr. James Gallant, Dr. Joseph Harsh, 
Mr. Chris Klaman, Mr. E. Ronald 
Lara, Ms. Kathryn MacLane, Mrs. 
Toni McMahon, Mr. Thomas Morr, 
Mr. Peter Stefanou, Mrs. Florence 
Townsend, Mr. Malcolm Underwood, 
Mr. Andrew Wahlquist, Mr. Ed 
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Walton, Mrs. Susan Wyland, and Mr. 
Robert Zalokar. 

Representative WOLF, Senator 
WARNER, and the many Friends of 
Turkey Run Farm should be congratu
lated for their work to save this farm 
park. Their efforts are a valuable ex
ample of community support for desir
able programs which may face an un
certain future in these tight budget 
times. 

Should you want more information 
about this program, the address of the 
Friends of Turkey Run Farm, Inc., is 
P.O. Box 1214, McLean, Va. 22101; or 
you may call (703) 323-2571 or (703) 
285-2672. 

I would also like to share with my 
colleagues a story about the effort to 
save the farm that appeared in the 
June 25 edition of the Alexandria Ga
zette and an editorial from the June 
12, Fairfax Journal. 

[From the Alexandria Gazette, June 25, 
1981] 

TURKEY RUN SAVED 

<By Janet Green) 
Talking "Turkey" to Congressman Frank 

Wolf <R-Va.) means saving Turkey Run 
Farm, off Rt. 193 in Fairfax County. He and 
a group of interested citizens organized the 
Friends of Turkey Run Farm in a remark
ably short two-month period and saved the 
National Park Service farm from proposed 
budget cuts. 

The Friends, led by Joseph Harsh, execu
tive director of the Northern Virginia Asso
ciation of Historians, have raised enough 
revenue through private donations <more 
than $50,000) to keep the farm going 
through the summer and early fall. The 
group plans to seek permanent private sup
port from trust funds, foundations or wher
ever possible. The immediate goal is $1 mil
lion, which, according to Harsh, properly in
vested would assure continuation of the 
farm's unique programs on an annual basis. 
The current budget calls for expenditures of 
around $120,000 annually. 

The operation of the programs initiated 
by the National Park Service and the equip
ment to carry them out <including many 
18th-century household objects and facsim
ile farm implements) were turned over to 
the Friends of Turkey Run Farms at a 25-
year agreement-signing ceremony at the 
farm. Surrounded by members of the group 
and a farm mascot, one of a half-dozen tur
keys <one generation removed from wild tur
keys) who made his presence known vocally 
as he strutted around the signing table, 
Russell E. Dickenson, park service director, 
signed the agreement. The park service will 
retain ownership of the property and equip
ment. 

The farm, according to the agreement. 
will continue to display living habits, dem
onstrations and educational programs of an 
18th-century, low-income, Northern Virginia 
farm. This notion contrasts with the oper
ation of such Virginia plantations as Gun
ston Hall, Stratford, and the magnificent 
James River mansions. 

The park service will provide maintenance 
through September and continue supplying 
some personnel. Some employees have al
ready transferred over to the Friends orga
nization, including Anna Eberly, who will be 
supervisor. She has been working at the 
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farm since 1972 and is credited with making 
the farm what it is today, Harsh said. 

The park has attracted hundreds of visi
tors of all ages and from all parts of the 
world. 

About 17,000 area school children have 
been given a chance to be a part-time 
farmer through a program in which groups 
of young people are invited to spend two 
nights and three days on the farm learning 
about 18th century life firsthand. 

To supplement operating costs for the rest 
. of the summer, the Friends sponsored an 
outdoor celebration in the farm's orchard, 
followed by $50-a-plate dinners in nearby 
private homes. Representatives of the park 
service, including Secretary James G. Watt, 
were joined by Senator John Warner and 
Congressman Wolf in extolling the virtues 
of continuing the farm's programs. The 
effort raised several additional thousands of 
dollars. Donors were entertained by the co
lonial-costumed, young, farm musicians, 
playing 18th-century instruments and 
music. 

Contributions to save the farm may be 
sent to the National Park and Conservation 
Association Fund for Turkey Run Farm, 
1701 18th St., N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20009. 

