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SENATE-Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

May 13, 1981 

The Senate met at 9: 30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND) . 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

c. Halverson, LL.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

As the heart longs tor flowing streams, 
so longs my soul tor Thee, 0 God. My 
soul thirsts tor God, tor the living God.
Psalms 42 : 1-2. 

Thou hast made us tor Thyself 0 God 
and our souls are restless until they rest 
in Thee.-st. Augustine. 

There is no substitute for Thee in our 
hearts, 0 God. We need Thee. Our hearts 
are empty without Thee. Our souls are 
starved when we are indifferent to Thee. 
Help us to seek Thee, to open our hearts 
to Thee, to wait upon Thee, to love Thee. 

Deliver us from the secularism and 
materialism that denies Thee and de
humanizes us. Restore to us the reality 
of Thy presence. We pray in Jesus' name. 
Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the assistant major
ity leader is recognized. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the Senate proceedings be approved to 
date. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ROUTINE MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
time allocated to the two leaders under 
the standing order, there be a brief pe
riod for the transaction of routine morn
ing business, not to exceed 9: 45 a.m., 
with Senators being permitted to speak 
therein. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I re
serve the leadership tjme on this side 
until the acting minority leader has used 
his time. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
acting minority leader is recognized. 

<Legislative day of Monday, April 27, 1981> 

Mr. INOUYE. Will the Chair recognize 
the Senator from Wisconsin? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that two members of 
my staff, Ron Tammen and Doug Waller, 
have the privilege of the floor during the 
consideration of the Department of De
fense authorization bill, S. 815, and 
amendments thereto. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SAM BERRY'S VOICE 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, !have 

already spoken on several occasions 
about the new Sy1via Rothchild book, 
"Voices From the Holocaust," which in
cludes many testaments from the holo
caust victims of World War II. These ac
counts are not presented so much as his
torical documents as they are evidence 
of the holocaust's wounds. They are thus 
not to be challenged but acknowledged, 
not refuted but remembered. 

Sam Berry's story is one such story 
to remember. 

Sam Berry did not believe it was going 
to happen. He and his family were with 
those who laughed at Hitler and said; 
"He was talking big and had paper 
tanks." He passed up a chance to go and 
live i.n Rio de Janeiro because he did not 
want to leave his mother. 

"Later," he says, "he would have been 
happy to leave but it was too late." 

Sooner than he had expected, the Ger
mans were in Sosnowiec, Poland, the 
town where Berry lived with his wife and 
family. 

After living there a short time, being 
shuttled from ghetto to ghetto, the Na
zis sent them to Shordilla and the fam
ily was separated. Their child was taken 
from Berry's hands and Berry was sent 
to Auschwitz. Although he discusses all 
the emotional terror and torture of liv
ing in Auschwitz and Buchenwald, he 
says that the biggest loss in h is life was 
when they took away his baby and killed 
it, after he had tried so hard to save it. 

Aided by daring and ingenuity, and a 
willingness to take many risks, Berry 
stayed alive unti.l the American front 
reached the mudhole in which he was 
hiding. 

Berry was reunited with his wife after 
the war and they remained for a short 
time in Poland. She then wanted to go 
to Israel, but he chose instead to register 
as 1 of the 200,000 refugees permitted to 
come into the United States. Sam Berry 

explains in his chapter why he chose the 
United States over Israel. He says: 

Understand, I'm not a believer. I'm not an 
Orthodox Jew-! have to be honest, I never 
was. I heard it was a free country and that 
if you want to work you can make a life; 
you don't have to be afraid of your religion 
or your upbringing. 

So many years later, Mr. President, 
how can we not declare to ourselves and 
to others our opposition to what hap
pened to Sam Berry, and our determina
tion to prevent another incidence of 
genocide? 

We must ratify the Genocide Treaty in 
the light of our commitment to peace 
and our recollection of the holocaust. We 
must, as Elie Wiesel tells us in his intro
duction to Roth's book, "Listen to the 
Voices." 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
WARNER). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the leadership time on this side. 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield back my time, 
Mr. President. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

will now be a period for the transaction 
of routine morning business, during 
which Senators may speak. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 
soon to resume consideration of the De
partment of Defense authorization bill. 
It is my understanding when that takes 
place that the Levin amendment will be 
the pending business; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

SHAW MUDGE. CONNECTICUT 
SMALL BUSINESS PERSON OF 
THE YEAR 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, as 

senior Senator from Connecticut, as 
chairman of the Small Business Com
mittee, and as a friend, I am both de
lighted and proud that Shaw Mudge has 
been recognized as the small business 
person of the yea.r for the State of 
Connecticut. Shaw received more nomi
nations and more testimony in his favor 
from his fellow businessmen in the State 
than any other candidate being con
sidered for this award. 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertion:~ which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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That alone should tell you a little 
about the kind of man Shaw is. 

In fact though, he is many men. He is 
the 57-year-old founder of six com
panies in the essential oil and fragrance 
industry, as well as the Pineo Point 
Fisheries in Maine and Columbia Air 
Services in Connecticut. 

He is also perhaps the foremost 
spokesman for small business in Con
necticut, working tirelessly to bring 
small business concerns into the public 
eye. 

Lastly·, he is a civic leader, participat
ing regularly in local, State, and na
tional political activities, and serving on 
innumerable boards, task forces, and 
committees. 

In short, he is the epitome of the small 
businessmen. He has energy, determina
tion, ingenuity, and a deep and lasting 
commitment to the ideals he holds 
close-quality, pride in workmanship 
and the betterment of the small busi
nessman's lot. 

Shaw started out in business 33 years 
ago, when, at the age of 25, he invested 
in a firm specializing in essential oils. 
In the 19 years he was with that firm, 
he branched out to start several other 
related companies and a factory in Stam
ford. 

In 1969, he left the firm for personal 
reasons and started over again, opening 
the present Shaw Mudge and Co. with 
$25,000 and five employees, including his 
wife. 

Since that inauspicious beginning, 
Shaw Mudge and Co. has grown to a 
firm of 45 employees with 26 foreign of
fices and 9 domestic offices. A small com
pany by comparison to others in the field, 
it has nonetheless been a leader in sev
eral areas of technical achievement. 

Shaw's success is all the more note
worthy because it comes in a field tradi
tionally dominated by larger, better
financed companies. That Shaw has 
managed to stay level with and, in some 
cases, surpass these firms is a testament 
not only to his business skills and man
agerial ability, but to his courage and 
foresightedness, his willingness to take 
risks and to take the lead in bringing 
new ideas and innovation to the field. 

Shaw was one of the first to recognize 
the potential for using electronic testing 
equipment in the production of per
fumes. When he first started Shaw 
~udge and Co. 11 years ago, he installed 
highly advanced technical equipment to 
maintain quality control over his prod
ucts: The resulting speed and precision 
of his processes has allowed his company 
~o take a leadership position in the 
mdustry. 

Since the b~ginning of time, a willing
ness to take risks and try new ideas has 
been the hallmark of the pjoneer. the 
successful entrepreneur. Shaw has those 
~ualities, and they are evident not only 
m h~s W<;>rk with Shaw Mudge and Co., 
but m his fishing and aircraft mainte
nance companies as well. 

In whatever he does, one thing comes 

through: Shaw cares. And that is true 
whether he is working with perfumes, 
with politics or with the people \vho make 
up the small business community. Shaw 
has not limited his leadership role to his 
own business. Rather, he ha.s taken it 
upon himself to try to improve the lot of 
all small business owners. 

He was the first chairman of the Con
necticut delegation to the White House 
Conference on Small Business, and has 
since started anj served on a number of 
State small business task forces, includ
ing my own Connecticut Small Business 
Advisory Council. 

He is also the Connecticut representa
tive to the Small Business Unity Coun
cil, director of the National Small Busi
ness Association, and a director of the 
Smaller Business Association of New 
England. 

In these roles, Shaw trav-els to Wash
ington several times a year, and fre
quently makes speeches and writes ar
ticles to keep his fellow small business 
owners apprised of small business issues 
that affect them. 

Mr. President, I think it is clear that 
Shaw Mudge is a quintessential small 
businessman. He is a leader not only in 
his industry, but in his ~ommunity, his 
State and among his peers. He is re
sourceful, dynamic, and very dedicated. 

He is a credit to the small business 
community and, Mr. President, I am 
proud to say he is a credit to the State 
of Connecticut. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 9:45 a.m. having arrived, morning 
business is closed. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AU
THORIZATION ACT OF 1982 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will now resume consideration of s. 
815, military procurement authorization, 
which the clerk will state by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A blll (S. 815) to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 1982, for procurement of air
craft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, for 
research, development, test, and evaluation, 
and for operation and maintenance for the 
Armed Forces, to prescribe the authorized 
personnel strength for each active duty com
ponent and the Selected Reserve of each 
Reserve component o! the Armed Forces 
and for civilian personnel of the Department 
of Defense, to authorize the m1litary training 
student loads, and for other purposes. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support the bill S. 815 as re
ported by the Committee on Armed 
Services. The Department of Defense au
thorization bill for fiscal year 1982 is an 
appropriate funding package to initiate 
a renewed emphasis on our defense pos
ture in this country. If funds are appro-

priated to match these authorizations 
it will reverse the slow but steady ero~ 
sion of our national defense capabilities 
which has occurred over the past sev
eral years. 