The farm is open to the public from 10 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Wednesdays through Sat
urdays. Picnic tables are adjacent to the 
parking lot entrance from Rt. 193. 

[From the Fairfax Journal, June 12, 1981] 
PRESERVING THE PAST 

There was a Thanksgiving of sorts at 
Turkey Run Farm last week as the National 
Park Service signed a 25-year rent-free lease 
with the Friends of Turkey Run, who will 
operate the 18th century working farm near 
McLean <Journal, June 5). 

The farm, visited by thousands of stu
dents and tourists, seemed doomed earlier 
this year after several federal budget cuts 
made it impossible for the Park Service to 
continue operating the unusual facility. 

But area citizens formed the Friends of 
Turkey Run in an effort to keep the farm 
going. Enough money was raised to operate 
the place through the summer months. 

Now, with the signing of the new lease by 
the group's president, Joseph Harsh, the 
Park Service will all but bow out of the pic
ture. The farm will survive only if the 
Friends of Turkey Run can raise funds to 
pay all expenses. 

Finding survival money on a month-to
month basis won't work, according to 
Harsh. The only logical approach is for him 
and his group of political, business and civic 
representatives to raise sufficient cash to 
create an endowment fund. 

Raising money for any purpose is no easy 
task these days, with interest rates at all
time highs and the economic outlook 
murky, to say the least. But we think 
Turkey Run Farm, a real living link with 
our colonial past, is well worth saving. 

We commend those involved in this proj
ect and wish them success.e 

DOMESTIC VOLUNTEER SERVICE 
ACT-LEGISLATIVE INTENT 

HON. GEORGE M. O'BRIEN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
• Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, section 
5211 ·of the Gramm-Latta substitute, 
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under "Subtitle B-Reauthorization of 
Certain Programs. General Extensions 
of Authority," subsection <20) extends 
the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 
1973 as amended. 

The administration submitted a 
budget for title I, title II, and section 
504 of the act. Section 5118 of the sub
stitute reflects .the administration's re
quest for title I. The substitute howev
er, simply provides such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provi
sions of title II and section 504. 

As a guide for the conferees, the fol
lowing figures reflect the administra
tion's specific request for these parts 
of the act and are identical to the fig
ures in the Senate's reconciliation bill: 

The total amount of the appropriation to 
carry out Part A of Title II of the Domestic 
Volunteer Service Act of 1973 <42 U.S.C. 
5001 et seq.) shall not exceed $28,691,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 1982, 1983 and 1984. 

The total amount of the appropriation to 
carry out Part B of Title II of the Domestic 
Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 
4001 et seq.) shall not exceed $60,780,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984. 

The total amount of the appropriation 
under section 504 of the Domestic Volun
teer Service Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 5084 et 
seq.) shall not exceed $30,091,000 for fiscal 
year 1982, $29,348,000 for fiscal year 1983 
and $24,029,000 for fiscal year 1984. 

Mr. Speaker, when the House and 
Senate conferees meet, because the ad
ministration's figures and the Senate's 
are identical, it should be clearly un
derstood by the House conferees that 
the Senate's figure should be accepted 
by the House. 

Mr. Speaker, for the purpose of clar
ification and for the sake of establish
ing legislative history and intent, I am 
offering the following information. 

Section 501 of the Domestic Volun
teer Service Act of 1973, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 4971 et seq.), parts (a), (b), 
and (c)(l) and (2) specifically earmark 
how dollars appropriated under the 
act must be used. 

Mr. Speaker, it should be clearly un
derstood that it is the intent of this 
amendment that the ACTION agency 
be free to expend any dollars appro
priated for the implementation of title 
I without restrictions. 

Since the funds for ACTION are re
duced by the administration's request 
and the substitute, removal of the re
strictive language in title I will give 
the agency total discretion and flexi
bility in meeting and fulfilling the 
goals of the act.e 

OPEN LETTER TO CONGRESS ON 
SOCIAL SERVICES 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
•Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the House is · considering 
what could be the most significant 
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single bill of the last half of this cen
tury. This budget reconciliation bill · 
may fundamentally change the direc
tions and perspectives of our Govern
ment and will, undoubtedly, have 
many long-term, as well as short-term, 
effects upon our society. 

For those of you who have yet to 
decide how you will vote on the recon
ciliation bill or amendments to it, I ask 
that you take a moment and review an 
"open letter" which I recently received 
from an administrator and constituent 
of mine, George Forbes. Mr. Forbes 
has long been an advocate of social 
change in San Bernardino County, the 
largest geographical county in the 
United States. He eloquently states 
the negative impact upon our society 
when we neglect our human resources. 
He sees firsthand the value of the uti
lization of these resources and his tes
timony should not be neglected. 
AN OPEN LETTER TO THE 97TH U.S. CONGRESS 

A. QUESTION 

Are you about to destroy valuable re
sources which have taken years to develop 
and which are important for the effective 
use of funds allocated for human services 
<health services, older Americans, disadvan
taged, disabled)? 

B. ESSENTIAL FACTORS 

Two factors are critical to any national 
legislation intended to deal effectively with 
human services: 

1. National Perspective-the problems of 
people and of human services delivery are 
universal. Effective application of solutions 
to the delivery of human services requires 
the integrity of a mechanism which can 
apply an effective solution throughout the 
nation. 

2. Effective Interface-successful develop
ment and delivery of human services re
quires the involvement and cooperation-ef
fective interface-of people. The interface 
must be a two way interchange and must 
function effectively at local, state, and na
tional levels in order to cope with the needs 
of the nation in human services delivery. 

C. PRIMARY CONCERNS 

1. The integrity of factors (1) and (2). 
2. The high cost of human services. 
3. The need for investment in human re

sources. 
D. PERSPECTIVES 

1. The integrity of factors (1) and (2): 
Leading sociologists and any good politi

cian know that one must establish effective 
relationships <interface) with many people 
in order to accomplish worthwhile goals and 
objectives. The categorical-Health Systems 
Agency, Older American, and Community 
Services Administration-programs have 
fostered the development and strengthening 
of effective interface function. It may be 
about as logical to destroy <legislatively) the 
established interface resources as to destroy 
<literally) a politician's voter resources (by 
neglect, attitude, alienation). 

Effective Social Planning must have 
access to viable interface with: the target 
population ... in order to properly design a 
program which provides a needed opportu
nity or essential service, and in order to 
obtain the understanding and cooperation 
required to implement the programs; pri
vate and public sector resources ... in order 
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to generate the resources needed for pro
gram implementation, and, to obtain the 
understanding and cooperation of resource 
agents which will insure a successful pro
gram. 

2. The high cost of human services, and, 
the need for investment in human services: 

Effective Social Planning must seek a 
design of models to effect solutions of social 
problems which are feasible, cost effective 
and reproducible. Concepts for models 
which deal with the high cost of human 
services, as well as with human resource in
vestment, have been developed and should 
have a chance to be tested. 

E. A REQUEST 

That you seriously consider continuing 
the integrity of established interface mech
anisms, and of mechanisms which maintain 
national perspective. These mechanisms are 
an essential foundation upon which success
ful program models can be built, tested, and 
then replicated. 

It may be far wiser to make constructive ·· 
changes in existing mechanisms-rather 
than destroy the "good" along with the 
"bad", on the questionable premise that a 
hasty "NEW" plan may prove to be the long 
awaited "answer." 

Prudence dictates an awareness that 
man's ability to destroy far surpasses his 
ability to create, and that the power of res
urrection, compensating for man's folly, is 
divine. 

Your consideration will be most sincerely 
appreciated. 

Respectfully submitted, 
GEORGE S. FORBES, 

Director, Social Planning Division, 
Community Services Department of 
San Bernardino County.e 

TOMMY LESLIE 

HON. JOHN L. NAPIER 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. NAPIER. Mr. Speaker, 20 years 
ago, South Carolina was on the verge 
of a serious economic crisis. With an 
economy which was totally dependent 
on agricultural production, the State 
experienced unprecedented outmigra
tions of its citizens who flocked North 
to industrialized cities in search of 
better paying jobs and shorter work
ing hours. 