Offensive and defensive weapons sys
tems for our military forces cannot re
main static in their capabilities for long, 
because the weapons of our potential ad
versaries are constantly being improved. 
While some people may quarrel with the 
precise figures, it is incontestable that 
the Soviet Union has been outspending 
the United States in many areas of both 
tactical and strategic arms. Over the 
past decade, these additional funds have 
given to the 'Soviet leaders a decided 
superiority and flexibility of response in 
many important areas of tactical and 
strategic weapons. The time has come to 
begin the reversal of this significant mili
tary imbalance. We must insure that 
there is a strong U.S. deterrent to any 
desire 'by the Soviet Union or other po
tential adversaries to initiate military 
conflict at any level. 

Also it is clear that there is a direct 
relationship betwen the adequacy of our 
military capabilities and the effective
ness of our foreign policy. I believe a 
robust strategic equivalence with the 
Soviet Union is an essential foundation 
for the conduct of a policy that will pre
serve our national security and help pro
tect the freedom of our friends and al
lies. At the same time, the urgent build
up of conventional capabilities to ade
quate levels is vitally important to help 
deter Soviet adventur:sm around the 
world and to offset Soviet pressures on 
cuun~>r ... ts close to its periphery. 

Over the past few years, the capabili
ties of the Soviet strategic forces have 
grown alarmingly. Based on informa
tion available to us, the threat from the 
Soviet strategic forces will continue to 
grow throughout the ninet!es. Moreover, 
in this same period, their defenses 
against our strategic forces, in particular 
the B-52 bomber, will be enhanced by 
the technology which appears to be cur
rently under development and deploy
ment. A major strategic imbalance will 
exist throughout the 1980's even with a 
vigorous program in the United States 
to upgrade existing systems and to in
troduce new strategic systems. 

Because of the improvements in Soviet 
ICBM accuracy and the yield of their 
warheads, the land-based strategic mis
siles of the United States have become 
more vulnerable than is acceptable to 
maintain strategic parity with the Soviet 
Union. Thus, one of the legs of our stra
tegic Triad has become too weak. While 
the MX missile is well developed, the 
bas'ng mode is still under active review 
by the administration. 'I'he multiple pro
tective shelters concept for basing the 
MX has been the source of considerable 
criticism since it was first proposed. Over 
the past few years, several refinements 
in this bas'ng mode have been incorpo
rated into the concept, and other refine
ments will undoubtedly be incorporated 
as well if it is chosen for deployment. 
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Many of the refinements in the MPS 
proposal have been in the nature of ef
forts to reduce cost. Others are to reduce 
the environmental impact of deployment 
of such a system. 

The current administration's revi=w 
is also evaluating alternatives which 
have been proposed to the MPS concept. 
The most frequently touted concept is 
the use of small submarines for deploy
ment of one or two MX missiles each. 
This concept would be a clear departure 
from the conventional Triad concept 
which had guided our strategic deter
rence for about 25 years. The Trial con
cept was predicated on insuring that if 
any strategic forces element was made 
vulnerable by technology advances, there 
would be a good probability that the 
other two legs would still be relatively 
invulnerable. Today our missiles in silos 
are already vulnerable to attack. Our 
existing bomber forces will become more 
vulnerable as time goes on. Thus, at 
present, only our submarine forces ap
pear to be relatively invulnerable for 
the foreseeable future. However, if tech
nology developments should permit the 
Soviets to find and destroy these stra
tegic delivery systems, then no element 
of the Triad would be invulnerable. 

Consequently, the sea-based small sub
marine concept for the MX missile 
would only offer strategic invulnerabil
ity to the same extent that existing sub
marine forces are invulnerable. In fact, 
unless sophisticated designs were used for 
these small submarines, they might be 
more easily found than strategic sub
marines. In order to maintain the stra
tegic invulnerability necessary to give 
the Soviet leaders pause, I believe that 
a. survivable land-based ICBM capabil
ity is essential for the viable Triad. 

While it is true that the MX missile 
in the MPS basing mode might still be 
vulnerable to a massive Soviet attack, it 
may be necessary to augment that sys
tem with a defensive capability. For 
instance, a low altitude defense system 
could be deployed as the technology 
becomes available. Whether or not addi
tional ballistic missile defense capa
bilities will be required or desirable is a 
ouestion which has to be addressed in 
the not-too-distant future. In the mean
time, this bill authorizes the necessary 
funds to provide technology options for 
these future decisions. 

Because our B-52's are now into mi.d
dle age as a weapons system, it is im
portant that we realize today the need 
for a new strategic bomber to avoid the 
erosion of credibility for this important 
leg of the Triad as Soviet defensive forces 
grow throughout the eighties and nine
ties. The previous administration de
cided to stop the B-1 bomber. It is now 
time to make a decision on a strategic 
bomber that will meet our needs for the 
rest of this century and beyond. The new 
administration is currently reviewing 
the options and will propose a system 
shortly. 

I believe that it Is important to high
light the need for this new strategic 
bomber to serve a number of possible 

missions. In addition to the penetrating 
bomber role for delivery of nuclear 
weapons in the event of nuclear war, the 
new bomber should also provide capa
bilities for delivery of conventional 
bombs and act as a launch platform for 
air-launched cruise missiles. This com
bination of capabilities would provide a 
meaningful role for this new bomber 
over its entire lifespan and further pro
vide flexibility to the Air Force in meet
ing defense needs in a number of thea
ters. 

In light of the natural desire of the 
new administration to review the MX 
basing mode and new bomber options 
and to propose a course of action, the 
committee has taken the only responsi
ble action open to it within the con
straints of the budget process. While the 
committee authorized the funds for the 
administration for each of these stra
tegic systems, the committee has limited 
the availability of such funds if appro
priated until the Secretary of Defense 
submits a report giving a detailed expla
nation of his plans to the Congress. He 
may then only proceed if the plan is not 
disapproved within 30 days by a resolu
tion of disapproval in both Houses. Thus, 
we have not handed the Secretary of De
fense a blank check to decide how he 
wishes to proceed on these important 
decisions, but we have met the require
ments of the budget process in author
izing funds. 

During the committee's consideration 
of S. 815, I offered an amendment to 
continue the production of Mark 12-A 
warheads. The committee adopted my 
amendment for $53.7 million in addi
tional funds to provide for initiation of 
the retrofit of the Mark 12-A warhead 
on an additional150 Minuteman III mis
siles currently deployed. This upgrading 
of our existing land-based strategic de
terrent will provide a meaningful near
term improvement in our offensive ca
pabilities. There are no current plans by 
this administration to dismantle these 
Minuteman III missiles and thus, they 
should be equipped with the larger war
heads. Since the Mark 12-A is the cur
rent candidate warhead for deployment 
on the MX missile, maintaining the ex
isting production line may have signifi
cant cost advantages associated with 
avoiding its shutdown and restart. r 
believe this is a prudent management 
approach to our strategic we~,pon;, 
needs. I am told it is consistent with the 
wishes of the Strategic Air Command. 

There is one important point that I 
feel necessary to stress to all those inter
ested in the military spending question. 
We cannot afford to build every weapon 
system that can be devised. We cannot 
and should not attempt to match each 
and every weapon system that the Soviet 
Unioo is known to be pursuing. We 
should, however, base our weapons needs 
on a logic which meets the national de
fense needs and objectives of the United 
States. This logic should be based not 
only upon the abiJity to counter any mili
tary threat, but hopefully provide a suf-

ficient concern on the part of potential 
adversaries that their decision will be to 
avoid military confrontation. While it is 
not necessary to have military superior
ity in every mUit.ary area, it is essential 
to have credibility in the mind of a po
tential adversary. 

There is good cause to believe that the 
Department of Defense, under the 
watchful eye of Secretary Weinberger, 
will be more vigilant in attempting to 
reduce and eliminate wasteful spending 
of defense dollars. Secretary Weinberger 
did not earn the title "Cap the Knife" in 
his previous Government service for 
anything less than penetrati.ng review of 
Government-spending programs. To the 
extent that the administration does not 
provide prudent management in this re
gard, I believe the Congress must redou
ble its efforts to use our defense dollars 
wisely. I believe that with careful scru
tiny of what programs are funded and 
how the funds are spent within those 
programs, we will be able to achieve the 
necessary improvements in our national 
defense with an allocation of Federal 
budgetary resources which will have 
continued public support. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on behalf of S. 815, the Depart
ment of Defense authorization for fiscal 
year 1982. As a member of the Armed 
Services Committee and as chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Strategic and The
ater Nuclear Forces I wish to express to 
the Senate the pride which all of the 
members of the committee share in this 
legislation. I wish to commend the chair
man, Senator TowER, and the ranking 
minority member, Senator STENNIS, for 
the spirit CJf bipartisan cooperation 
which has resulted in this significant 
legislation. I wish also to commend the 
other members of the committee for the 
team spirit thev showed in working to
gether to identify problems, identify pos
sible solutions, and then come together 
on recommendations. 