Business, government, and civic lead
ers realized the seriousness of this sit
uation in time to create an educational 
system which has become the envy of 
many States and nations. Under the 
guidance of then Governor ERNEST F. 
HOLLINGS, South Carolina undertook a 
massive task: To attract new industry 
by providing a skilled labor force. 

As history has recorded, the plan 
worked to perfection. The South Caro
lina State Board for Technical and 
Comprehensive Education, through 
the creation of 16 geographically dis
tributed technical colleges and indus
trial training programs, was able to 
turn the State's economy around by 
serving the needs of business and in
dustry. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
A system such as this is only a 

system without dedicated individuals. 
One person who has been instrumen
tal in the success of the technical edu
cation system in South Carolina and 
especially in the Sixth Congressional 
District, is Industrial Service Repre
sentative Tommy Leslie. Much to our 
regret, Tommy Leslie will begin a 
much deserved retirement on June 30 
after 13 years of commendable service 
to technical education. 

Tommy Leslie's interest in technical 
education came from his service with 
the employment security commission 
in Bennettsville, S.C., from 1960-68. 
While serving as manager of the com
mission's office during that period, 
Tommy was not satisfied just to do an 
exceptionally fine professional job, 
but, in many instances, took a person
al interest in the economic futures of 
the people he served. 

When joining the technical educa
tion system as an industrial service 
representative based at Chesterfield
Marlboro Technical College, Tommy 
immediately thrust himself into an 
effort to establish much-needed train
ing programs to serve business and in
dustry in Chesterfield, Marlboro, and 
Dillon Counties. He also assisted in 
setting up special training schools for 
new and expanding industries to train 
the labor force for startup and expan
sion. 

As a native of the area Tommy 
Leslie has so long and dutifully served, 
I take a special pride in commending 
him for service to his community, 
State, and Nation which will long 
stand as an example to all who follow. 
This man's knowledge and expertise 
have given momentum to South Caro
lina's quest for economic stability and 
growth. I wish him well in the retire
ment he so richly deserves, and look 
forward to working with him on the 
numerous public service projects with 
which I am sure he will be involved in 
the years ahead.e 

IRAQI PEACE DEFINITION 

HON. DAVID DREIER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

e Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the Gov
ernment of Iraq has labeled Israel's 
recent bombing of the Osirak nuclear 
facility as a grave threat to peace in 
the Middle East. We must remember, 
however, that the Iraqi definition of 
peace has always been much different 
than our own. 

Iraq, for all its touting of the impor
tance of peace . in the region, has re
mained in a state of war with Israel 
since 1948. Saddam Hussein, the Presi
dent of Iraq, has enunciated a national 
goal "to destroy Tel Aviv with bombs." 
Recently President Hussein called on 
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"all peace-loving nations of the world" 
to help Arab countries obtain an atom 
bomb in order to balance the nuclear 
capability of Israel. Hussein further 
asserted that the possession of atomic 
weapons by the Arabs was necessary 
for the maintenance of world peace 
and security. 

I can only shudder to think of what 
such a "peace" would mean for the 
tiny enclave of Israel. The Israeli 
attack on the Osirak facility was a de
termined response to a very real and 
persistent threat to their existence. 
Let us not add to this threat by with
holding or delaying the delivery of 
necessary arms to our traditional ally. 
We should never forget that a princi
pal element in the establishment of a 
lasting peace in the Middle East must 
be the maintenance of the security of 
Israel.• 

HUMAN RIGHTS 

HON. DON BONKER 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, June 26, 1981 

•Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, I com
mend to the attention of my distin
guished colleagues an insightful arti
cle in today's Washington Post by 
Philip Geyelin, entitled "In the Fight 
for Human Rights, 'Try Everything'." 

Mr. Geyelin writes: 
In 20 years of handling over 20,000 cases 

and dispatching more than 350 missions to 
every corner of the world and every kind of 
regime, Amnesty has learned you have to 
try everything. It seems to me that the Am
nesty approach offers the perfect antidote 
to a poisonous and senseless politicizing of 
the human rights debate. 