The total authorization contained in 
the committee's report of $136.4 billion 
has a budget impact some $17.1 billion 
less than the President's request. Not 
contained withi.n the defense authoriza
tion bill of course are other important 
initiatives related to military construc
tion, military comnensation, and the 
vital Department of Energy national se
curity programs. LegislatiOn for these 
defense efforts will be considered at a 
later date. Although the budget impact 
of the committee's recommendation is at 
the same level as that requested by the 
administration, the committee has made 
changes in the amended budget request. 
In my opinton these changes are consi;;t
ent w~th the spir~t of the Reagan admm
istration proposal and like that proposal 
are designed to promote efficiencies in 
some areas and encourage greater 
achievements per dollar overall. 

The massive Soviet mUitary buildup 
has resulted in the need for across-th~
board modemization of our . strategic 
forces. The growing vulnerability of our 
land-based missile force remains the 
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cause of serious concern. The U~it<>d 
States has been working since the late 
1960's to develop a new ~a.u.J-:... .... .,v.:.:. •• ~~J
sile which could be deployed in a surviv
able basing mode. The need for that new 
missile has become obvious now that the 
Soviet Union has begun the deployment 
of large missiles such as the SS-17, 
SS-18, and SS-19. We must remember 
that the very large SS-18 today carries 
as many warheads and has almost twice 
the throw weight that the MX missile 
which we are now developing will have 
when it is deployed in 1986. Soviet mis
siles such as the SS-18 and SS-19 have 
made our existing Minuteman and Titan 
forces vulnerable to a preemptive strike. 

The search for a survivable basing 
mode for a new American ICBM has not 
been easy. Since the formal requirement 
for a survivable ICBM basing mode 
was established by the Strategic Air 
Command in 1972 numerous studies 
have been conducted to determine the 
optimal missile in the optimal basing 
mode. More than 30 alternative basing 
systems were considered, some involving 
missiles much larger than the MX, some 
involving missiles much smaller. Air 
mobile and sea basing options have also 
been examined extensively as has launch 
under attack. Last year the Congress di
rected the Secretary of Defense to pro
ceed with fullscale development of the 
MX missile in an MPS basing mode in a 
manner that would achieve an initial op
erational capability for both missile and 
basing mode of not later than Decem
ber 31, 1986. Defense Secretary Wein
berger has stated that he will continue 
the MX program so as to protect that 
initial operating capability but that the 
administration plans to review our entire 
ICBM modernization program to include 
sea basing options and ballistic missile 
defense. 

The committee believes that the res
toration of the survivability of our 
land-based missile force is vital and that 
we should proceed with the MX program. 
However, the committee believes that the 
MX program is so important and in
volves such great expenditures that the 
Congress should have a chance to review 
all changes in the MX basing program 
which might involve the expenditure of 
any funds authorized; therefore the com
mittee, while recommending full author
ization of the $2.4 billion request for MX 
R.D.T. & E., recommends a statutory 
provision which would prohibit the obli
gation or expenditure of authorized 
funds until: First, the President submits 
to Congress a specific MX basing pro
gr~m which provides for, among other 
thmgs, a particular basing mode; sec
ond, the Secretary of Defense submits a 
justification for the President's decision 
along ~ith a comparison of alternatives; 
and third, 60 days have passed in which 
both Houses of Congress do not adopt 
resolutions of disapproval. 

In my opinion the rehabilitation and 
modernization of our bomber force is sec
on~ ~n~y to the MX program in strategic 
Priorities. Our concern over the future of 

our land- and sea-based missiles makes it 
all the more important that our strategic 
bomber force be modernized. As the 
American strategic Triad becomes in
creasingly dependent upon the air
launched cru1se missile to begin the proc
ess of reversing America's strategic de
cline, controversy continues over the reli
ability and prelaunch survivability of our 
old B-52 aircraft. 

Last year Congress directed the Secre
tary of Defense to pursue fullscale engi
neering development of a strategic multi
role bomber. That aircraft could be a de
rivative of the B-1 bomber, a modifica
tion of the FB-111 aircraft or an ad
vanced technology design. This year the 
Reagan administration's amendment 
budget request has asked for $2.1 billion 
in procurement and $302 million in 
R.D.T. & E. for such a long range combat 
aircraft. The committee had hoped that 
a decision on a specific design for a long 
range combat aircraft would have been 
received by now but it is totally proper 
that a new administration review such a 
major investment decision. For that rea
son, the committee has taken action on 
the long range combat aircraft similar 
to the action taken on the MX missile. 
This program is too important to delay 
but it is also too important to write a 
blank check. 

Although the subcommittee's recom
mendations on strategic programs in
volved a net reduction from the adminis
trati-on's request bec·~use of efficiencies in 
management de'Cisions made, I am par
ticularly proud of t.he addit.ional authori
zatton of $108.1 million which the com
m~ttee recommends for strategic com
mand, control, and communications. Al
though attracting less attention than 
strategic offensive and defensive systems, 
the communications and warning net
work which permits these systems to sur
vive and execute their mission must al
ways be viewed as an integral part of our 
strategic deterrent. A major part of the 
$108 million authorized by the commit
tee will go to research and development 
related to a multimission satellite ex
ploiting extremely high frequencies for 
communications and for R. & D. related 
to acquisition of a Pave Paws strategic 
warning site to be located in the South
eastern United States. 

Mr. President, I was Secretary of the 
Navy when the great debates over the 
proper size of our new ballistic missile 
submarine took place. Out of that de
bate came the decision to proceed with 
the Ohio-class Trident submarine. I 
strongly feel that was a proper decision. 
At the time many observers argued that 
the submarine was far larger than neces
sary but today of course we now see that 
the Soviet Union is deploying a ballistic 
missile submarine even larger than the 
Trident. 

The committee believes that we must 
proceed with the Ohio-clas Trident 
program and I can envision a program 
far larger than now anticipated. As im
portant as the Trident program is we 
must, because of the large funding in-

volved, demand a tight and efficient pro
gram. The comm~ttee has been concerned 
about delays and problems in the Ohio 
submarine program and believes that 
sound congressional oversight practice 
would be undermined by authorization 
of the lOth Trident prior even to the 
delivery of the 1st' Trident. This is es
pecially true since the Navy has recently 
decided not to take up the option on the 
ninth Trident submarine. The committee 
takes no position as to whether predomi
nant blame for the problems in the Tri
dent program falls upon the Navy or 
upon the contractor. It does not believe 
however that it can authorize the lOth 
Trident until it has more evidence that 
problems in this program will be resolved. 
For that reason the committee has de
ferred full authorization of the lOth Tri
dent submarine for 1 year but has au
thorized an additional $75 million for 
procurement of prefabricated sections 
and components designed to continue the 
program on schedule as if it had been 
fully authorized. In addition, in order 
to achieve economies of scale the com
mittee has authorized an additional $35 
milion for procurement and prefabrica
tion of similar items for the 11th Trident 
submarine. 

Although we often focus our main at
tention on strategic offensive systems we 
must remember that a viable strategic 
posture must take into account also stra
tegic defensive systems, both those of the 
Soviet Union and those of the United 
States. The ballistic missile defense pro
gram which is the responsioility of the 
U.S. Army will in fiscal year 1982 exceed 
half a billion dollars per year. Much 
progress has been made in developing 
the low altitude air defense system 
<LOADS) and the BMD systems techno
ogy program is looking at the exploita
tion of high technology optical sensors 
for ballistic missile defense systems 
which could be deployed outside the at
mosphere. In the view of the committee 
ballistic missile defense offers exciting 
prospects for improving America's 
strategic deterrent posture in the years 
ahead. 

Although the committee has identified 
some problems with the air-launched 
cruise missile program and with the 
ground-launched cruise missile program 
the committee remains committed to 
continuation of these programs on sched
ule. In particular, I would like to express 
my own personal and strong commitment 
to the NATO Alliance agreement of De
cember 1979 which will result in 464 
ground-launched cruise missiles being 
deployed in Europe. Although there have 
been some technical problems with the 
launchers, we have been very pleased 
with the manner in which the Toma
hawk cruise missile has been adapted to 
the ground-launched role. 