The article follows: 
CFrom the Washington Post, June 26, 19811 

IN THE FIGHT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, "TRY 
EVERYTHING" 

<By Philip Geyelin) 
The American members of Amnesty Inter

national slipped into town a week or so ago, 
almost unnoticed, to celebrate their organi
zation's 20th anniversary, reflect upon its 
extraordinary record, discuss strategy and 
rededicate themselves to the cause of 
human rights. 

Released "prisoners of conscience" from 
Argentina, the Soviet Union, South Korea, 
Cuba and the United States addressed a 
candlelight ceremony at the Jefferson Me
morial. Delegations called on their congres
sional representatives and more than 125 
foreign embassies. 

Andrew Blane, an American member of 
Amnesty's international secretariat, spoke 
of the "illusory distinction," in the matter 
of human rights, between "totalitarian'', 
and "authoritarian" violators-the distinc
tion so dear to the Reagan administration. 
"In terms of human rights," he said, "you 
don't examine the regime but rather the 
rights of individuals." 

Other participants were as quick to dis
miss an equally phony distinction between 
public upbraiding and "quiet diplomacy." In 
20 years of handling over 20,000 cases and 
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dispatching more than 350 missions to every 
corner of the world and every kind of 
regime, Amnesty has learned you have to 
try everything. 

It seems to me that the Amnesty ap
proach offers the perfect antidote to a poi
sonous and senseless politicizing of the 
human-rights debate in the wake of the 
fiasco over the failed nomination of Dr. 
Ernest Lefever to be assistant secretary of 
state for human rights and humanitarian 
affairs. 

The argument becomes poisonous when it 
turns on the political connections of Jacobo 
Timerman, an undoubted victim of <and au
thority on> human-rights violations in Ar
gentina-or when Timerman goes beyond 
his particular expertise to play partisan pol
itics in the course of the Lefever hearings. 
The same may be said when the White 
House vindictively threatens to take its own 
sweet time before naming a new candidate 
to the human-rights job-or to abolish it. 

Just to begin with, the post isn't the 
White House's to abolish. Congress created 
it, just as Congress wrote this country's 
human-rights policy into law. One does not 
detect in this Congress a disposition to 
repeal those laws. 

But that's not the ' real point. What Am
nesty's experience lays bare, when you 
measure it against the Carter administra
tion's record and the Reagan administra
tion's promises, is the essential emptiness of 
the current debate. 

On at least two counts, for example, the 
top man in the Reagan White House, Edwin 
Meese III, sounds remarkably like an Am
nesty or even (perish the thought) a Carter 
administration man. "You see," he said on 
"Meet the Press" recently, "the objective is 
human rights, preserving them wherever 
there are violations." 

And he added: "It's a matter then of using 
the most effective means, whether that's 
quiet diplomacy or whether it's public
bringing things to public attention." 

Cyrus Vance, as secretary of state, said, in 
his definitive Law Day speech in April 1977, 
of the Carter policy: "The means available 
range from quiet diplomacy in its many 
forms through public pronouncements to 
withholding of assistance." 

So far, not much argument. But Meese 
said more: "What has happened in the past 
too often has been that we have punished 
our friends and rewarded our enemies. . . . 
We practiced quiet overlooking of human 
rights in the communist countries, and then 
castigated those countries that would like to 
be friendly to us." 

That's not true, if the State Department's 
1,140-page human rights report to Congress 
in 1980 is any guide. A full 15 pages are de
voted to a tough indictment of the Soviet 
Union-and a special condemnation for its 
practices in Afghanistan. The Carter admin
istration "punished" the Soviets for just 
that, with a grain embargo among other 
things. Ronald Reagan lifted that embargo. 

The report gives equally rough treatment 
<11 pages> to <totalitarian> Ethiopia and <au
thoritarian) Argentina. "Inhuman or de
grading" is a phrase used to describe <totali
tarian) Cuba's practices-dealt with in 10 
pages; <authoritarian> Guatemala required 
only seven. If there was "quiet overlooking 
of human rights [violations] in the commu
nist countries," it doesn't show in the re-

' port's handling of mainland China or Viet
nam or the Eastern European bloc. 