Although strategic forces attract per
haps the greatest attention within the 
defense budget it is actually but a small 
percentage of the total request. For ex
ample, major initiatives were taken in 
the seapower area. As a former Secre-
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tary of the Navy I would like to note the 
committee's strong support for an en
hanced shipbuilding program. In addi
tion to the administration's request we 
have added $700 million for three FFG-7 
frigates and $301 million for a follow-on 
ship to the LSD-41 class. We have sup
ported the reactivation of the battleship 
New Jersey and have added $79 million 
to increase the number of cruise missiles 
and other weapons which will be in
stalled on this ship. We have also ap
proved the requested $88 million for ad
vanced procurement for a second battle
ship. Critics of the reactivation of the 
battleships have sugested that we are 
bringing back World War ll technology 
but I would remind my colleagues that 
what we are in fact bringing back are 
perfectly good hulls. Hulls which we can 
obtain cheaper than building them new 
and hulls which will contain the finest 
modern naval armaments we can obtain. 
However the committee has in the fiscal 
year 1982 bill continued its policy of the 
fiscal year 1981 supplement and denied 
the administration's request for $364 
million for reactivation of the USS 
Oriskany. 

Again, Mr. President, S. 815 as 
amended by the committee deserves the 
support of the entire Senate. It is a bal
anced combination of important initia
tives and proper efficiencies. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, it 
is a pleasure to speak in support of S. 815, 
the Department of Defense Authoriza
tion Act of 1982. 

First, I commend my colleagues on the 
Committee on Armed Services for their 
thorough and expeditious consideration 
of the bill, and I commend the staff. 

I also commend the Reagan adminis
tration for increasing defense spending 
at a time when it must also strive to 
balance the Federal budget. The admin
istration's efforts suggest that President 
Reagan has read correctly the public 
sentiment which brought him to office 
last November in a landslide victory. 

I am happy to report that S. 815 will 
begin to address many of the deficiencies 
which have recently impaired the capa
bility of our Armed Forces. My enthu
siasm, however, is tempered by my regret 
that we have allowed our defenses to 
erode to the point where it has required 
an overwhelming public mandate to 
restore them. 

Mr. President, I want to make it 
abundantly clear to my colleagues and 
to those who read the RECORD that, in 
spite of what some people say on tele
vision and in the news, our military is 
second to that of the Soviets, and that is 
no place for us to be if we want peace. 

In the area of tactical forces the 
Tacwarfare Subcommittee has made sev
eral significant recommendations. We 
have recommended approval of the ad
ministration's request for the XM-1 
main battle tank but restricted $577 mil
lion of that request pending the outcome 
of additional durability testing. We have 
recommended against the accelerated 
production of the Patriot missile which 
must also undergo addit~onal testing. 

For the Navy we have recommended 
fully funding the additional R. & D. re
quirements for the F-18 but chose not to 

support the addition of five aircraft to 
the January budget request of 58 P'-18's. 
We recommended approval of the full 
request for the Marlnes' AV-8B V/ STOL 
aircraft and added $10 million for VI 
STOL research and development. 

We endorsed the Air Force's request 
for 120 F-16's and 42 F-15's but deleted 
all but $5 million requested to enhance 
the F-15 air to ground capabilities. 

For the Air National Guard and Re
serves we added 12 C-130's, 12 A-7K's, 2 
P-3C's and 20 AH-1 hclicopter.3. We 
also recommended approval of an addi
tional $50 million for ground combat 
equipment for the Army National Guard. 

The committee also agreed on report 
language stressing its support for the de
velopment of manufacturing technology, 
but that language was inadvertently 
omitted from the report. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD, as 
part of the legislative record of S. 815, 
that language as agreed upon by the full 
committee. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NAVY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADVANCED 

TECHNOLOGY MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY 
(MANTECH) 
The committee has consistently supported 

the development of production efficiencies 
through the application of manufacturing 
technology principles. The committee en
dorses the January 1981 recommend·ation of 
the Defense Science Board that the budg
etary emphasis on Manufacturing Technol
ogy programs should be increased. 

The Committee specifically encourages the 
application of MANTECH principles to sup
port the increased production of metal 
matrix materials and the development of 
improved methods for producing carbon
carbon strategic; and tactical missile 
components. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, as 
the chairman of the Tacwarfare Sub
committee I am encouraged by the ini
tiatives represented in this defense au
thorization bill. S. 815 will begin to ad
dress many of the critical deficiencies 
which have impaired the modernization, 
readiness and sustainaibilitiV of our 
Armed Forces. Overall, it provides for 
hi·gher and more efficient aircraft pro
duction rates, it will expand our ship
building program, it will accelerate the 
modernization of our ground forces, and 
it will provide sufficient funding for 
spare parts and operations to permit 
our military personnel to train in a 
meaningful fashion. 

These efforts are essential if we are to 
stop the erosion of our national defense 
and fulfill the public mandate which was 
so emphatically expressed last Novem
ber. I hope that same measure of deter
mination will be reflected today in the 
Senate's consideration of the 1982 ,de
fense authorization bill. 
• Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I strongly 
recommend S. 815, the fiscal year 1982 
Defense Department authorization bill, 
to my colleagues for their approval. The 
funds and policy directives contained in 
the bill represent significant progress in 
our long-term efforts to strengthen our 
national defense. 

As chairman of the Manpower and 

Personnel Subcommittee, I would like to 
take a few minutes to summarize the 
most important manpower provisions of 
S. 815. I think that everyone agrees that 
our country's defense will not be secure 
until our nagging military personnel 
problems are resolved. The manpower 
strengths and policies authorized by the 
legislation be.fore us today confirm this 
body's commitment to our servicemen 
and women. 

President Reagan and officials of his 
administration have eloquently explained 
the need for this Nation to strengthen 
its total force policy. To accommodate 
this expansion in capability, the Armed 
Services Committee recommends large 
increases in the strengths of the active 
forces, the Reserve forces, and the De
fense Department civilian work force. 
In particular, S. 815 authorizes an in
crease o.f 39,200 active duty military per
sonnel from the level approved by the 
Senate in the fiscal .vear 1981 DOD sup
plemental authorization bill. This addi
tional manpower strength is needed to 
extend Army basic training by 1 week, to 
man the growing naval fleet and Air 
Force, and to suoport heightened readi
ness efforts in all the services. 

The committee also recommends ap
proval of the requested levels for Selected 
Reserve manpower. If these levels are 
accepted, the total average strengt.h of 
all the Selected Reserve components in 
fiscal year 1982 would be 64,700 above 
the total level authorized for the cur
rent fiscal year. This expansion is made 
possible by encouraging trends in Re
serve recruiting and retention. 

The increase in Defense Department 
civilian personnel provided by S. 815 
makes an especially important contri
bution to our renewed efforts to improve 
military readiness. The civilian end 
strength recommended by the Armed 
Services Committee will result in an in
crease in 21 ,300 over the original De
fense Department budget submission for 
fiscal year 1982. This additional man
power will be mostly used for the vital 
purpose of returning borrowed and di
verted military personnel to their oper
ating units. In addition, the increased 
number of civilians is designed to im
prove depot maintenance, supply capa
bilities, and procurement for force mod
ernization. 

At the same time that the c.ommittee 
is recommending large incre:1ses in 
numbers, it is also reaffirming its com
mitment to the quality of the recruits 
represented by those numbers. The fiscal 
year 1982 DOD authorization bill would 
continue the current restriction on the 
number of new Army male recruits who 
are not high school graduates. Testi
mony received by the committee this 
year confirmed that the attriti'Jn rate of 
recruit.s who do not graduate from high 
school is twice the attrition rate of those 
who are high school graduates. More
over, field commanders have reported 
that high school graduates display other 
characteristics of good military service. 
Given the proven value of the high 
school diploma in predicting military 
performance, the committee strongly 
believes that the existing restriction on 
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the recruitment of nonhigh school grad
uates should be continued. 

The Armed Services Committee recog
nizes the magnitude of the manpower 
strengths that it is proposing for ap
proval. The increases from the levels of 
fiscal year 1980 and 1981 are large sim
ply because the problems they are 
meant to correct are just as large. Dur
ing the past decade, the Armed Forces 
have suffered from constraints that 
S. 815 will only begin to overcome. The 
Manpower and Personnel Subcommittee 
that I chair is already working on a siz
able compensation package for our serv
ice men and women. The subcommittee 
will soon recommend significantly im
proved pay and benefits for the person
nel who fill the ranks authorized by this 
bill .• 

AMENDMENT NO. 49 

(Purpose: To require approval by both 
Houses of Congress with regard to the 
basing mode for the MX missile) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on amendment No. 
49 of the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, Senator KASSEBAUM and 

I offer this amendment on behalf of our
selves and Senators CHAFEE, EAGLETON, 
CRANSTON, BUMPERS, BURDICK, ROTH, and 
KENNEDY. 

The amendment itself is 'ery straight
forward. It requires congressional ap
proval of the basing mode for the MX 
missile to be selected by the administra
tion later this year before the money au
thorized in this act can be spent on that 
basing mode. 