In short, a large part of the human-rights 
debate now is warmed-over rhetoric from 
the Reagan presidential campaign, inflamed 
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by the Lefever affair and encouraged, no 
doubt, by past rhetorical excesses in the 
Carter human-rights approach. The mes
sage from Amnesty International is that 
this sort of petty partisan politics is the 
mortal enemy of a consistent and principled 
human-rights policy.e 

MAYOR WHITE ON THE COURTS 

HON. JOE MOAKLEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATiVES 

Friday, June 26, 1981 
e Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 14, Mayor Kevin White of 
Boston addressed the graduating class 
of Suffolk University Law School. The 
mayor has made some outstandingly 
perceptive observations about the gen
eral direction in which the courts are 
headed. 

In recent years, the Nation's courts 
have made fundamental and disturb
ing changes in the delicate balance be
tween the branches of Government, as 
those relations have been understood 
throughout the history of our Consti
tution. 

The courts have intervened, in sur
prising new ways, in the areas of 
policy formulation and implementa
tion charged to the other branches. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe Mayor 
White's observations will bring unique 
and important insights to this situa
tion and I wish to share his comments 
with my colleagues: 
MAYOR KEVIN H. WHITE COMMENCEMENT AD

DRESS, SUFFOLK UNIVERSITY LAW SCHOOL, 
JUNE 14, 1981. 
Thank you very much, proud parents and 

graduates of this law school-particularly 
the lower third of the class, who are about 
to hear some words of wisdom from one of 
your predecessors. I'm not used to hearing 
such generous words of introduction-let 
alone the sound of applause in their wake. 
But it's a good sound, and I hope I can re
ciprocate with some remarks both brief and 
free of the presumption that seems an inte
gral part of commencement addresses. 

The fact is, there is little that I can realis
tically hope to add to the erudition of your 
professors. I did not come here to either 
preach or moralize. But as I thought about 
this morning's ceremony, I thought also 
about the unique relationship that exists 
between this school and the political and ju
dicial institutions in whose shadow it sits. 
Here on Beacon Hill, you occupy the cross
roads of politics and the law. You sit in your 
classrooms, students of power as well as 
precedent. In the years to come, it is likely 
you will exercise one and quite possible re
define the other. 

So let me talk a bit about my profession 
and yours, about politics and the law, about 
public service and jurisprudence. For they 
have a great deal in common. They are the 
only two professions that ever have a 
chance to shape our society in fundamental 
ways. No doctors, no engineers, will ever in
fluence the rules of self-government as 
much as lawyers and public officials. 

Our common denominator is power-a 
subject that has entranced and bewildered 
men from St. Augustine to Machiavelli. 
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Walter Lippmann, a man of our own centu
ry, said that democratic government was 
wrong in its obsession with power's origins. 
"What determines the quality of civiliza
tion'', he wrote in 1923, "is the use made of 
power. And that use cannot be controlled at 
the source." 

Historically, power in America has flowed 
directly from the people to the men and 
women they elected to public office. It was 
elected officials who set the tone of public 
life, who commanded the headlines and 
charted the national course. But in recent 
years, that power has been blunted or 
wasted away. Vietnam and Watergate are 
only the most recent instances in which ex
ecutive power has been tarnished by excess. 

Public officials themselves are more timid 
in exercising their authority. They often 
cede to placate the media, rather than lead 
the public. They tend to lust after favorable 
mention on the evening news, rather than 
long range planning for the community 
they will leave their children. 

But power in the hands of public officials 
has always been limited in this country. We 
checked more than we balanced in drawing 
up a constitution. And you don't have to ad
vocate despotism to sense the paranoia crip
pling all political executives in the wake of 
earlier excesses. It throws a shadow over the 
motives of all who enter public life. It calls 
into question the validity of the democratic 
process itself. 

The point is that in the final analysis, 
power is the greatest trust that the people 
can freely award to those they choose to 
lead them and govern them. But that power 
is meant to be aggressively used-not hus
banded or dissipated. It is meant to be 
spent, not hoarded. 

Spent wisely, openly, in achieving good 
ends for those who ultimately must be ac
counted to. To do less is to render the ballot 
box a quadrennial irrelevancy, and the po
litical process a contest of smiles and mean
ingless slogans. 

And there is another kind of power in 
America, inherent in the legal profession 
you are now ready to enter, which can fun
damentally benefit not simply the affairs of 
an individual client, but can profoundly 
affect the fabric of American society as a 
whole. 

Your profession is reliant as well on public 
support for its mandate-but a support dif
fused through legislatures and legal prece
dents. 

It stands at the bar. It writes laws, it chal
lenges laws. It is a profession that defends 
and interprets laws. 

And most importantly, in this critical 
decade of the 80's, it's a profession whose 
members can obtain the most prestigious of 
perches: Sitting on the bench. 

Two centuries ago, Alexander Hamilton 
defined the judiciary as the weakest of Gov
ernment's three branches. 

"The Executive," Hamilton wrote in the 
Federalist Papers, "not only dispenses the 
honors, but holds the sword of the commu
nity. The legislature not only commands the 
purse, but prescribes the rules by which the 
duties and rights of every citizen are to be 
regulated. The judiciary, on the contrary, 
has no influence over either the sword or 
the purse; no direction either of the 
strength or of the wealth of the society; and 
can take no active resolution whatever. It 
may be truly said to have neither force nor 
will, but merely judgement". 

If only Hamilton could see us now. Of 
course, no one can reasonably expect society 
to still wear the coat that fit in 1788. Gov-
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ernment has grown beyond the power of the 
Founding Fathers to imagine. Today, a hun
dred State legislative bodies, hundreds of 
Federal and State agencies; and thousands 
of Federal, State and municipal courts, all 
make the law and interpret what they have 
made. 

We have become, not surprisingly, the 
most litigious society the world has ever 
known. And this may sound like a good 
thing for your future prospects. But one 
danger has grown, outstripping even the 
mountain of cases pending in our courts. 
Without intending such, we have aimed a 
legal dagger at the heart of political author
ity. A democratic society that entrusts its 
rulemaking and administrative functions to 
judges, no matter how learned or restrained, 
is a society that has failed in its mission to 
the people. 

A century ago, politicians could reserve 
for themselves exclusive authority in the 
realm of public policy-even if they had to 
change the rules after the game had been 
played. 

In my madder moments, I often think of 
Benjamin Butler-also known as Beast 
Butler for his savage occupation of New Or
leans during the Civil War-and a man who, 
as Governor of Massachusetts in the late 
19th century, was singlehandedly responsi
ble for the decision by Harvard Law School 
to stop awarding honorary degrees to the 
men who occupy the comer office at the 
State House. In 1856, as a member of the 
Massachusetts State Senate, Butler went to 
Newburyport to try a case. He lost the case, 
a defeat he immediately blamed on the ca
priciousness of a judge. 

Not content to lick his wound in private, 
Butler returned to Boston and filed a bill in 
the legislature which, in a single blow, abol
ished 52 judges and the entire court of 
Common Claims. In its place was born the 
Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts
not in retribution, its defenders have been 
telling us ever since, but in sublime wisdom. 
Such options don't exist for Butler's 20th 
century counterparts. Quite the opposite: 

In recent years, we have witnessed judicial 
annexation of tasks historically the prov
ince of elected officials. Our classrooms, our 
housing-even our tax rates-all have fallen 
under the watchful eye of today's activist 
judiciary. Clocks have a way of resisting 
those who would try to set them back. Re
versing the growth of judicial authority now 
would be as futile as looking back for Lot's 
wife. 

But we are entitled to ask ourselves if we 
apply the same standards of experience and 
training to the new administrative judges 
that we expect of legislators and lawyers. 
The answer is, we do not. 

Now this State can take justifiable pride 
in those men and women who sit on its 

. 
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benches. And this school can cite a long and 
distinguished honor roll of graduates who 
have lent their judgement to both the 
courtroom and the corridors of executive 
and legislative power. They know that no 
public official is infallible by virtue of popu
lar mandate; they understand that no judge 
dons with his robes ultimate wisdom or 
practical experience at governing. 

And that wisdom should never be forgot
ten. 
It is basic wisdom that both judges and 

politicians should constantly remember and 
recall. 