The underlying motive for the amend
ment is equally straightforward: it seeks 
to 3/Cknowledge and preserve the insti
tutional responsibility of this body to 
be involved, in a timely fashion, in ma
jor strategic policy decisions. The Con
stitution charges Congress, in section 8 
of article 1, with the duty "to provide for 
the common Defense and General Wel
fare of the United States." And the choice 
of a basing mode for the MX missile is, 
indeed, a decision which has profound 
implications for the common defense 
and the general welfare of this country. 

No matter how one feels about the MX 
missile or the various basing modes which 
have been discussed, it is clear that the 
decision later this year will have tremen
dous policy and fiscal implications. It 
will commit this Nation to an expendi
ture of tens of billions of dollars. It will 
affect the environment in which millions 
of our fellow citizens live. It ultimately 
could take tens of thousands of miles of 
land out of the public domain if the sys
tem is expanded or preservation of the 
location of the missile-a new science
is more difficult than the Air Force now 
believes. 

And it will do more than that. Funda
mental to an understanding of the sig
nificance of the MX basing mode de
cision is the recognition that this deter
mination will impact on a number of 
other critical policy choices. Consider for 
a moment the impact that a basing mode 
can have on arms control issues. There 
are some deployment schemes which im
pede verification and thus make realistic 
arms limitation agreements more diffi-

cult. There are others which would at 
least suggest the desirability of deploy
ing an active ABM system to protect the 
missile-an action which could in turn 
affect a number of our options when the 
ABM Treaty comes up for renewal next 
year. And almost all of the proposed bas
ing modes will have a profound impact 
on strategic and crisis stability by creat
ing or strengthening perceptions ~bout 
America's first-strike capacity and nu
clear war fighting ability. 

The decision, to say the least, is a sig
nificant one. It is, to say the most, an 
epochal one-perhaps the most impor
tant one Congress will make about na
tional defense policy and programs in 
this decade. It is, to say the truth, a 
decision rife with meanings which will 
shape the nature of our world for dec
ades to come. 

Given the importance of this decision, 
I believe that it is essential that Con
gress accept its responsibility to be fully 
informed about the decision and fully 
involved in its implementation. The con
cept of accountability requires that we 
have a clear voice in this final determi
nation. And that is what this amend
ment provides. 

It is important to understand that 
while the amendment provides us with 
the means to exercise our responsibili
ties, it does not deny the President the 
rights and prerogatives which he prop
erly enjoys. It is his right to make a 
decision-and this amendment protects 
that right. It is his right to consider all 
available options-and this amendment 
preserves that right. And it is the Presi
dent's right to have his decision acted 
upon promptly-and this amendment 
provides for a timely congressional re
sponse. 

This amendment does not reduce or 
eliminate the funding for the missile or 
basing mode. This amendment does not 
delay any part of the MX program. All it 
does is require congressional approval of 
the MX basing mode. 

This amendment does not put the 
Senate on record as preferring any par
ticular basing mode. All it does is require 
that the Senate and House go on record 
when a Presidential preference is an
nounced. 

Now, to a certain extent, the commit
tee bill now pending before us recognizes 
the legitimacy of these concerns. It con
tains language which allows the Con
gress to reject the basing mode choice 
through a concurrent resolution of dis
approval within 60 days of the official 
notice of the Executive decision being 
sent to us. The committee's discussion of 
this issue and procedure is critical and 
I want to take a moment of my col
leagues' time to read the appropriate 
section, which appears on page 101 of 
the committee report. The cominittee 
wrote there that--

The critical importance of the MX pro
gram and the enormous costs involved, no 
mat~er what the basin.g decision, mandates 
that the Congress provide guidance for this 
vital national security program. Congress 
should review and evaluate all changes in 
the MX basing program which inV'Olve the 
expenditure of any autho,rized fund. In au
thorizing the funds requested !or the MX 
program, the committee is aware that the 
ongoing review of the MX basing plan being 

conducted by the current Administration 
oould result in a decision to pursue a basing 
mode other than that now mandated by 
Congress. Therefore, the committee recom
mends a statutory provision which would 
prohibit the 01bl1gation or expenditure of au
thorized funds until-

( I) the President submits to Congress a 
specific MX basing program which provides 
for, among other things, a particular basing 
mode and a location; 

(2) the Secretary of Defense submits a 
justlficatLon for the President's decision 
along with a comparison of alternatives; and 

(3) 60 days have passed in which both 
Houses of Congress do not adopt resolutions 
of disapproval. 

I want to call particular attention to 
the goal which the committee estab
lished in that language. They said that 
the critical import'lnce of this decision 
"mandates that the Congress provide 
guidance." They wrote that the Congress 
should "review and evaluate all changes 
in the MX basing program. "' "' *''Now 
th3.t is fairly clear-and fairly sweep
ing-language. Our disagreement is not 
with the language or with the goal that 
it establishes. Rather my concern is with 
the mechanism that the committee has 
created to achieve that goal. The mecha
nism they recommend, it seems to me, 
fails to provide an effective guarantee of 
the very kind of congressional guidance, 
review and evaluation which they believe 
the MX basing mode decision mandates. 

Specifically, I find three flaws in the 
committee's "resolution of disapproval" 
approach. 

First, it does not assume that the Con
gress will ever consider or vote on the 
basing mode decision. Such a vote is al
lowed by the committee procedure but 
it is neither required nor mandated. If 
the Armed Services Committees in the 
House or Senate decline to report a reso
lution of disapproval, or if a motion to 
discharge the committee from further 
consideration of such a resolution fails, 
then the House and the Senate will be 
denied an opportunity to debate and de
cide the issue. Thus, one critical differ
ence between the committee approach 
and this amendment is that they allow 
for the possibility of a vote while the 
amendment requires a vote. In other 
words, the committee also allows for the 
possibility that there will not be a vote 
whereas this amendment does not. 

Second, the language of the bill does 
not provide adequate time to debate an 
issue which the committee itself indi
cated is of critical importance. Under the 
bill language, it is possible that debate 
could be restricted to 1 hour and fo
cused on a procedural motion to dis
charge the committee from further con
sideration of a resolution of disapproval. 
And if such a resolution does reach the 
floor, debate is restricted to 10 hours. 
When you consider the consequences of 
this decision it just seems to me that 
more time ought to be allocated to de
bating it. Thus, the second difference 
between the committee approach and the 
amendment is that they restrict debate 
to either 1 or 10 hours while the amend
ment allows for up to 30 hours of debate. 

Third, the bill does not require that t~e 
Congress decide this issue clearly or deci
sively. As I have already indi9ated, our 
"ultimate" decision may come on essen-
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tially procedural motions-like a motion 
to table a motion to discharge the com
mittee. And even if we do get to vote on 
a resolution of disapproval, there is no 
guarantee that the vote will be up or 
down. That, Mr. President, is simply in
consistent with the basic obligation we 
have to be accountable to our constitu
ents. It may also be inconsistent with the 
national interest. For both political and 
policy reasons, then, I believe we have an 
obligation to decide this issue clearly and 
definitive·ly. Tha.t requires u.n UIP-or-dlown 
vote. And that is what our amendment 
mandates. A third difference, then, be
tween the committee approach and the 
amendment is that they do not require 
an up-or-down V'Ote on the merits of the 
basing mode, while the amendment does. 

These three flaws, then, constitute my 
objections to the committee approach. 
The amendment that Senator KASSEBAUM 
and I offer is designed to correct the 
weaknesses we see in the committee ap
proach, while retaining the strengths we 
see in the committee's statement of goals. 

Our amendment better achieves those 
goals through the following procedures. 
First, it gives the Armed Services Com
mittees in both Houses time to hold hear
ings on the preferred basing mode deci
sion. In the 20 days allowed for those 
hearings, the committees should be able 
to explore the issue and share their ex
pertise with their colleagues and the 
country. Second, at the end of 20 days, 
the committees are automatically dis
charged from further consideration of a 
resolution of approval, and the resolution 
is reported to the floor. Third, after the 
maximum allowed 30 hours of debate 
and within 30 days of the resolution be
ing sent to the floor, the Congress must 
have an up-or-down vote on the basing 
mode. The amendment assures that a 
decision will be made and, as a result, 
clear the way for prompt implementation 
of the decision. 

This procedure, it seems to me, is much 
more consistent with the goals estab
lished by the committee and much more 
in keeping with the responsibilities that 
rest on the Congress. 

The procedure contained in the 
amendment is far from revolutionary. 
I requested CRS to do a brief summary 
of recent precedents for such an ap
proach. They provided 16 examples of 
legislation which require congressional 
approval of proposed Presidential ac
tions prior to their taking effect. I ask 
unanimous consent that their report be 
made a part of the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suspect 

that at least some of my colleagues might 
agree that the amendment offers a better 
procedure but be uncertain about why 
we need to attach so much significance 
to a vote on the basing mode after a 
decision is announced. They might sug
gest that there are additional opportuni
ties---other bills which the Senate must 
consider-which afford us the opportu
nity to speak dearly on this issue. There 
are, for example, potential vehicles for 
expressing our opinion of the proposed 

basing mode in the military construc
tion bill and in the appropriate appro
priation acts. 