But whether you go into politics or the 
law, it is my hope to persuade you to take 
an active interest and maintain an under
standing of both. 

The best of both worlds is to take a crack 
at both. 

And that's the other reason I'm here 
today-to issue an invitation as well as make 
an argument. Some would say that judges 
and lawyers have been forced to step in for 
a political system that has failed to perform 
as it should. I happen to disagree. But I am 
perfectly willing to listen to such a com
plaint-if only to impress upon each of you 
the essential need for your active involve
lent in public as well as legal, debate. 

I'm not suggesting that you have to be 
certified insane and run for mayor. What I 
am suggesting is that you break down the 
ivory towers of legal theorizing and enter 
the dusty, sweaty arena of public combat. I 
urge that you make public issues a constant 
and central part of your lives. Do it, by all 
means, before you reach the bench-or you 
may never fully comprehend the mutual re
spect that the lawmaker and lawgiver must 
experience if the law itself is to adequately 
reflect society's realities as well as its ideals. 

Now that your investiture with legal 
power is imminent, the opportunities for 
service are limited only by your imagination 
and generosity. From labor law to legislative 
committees, from criminal justice to regula
tion of the unfathomable revolution in 
public communications-there is no limit to 
the challenge-the only thing we cannot 
afford is your indifference. In any age, that 
would be a painful luxury, but never more 
so than now, when the sources of national 
power are in such a fluid state and an activ
ist judiciary cries out for administrative and 
political insight. 

In your own backyard-so to speak, in this 
city-you have witnessed the democratic 
process in action. What you have seen may 
have horrified you. It may have inspired 
you. I only hope it hasn't bored you into 
cynicism or offended you into withdrawal. 
Because if we cannot look to you, endowed 
with a special insight into the relationship 
between law and politics, and steeped in the 
diversity and excellence that is the city's 
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greatest legacy to her young, then to whom 
can we turn for future leadership? 

At Suffolk, you have sought out wisdom 
as well as knowledge. The city itself has 
been your greatest classroom. You have 
learned from each other, as well as from 
books and scholars of the law. And now you 
are about to embark into a confused, turbu
lent, and uncertain world. You do not have 
my compassion; you have my envy. 

Again as Lippmann advised those who em
barked upon their careers during a dark 
moment of our history, the great depres
sion: 

"It is a cruel and bitter time for those who 
are the present victims of disorder; but for 
the young and for those who are free in 
spirit it is a time of liberation and of oppor
tunity. For them there remains, come what 
may, their own energy, and the richness of 
the earth, the heritage of invention and 
skill, and the corpus of human wisdom. 
They need no more. Their paths will be 
more open, and what in one light is a vast 
breakdown of hopes is in another light the 
clearing away of debts and rigidities and 
preemptions that would choke them on 
their way." 

Today, for each of you, is a jumbled col
lection of endings and beginnings, of flash
bulbs and parental pride and friends worth 
remembering and loan vouchers you would 
just as soon forget. Share in Lippmann's 
vision, and the years ahead will indeed 
become a time of liberation and opportuni
ty. For it will fall to you, as to each succeed
ing generation, to grapple with questions of 
power and its rightful apportionment be
tween the conflicting, complementing forces 
of society. You will define it-and you will 
distribute it. 

But, in the end, the debate over power is a 
debate over the ultimate source of wisdom. 
And in that contest, I have no difficulty in 
siding with what has been called the bril
liant problem child of democracy-the 
people themselves. 

I said that I didn't intend to either preach 
or moralize this morning. I did both. Well, 
what can you expect from a politician? To 
make up for it, let me leave you with the 
most profound truth, and one you will en
counter in your immediate future. 

It came to me through personal experi
ence, and I am glad to share it with all of 
you. It dwarfs all the controversies of my 
public life, and shrinks the dilemmas of 
budget cutting and the city council to their 
proper dimesion. Here it is: In 15 campaigns, 
against 39 opponents, with millions of dol
lars expended and millions of words 
spoken-I have never in my entire life en
countered any foe half as terrifying as the 
bar exam. 

Congratulations-and good luck.e 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-11-14T16:30:46-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