But, Mr. President, such a position 
ignored several vital arguments. 

First, it concedes the desirability of 
having such an up-or-d:>wn vote on this 
vital issue. And if it is desirable to have 
such a vote, then why do we not guar
antee it now, by passing this amend
ment? What possible advantage can be 
found in delaying a decision to make a 
decision until a later bill? The commit
tee thought that this was the right bill
that is why they attempted to give us 
some role · through the procedures they 
recCJmmend. I find those procedures, but 
not their purpose, inadequate. And those 
who suggest that we have an up-or-down 
vote on another bill also seem to implic
itly accept the purpose of a clear con
gressional statement on this issue. 

Given the apparent universal agree
ment that the Congress should directly 
address the issue, and given the fact 
that the bill before us raises the issue, 
I see no reason not to guarantee, ·in this 
vehic!e, a clean vote. In fact, the use of 
this argument is an implicit recognition 
of the fact that the committee approach 
is inadequate-why else would one need 
another vehicle to get a clean vote? 

But second, Mr. President, those who 
count O!l oth<:>r vehicles serving as more 
appropriate places for a clear decision 
on this issue cannot provide a guarantee 
that there will, in fact, be an up -or-down 
vote on MX bas~ng when they are con
sidered. For example, there may be de
lavs i11. the fldministration's decision
in which case we might consider the mili
tary constructton bill or the defense ap
propriations bill before the basing mode 
is finally selected. And, if those bills are 
considered after the decision is made, 
and after the Congress has implicitly ap
proved it by failing to adopt a resolution 
of disapproval, and we then seek to reject 
the basing mo~e-I fear that we may 
well be too late. The original decision
and the administration's ability to im
plement it in the absence of a resolution 
of disapproval-may have moved so far 
ahead that our real ability to modify it 
ma v be lost by the time we reach the 
military construction bill or the appro
priation bill. 

The argument that we ought to wait 
for another bill, then, seems to accept the 
desirability of this amendment, but it 
does not guarantee a clear vote or a time
ly vote as this amendment does. 

Additionally, Mr. President. I would 
suggest that there is no harm-no 
harm-to requiring a vote as this amend
ment does. It does not delay the MX; it 
does not restrict the President's options. 
It simply requires that the Congress vote 
to approve or reject the proposed basing 
mode the President proposes. And the 
only reason I can see to vote against this 
amendment is if one does not wish to as
sure a clear record vote on that decision. 

One final :ro;nt. This amendment ad
dresses not only the issue of the MX, 
but rather the issue of accountability. 
This amendment does not commit the 
Senate as a body, or any Senator as· an 
individual, to any position relative to a 
basing mode for the MX. All it does, Mr. 

President, is say that we want to take a 
position, we want to exercise our respon
sibility, and we want to be assured of a 
vote on a critical issue to the future of 
this countrv and the world and not allow 
the possibility that this decision will be 
dEcided by default or decided without an 
opportunity to debate on the merits and 
have the issue reoolved on the merits. 
That is what this· amendment is about
and that is why I hope the Senate will 
support it. 

(EXHIBIT 1) 
U.S. ACTS REQU'IRING PRIOR CONGRESSIONAL 

APPROVAL BY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF 
PROPOSED EXECUTIVE ACTIONS, 1962-80 
1. Trade Expansion Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 

p. 872, 899; P.L. 87-794; approved October 11, 
1962): 

&c. 351 (a) (2). Unle-ss the President acted 
within 60 days after receiving an affirmative 
finding from the Tariff Commission to in
crease or to impose a duty or other import 
restriction on an article causing serious in
jury to an industry, he was directed to report 
the finding immed·iately to Congress; 1f a 
con::mrrent resolution approving the increase 
or imposition were adopted within the next 
60 days by the yeas a.nd nays in an affirmative 
vote of the authorized membership of each 
House, the increase or imposition would be
come effective without the President's ap
proval according to the Tariff Commission's 
finding. 

2. Trade Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 1978-2076; 
P.L. 00-618; approved January 3, 1975): 

Sec. 402 . Title IV of the Act also provided 
for direct Congressional checks on Presiden
tially proposed waiver extensions through 
concurrent or simple resolutions passed by 
both Houses, either House, or one or both 
Houses, according to a complex set of time 
periods or possible contingencies. A Presiden
tially-recommended extension of the waiver 
for twelve months would become effective 1f 
both the Senate and the House of Represent
atives adopted before the end of the eighteen 
month waiver period, by an affirmative vote 
of a majority of the Members present and 
voting, a concurrent resolution approving the 
extension. If both Houses vote on the ques
tion of final passage of such a resolution but 
both failed to pass it, the waiver authority 
for all countries would cease at the end of the 
eighteen month period. If both Houses voted 
on ·the re.solution and both failed to pass it, 
but if one or both Houses passed a concur
rent resolution naming a country as being 
excluded from the waiver authority, that au
thority would cease to be effective with re
spect to that country. 

If Congress failed to pass a concurrent 
resolution approving a waiver extension rec
ommendation of the President before the end 
of the eighteen month extension, under cer
tain circumstances the waiver authority (ex
cept for any country or countries specifically 
excluded by the procedure noted above) 
would be continued in effect for sixty days 
beyond the eighteen month period. If the 
Senate and House of Representatives within 
that sixty day period a<iopted, by an affirma
tive vote of the members present and voting 
in each House, a concurrent resolution ap
proving the extension, the waiver would con
tinue in effect for the next twelve months 
after the eighteen month period. If before · 
the end of the sixty day period both Houses 
voted on the question of final passage of but 
failed to adopt such a concurrent resolution, 
the same contingencies noted in the previous 
paragraph would be applicable. 

Sec. 151-54. In order to implement Con
gressional review of Presidential actions 
t!l.ken or recommendations made under the 
Trade Act of 1974, the rules of both the Sen
ate and the House were amended in detail 
(Chapter V, sections 151-54). The special 

rules mandated by the act were made appl1ca-
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ble only to the consideration and disposi
tion of implementing bllls, implementing 
revenue bllls, and approval resolutions re
lated to trade agreements or bilateral com
mercial agreements submitted to Congress 
by the President. Prompt action was as
sured by procedural amendments requiring 
immediate introduction by the majority ana 
minority leaders of such measures and stip
ulating their basic content, limiting the peri
ods for committee consideration, providing 
for automatic discharge of bills and resolu
tions from committees, fixing time limits for 
debate and for voting on final passage, and 
limiting possible delays through the use of 
such parliamentary tactics as motions to 
postpone, motions to further limit debate, 
or appeals from the chair. 

proving it within 60 calendar days of con
tlnous session after its reception ( exclud
ing adjournments for 3 days to a date certain 
and providing that the period was not broken 
by an adjournment sine die). 

the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration, if it is either in excess of 
the amount in effect for that purpose on 
Ja.nuary 1, 1973, or did not exist on the lat
ter date. until such fee, charge or price is 

3. ·Export-Important Bank Amendments of 
1974 (88 Stat. 2333-37; P.L. 93-646; approved 
January 4, 1975): 

3. Export-Import Bank Amendments of 
combinations thereof ln an aggregate amount 
exceeding $300 mlllion could be made in con
nection with exports to the USSR unless the 
President determined that a higher limit 
would be in the national interest and Con
gress adopted a concurrent resolution (no 
time limit established in the law) approving 
such determination after the President had 
submitted lt, along with his reasons and the 
amount that would be available for export 
for research, exploration and production of 
fossil fuel energy resources in the USSR. 

4. Sinal Early Warning System Agreement 
(89 Stat. 572-73; P.L. 94-110; approved 
October 13, 1975): 

Sec. 1. This joint resolution for the lm
p'lementatlon of the agreement for an early 
warning system ln the Sinal not only pro
vided for the immediate removal of United 
States clvlllan personnel assigned to the 
system ln case of an outbreak of hostllltles 
but also reserved the right to Congress to 
order their removal by concurrent resolu
tion if lt determined their safety was in 
jeopardy or their role was no longer 
necessary. 

5. Energy Policy and Conservation Act 
(89 Stat. 871-969; P.L. 94-163; approved 
December 22, 1975): 

The number of Congressional review pro
visions required by this act far exceeded 
that stipulated by any other previous 
statute. In no less than sixteen different 
sttuations the President (or, ln one case, the 
Administrator of the Federal Energy Ad
ministration) was directed to transmit pro
posed actions on energy matters to Congress 
for possible a.pproval or disapproval under 
one of two different procedures. Despite the 
fact that some of these were concerned only 
with amendments to prior actions, each of 
the sixteen provided specifically for a 
separate review and none could become effec
tive or be implemented during a stated 
period of time in which Congress had op
portunity to express its approval or dis
approval. 

The act provided that fourteen of the 
sixteen proposed actions were to be sub
jected to a procedure permitting disapproval 
by either the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives, while the other two could not 
become effective unless both Houses passed 
an affirmative resolution of approval. 

Sees. 201 and 552. The second type of con
gressional review ·procedure provided by the 
1975 act (sec. 552) applled only to proposed 
energy conservation contingency plans and 
amendments proposed thereto. Within 180 
days after the law was enacted, the Presi
dent was directed to transmit to Congress 
one or more energy conservation contingency 
plans imposing reasonable restrictions on 
the publlc and private use of energy. Neither 
such a plan (Sec. 201 (b) (2)) nor any amend
~ent proposed thereto (Sec. 201(d)) would 
:come effective unless both Houses of Con

g ess adopted an affirmative resolution ap-

The act provided special rules for both 
types of review procedures in order to ex
pedite disposition of both energy actions and 
contingent plaru; submitted to Congress by 
the President. Energy action and contingen
cy plan resolutions would have to 'be re
ferred immed'iately to a committee and aH 
resolutions on the same matter would have 
to be sent to the same committee. Unless the 
committee reported on a proposed energy ac
tion w'ithin five calendar days, on a Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve Plan within fifteen calen
dar days, or on a proposed contingency plan 
with twenty calendar days, it would be in 
order to move to discharge the committee 
from its further consideration. Such motions 
to discharge were made highly privileged, 
deb&te thereon was limited to one hour, and 
amendments or motions to reconsider would 
not be in order. 

6. Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975 
(89 Stat. 1124; P.L. 94-200; approved De
·cem'ber 31, 1975): 

Sec. 102. Proh•ibited the ellmin:atl.on or re
ducton of the .interest rate differentiad. for 
a.ny categoa-y of deposits or :a.coounts in ef
fect on December 10, 1975 between any bank 
insured by the Federal Deposit 1nsurance 
Corporation and •any savings and loan or 
othe:• 813SOC'iation 'insured by the Fed·eral 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation un
less written notification is given by the Fed
eral Reserve System Board of Governors to 
Congress and both the Senate and the House 
of Representatives adopt a concurrent reso
lution approving the proposed elimination or 
reduction of interest rate differential. 

7. Energy Conservation and Production Act 
(P.L. 9~-385; ap:proved August 14, 1976) : 

Sec. 3G5. Final energy conservation per
forma.nce standard:; regulating new 'bu!lddng 
construct:lon were directed to !be submitted 
by the Pres•Ldent to the Congress for .re
view. Be·fore the stinulated sanctions for 
those standards could be enforced, a reso
lution of approval must be adopted by each 
House of Congress within 90 days after sub
mission of the standards. 

8. Department of Energy Act otf 197·8-Ci
vUian App11cai1ions (92 Stat. 47; P .L. 95-238; 
app.roved February 25, 1978): 

Sec. 207(b); new Sec. 19 of the Federal 
Nonnuclear Energy Research and Develop
ment Ac.t of 1974. Any guarantee (for com
mitment to guarantee) or any cooperative 
agreement to finance construction of demon
stration fac111ties for the conversion of coal, 
oil shale or other resources into alternative 
fuels whtch ex·ceeds $50 mHlion in cost, can
not be finalized unless 1t is first author
ized ei•ther by speci,al IegislatA!on or .by a 
resolution of approval passed by both 
Houses of Congress favoring the guara.ntee, 
commitment, or .agreement. 

9. Petroleum Marketing Practices Aot (92 
Stat. 322; P.L. 95-297; a.pproved June 14 
1978): , 

Sec. 301 (d). Interim rules respecting the 
subsidization of motor fuel marketing, 
which the President was authorized to pre
scribe before January 1, 1980, must be trans
mitted to Congress and cannot become effec
tive unless approved by the adoption of an 
affirmative resolution by both Houses within 
90 calendar days of continuous session (ex
cluding adjournments for 3 days or for sine 
die adjournment) . 

10. Airllne Deregulation Act of 1978 (92 
Stat. 1705; P.L. 95-504; approved October 24 
1978): , 

Sec. 45. No fee, charge or price for any 
approval, test, authorization, certificate, per
mit, registration, conveyance or rating re
l&lted to any aspect of aviation can be col
lected by the Secretary of Transportation or 

re<iewed a.nd approved by Congress. 
11. Natural Gas Polley Act of 1978 (92 

Stat. 3351; P.L. 95-621; approved Novem
ber 9, 1978) : 

Sec. 122(c) (2). Maximum lawful prices for 
first sales of natural gas may be reimposed 
by Congress for a period (July 1, 1985 
t.'lrough June 1, 1987) by both Houses adopt
ing after May 31, 1985, a concurrent resolu
tion favoring such action. Such a resolution 
would become effective on the beginning of 
the first month after its adoption. 

12. National Parks and Recreation Act of 
1978 (92 Stat. 3467; P.L. 95-625; approved 
November 10, 1978) : 

Sec. 1301. 'lhe processing of any exchange 
of more than 6,400 acres of lands owned in 
Montana by the Burlington Northern Rail
road for lands owned by the United States 
iu !VJ.o ... uana cannot proceed until and un
less the Department of Agriculture is au
thorized to do so by a concurrent resolution 
pas:;ed by Congress. 

13. Export Aruninistration Act of 1979 
(P.L. 96-72; approved September 29, 1979) : 

Sec. 7(d) (2) (B). Domestically produced 
crude oil transported by the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline may be exported only if the Presi
dent publishes express findings that such 
exports would not be con~rary to certain 
limits and standards specified by law and 
if both Houses of Congress within 60 days 
agree to a concurrent resolution approving 
such exports on the basis of those findings. 

14. Emergency Energy Conservation Act 
of 1979 (P.L. 96-102; approved November 5, 
1979): 

Sec. 103(b) (1). A proposed rationing con
tingency plan for gasoline and diesel fuel, 
which the President was directed to pre
scribe, is to be considered approved if it 
is transmitted to Congress in accordance 
with section 552 of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-163) and 
is not disapproved by the adoption of a 
joint resolution passed by both Houses with
in 30 calendar days. [Note. This modifies 
for this purpose only the congressional veto 
procedure authorized by section 552 of the 
1975 Act, which had provided that a pro
posed energy conservation contingency plan 
would not become effective unless both 
Houses adopted an "affirmative resolution" 
within 60 calendar days. In addition to 
shortening the period from 60 to 30 days, 
the 1979 Act permits congressional disap
proval by means of a joint resolution rather 
than requiring approval by an "affirmative 
resolution," which presumably would include 
a concurrent resolution.] 

Except for the procedure outllned below, 
an approved rationing contingency plan 
(i.e., one transmitted to Congress by the 
President and not disapproved by a joint 
resolution as above or approved by both 
Houses within 30 days according to the pro
cedure in section 551 of P.L. 94-163, as 
amended) may be put into effect by the 
president only under two conditions: first, 
if he finds that the plan is required because 
Of a "severe energy supply interruption;" 
second, if his request to put the plan into 
effect is not disapproved by either House or 
is approved by both Houses within 30 days of 
contlnt1ous session after it was transm-itted. 
[Note. The length of the period for con
gressional review and possible disapproval 
of Presidentially submitted energy action 
plans. which had been increased in 1977 
(see P.L. 9n-52, section 110) from 15 days 
to 60 days of continuous session of Congress, 
was thus cut in half by this 1979 Act to 
only 30 days of continuous session with re
spect to the consideration of such a fuel 
rationing plan.) 
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The President is authorized to put such 
an approved rationing plan into effect, how
ever, without a finding of severe energy 
supply interruption and without submitting 
it for review and possible disapproval by 
eitlher House, if he transmits a request to 
waive these requirements (under section 552 
of P .L. 94-163) and if both Houses of Con
gress approved the request for a waiver with
in 30 days of continuous session. The au
thority to put an approved rationing con
tingency plan into effect under .this pro
cedure wlll terminate on the 60th calendar 
day after the date on which a resolution 
approving the President's request for such 
a waiver is adopted by the second House .that 
approves it. 

15. Energy Security Act (P.L. 96-294; ap
proved June 30, 1980) : 

Sec. 126(d) (3). An amendment to the a.p
proved comprehensive production strategy 
proposed by the Board of Directors of the 
Synthetic Fuels Corporation that would sub
stantially alter the use of funds previously 
approved by Congress must be submitted to 
Congress and may not be implemented un
less it is approved by passage of a concurrent 
resolution of approval by both Houses within 
90 calendar days of continuous session (ac
cording to the procedure provided in Sec. 
129). 

Sec. 129. This section sets forth the pro
cedures to be followed in considering a con
current resolution of approval for proposals 
to amend the comprehensive production 
strategy submitted by the Board of Directors 
of the Synthetic Fuels Corporation under 
Sec. 126 (d) . Such a resolution is to be intro
duced in each House on the first day both 
Houses are in session after it is received 
and must be approved by bot h Houses within 
90 calendar days of continuous session. 

Special rules are also provided to expedite 
congressional action on such a concurrent 
resolution: a motion to discharge a commit
tee from consideration of a resolution will 
be in order after 60 days; deba.te on a motion 
to discharge is llmited to one hour; a motion 
to proceed to its consideration is highly 
privlleged and is not debatable; debate on 
the resolution itself is Umited to not more 
than five hours; and a mo,tion to postpone 
a resolution as well as an ap•peal from a 
decision of the Chair are not debatable. A 
unique provision (subsec. i) stipulates that 
such a concurrent resolution passed by one 
House is not to be referred to or considered 
by a committee in the other House, and the 
second House is to proceed as if no such 
resolution has been received from the first 
House; however, on final passage, if the reso
lutions are identical, the text of the con
current resolution of the second House is to 
be substituted automatically for that of the 
other House. 

Sec. 803. The President is authorized under 
certain emergency conditions to seek con
gressional approval of the suspension of the 
application of the following two directives 
imposed by the Act that are related to the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) : first, 
storage of crude oil in t he SPR is to be in
creased to an average l'late of at least 100,000 
barrels per day unt11 the reserve equals the 
storage levels set forth in the SPR Plan; sec
ond, the U.S. share of the production of 
crude oil from the Elk H111s reserve, with 
certain specified exceptions, is not to be sold 
or otherwise disposed of unless at least 500 
million barrels are in storage in the SPR or 
the amount in storage is being increased at 
an average rate of at least 100 barrels per 
dav. If the President finds that compliance 
with these two requirements might impair 
the ability to respond to a severe Interrupt ion 
in energy supply or to meet U.S. interna
tional energy obltgatlons, he may transmit 
his findings to ConP,'ress and request that 
their implementation be suspended. If both 
Houses pass a resolution of approval within 

60 days of continuous session (according to 
the procedure in the Energy Policy •and Con
servation Act of 1975; see P.L. 94-163, sec. 
552; 89 Stat. 871; 42 U.S.C. 6240), the two 
provisions will be suspende-d for nine months. 

16. Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act (P.L. 96-364; approved September 26 
1980): . 

Sec. 102. The Pension Guaranty Corpora
tion is directed to conduct a study and re
port to Congress every 5 years to determine 
the premiums needed to maintain the basic
benefit guarantee levels for multlemployer 
pension plans and whether the benefits may 
be increased without increasing the 
premiums. 

If the last report indicates that a premium 
increase is necessary, the Corporation by 
March 31 must transmit to appropriate con
gressional committees alternative revised 
schedules of :premiums and benefits, one of 
which would become effective if approved by 
Congress by concurrent resolution. 

I! the last report indicates that basic
benefit guarantees can be increased without 
increasing the premiums for multiemployer 
pension plans, the Corporation by March 30 
must likewise transmit alternative revised 
schedules of benefits and premiums that 
would become effective if approved by pas
sage of a concurrent resolution by both 
Houses of Congress. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am happy 
to yield to the Senator from Rhode Is
land. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAx

ALT). The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to join my distinguished col
leagues~Senators LEVIN, KASSEBAUM, 
EAGLETON, CRANSTON, KENNEDY, ROTH, 
and BuMPERs--in offering this amend
ment to the Department of Defense au
thorization bill for fiscal year 1982. 

It is the purpose of this bill to require 
approval by both Houses of Congress 
with regard to the basing mode for the 
MX missile. 

Mr. President, there can be no ques
tion that a good deal of concern has ·been 
expressed in recent years regarding the 
basing mode for the MX missile. We all 
understand that one of the major chal
lenges of our defense establishment in 
the 1980's relates to the growing vulner
ability of our intercontinental ballistic 
missile <ICBM) forces, and we all are 
familiar with President Carter's decision 
to go ahead with the multiple protective 
structure <MPS) basing mode as one 
way to deal with this challenge. 

What is not clear to me, however, is 
that the MX in MPS basing mode is the 
best solution to this problem. 

First, this system will be extremely ex
pensive to deploy. Official cost estimates 
vary between $35-$60 billion, making it 
the most expensive weapons system in 
the history of the human race. Unofficial 
estimates go as high as $100 billion. 

Second, defense analysts are divided 
as to whether the Mx in MPS basing 
mode will really be "survivable" in a nu
clear war scenario. Without passage of 
the SALT II treaty, the Soviet Union will 
be able to increase the numlber of war
heads they can target against the MX, 
and saturation bombing the American 
Southwest may result in the destruction 
of most of the system. 

Third, deployment of the system in 
Utah and Nevada is bound to present 

major environmental problems for the 
region. The 200 racetracks will perma
nently destroy more than 60 valleys over 
a 10,000 square mile area. The demand 
made on the region for water, cement, 
and human resources will also be ex
traordinary. 

Finally, and perhaps most important, 
I do not see how the MX in MPS basing 
mode will be finished in time to meet the 
vulnerability problems which we antici
pate. Under the best of circumstances, 
the systems will not be developed, tested, 
and fully deployed before the late 1980's. 
And yet, the window of vulnerability will 
begin to open in the early 1980's. 

Mr. President, I do not presume to 
have a comprehensive solution to the 
vulnerability problems which face us in 
the 1980's. These are extremely com
plex problems. 

However, it is my :firm belief that a 
better deci.sion will be forthcoming on 
this complicated issue if the procedures 
that the Congress adopts to address this 
question allow its full, open, and un
complicated handling. 

Under the proposed procedure, as out
lined in the Armed Service Committee's 
report, both Houses of Congress are al
lowed 60 days to offer a resolution of dis
approval following the President's sub
mission to Congress of a specific MX 
basi.ng program. The question is this: 
Why disapproval. Mr. President? Why 
should we resort to this kind of inverted 
legislative veto? 

It seems to me that if the world's 
greatest deliberative body is to make a 
decision on what may well be the world's 
greatest construction project, we should 
make it following a period of at least 30 
hours controlled debate, followed with an 
up-or-down vote of approval. 

It is my fear that the parliamentary 
maneuvers which a resolution of disap
proval allow wm obfuscate this impor
tant issue for the American people. and 
will obscure the full meaning of our 
votes . Considering the magnitude of 
costs associated with this program-fis
cal. environmental and. most of all, 
strategic costs-! do not think that this 
is a fair manner in which to proceed. 

Mr. President, last year, the Provi
dence Journal published a series of edi
torials on the MX in MPS basing mode 
in which they concluded that "Congress 
owes it a far clo5er loo~ . " In my judg
ment, the amendment which we are pro
posing here today will not only allow 
Congress to take a closer look. but will 
a.llow the people we represent to take a 
closer look as well. 

The problem. as I see it. Mr. President. 
is that under the committee's proposal 
we come close to gi.ving the administra
tion a carte blanche on this extremely 
significant step which we are taking. 
Now. I k11ow the arg11ment will be made 
that we have the right to disaPprove 
under a limi.t.Pd time frq,me. But I think 
we all know the intricate parliflmentary 
maneuvers that could prevent this reso
lution from being voted on within the 
re"'uired time. 

Mr. President. I think this decision is 
go;ng to be mRdP. one wav or t.he ot.her. 
I do not know what the administration 
is going to come up with. But I have 
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confidence that the administration will 
present its arguments cogently and 
forcefully, and will arrive at a conclu
sion that in the administration's view
point, and undoubtedly in the Nation's 
viewpoint, will be the best one. It will 
be an argument that should stand 
scrutiny on this floor and should stand 
scrutiny on the floor of the House of 
Representatives as well. 

Mr. President, if it cannot stand this 
scrutiny, then it should not be adopted. 
But if it can stand this scrutiny, then 
we can all move forward, confident that 
not only the administration has made 
its decision, but that this body and the 
other body has approved that decision in 
a fair and open deliberative process. We 
should expect no less for what truly is 
going to be one of the most significant 
steps that this Nation has taken in many 
years. 

This step involves, as I mentioned, 
strategic implications, environmental 
implications, and cost implications o'f 
tremendous magnitude. 

So, Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important amendment. 

I wish to thank the distinguished 
Senator from Mlchigan for allowing me 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFlCER. The Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I do not 
believe we are under controlled time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I will be 
very brief. I know there are others who 
want to speak on this matter. 

What actually is being proposed here 
is moving from the two-House veto, 
which was authorized by the commit
tee bill, to a one-House veto. It seems to 
me that the whole idea of this proposal 
is to make it easier to kill an MX sys
tem. This amendment is part of the con
tinuing opposition to the deployment by 
the United States of an urgently needed 
hard target kill capability that we hope 
will ultimately close the window of vul
nerability that this country will other
wise face in the decade of the eighties, 
making us enormously vulnerable to 
Soviet first attack. 

I fervently hope that this amendment 
will be rejected. While this appears to 
be an argument against the MPH basing 
mode, it is in fact this administration's 
concern about the MPS that pennits 
this debate to occur in the first place. 
They are now reviewing various means 
of deployment. The Townes Comm;ssion 
has been formed for the purpose of mak
ing a recommendation on this very mat
ter. We cannot proceed here on the as
sumption of any particular deployment 
system, since the final decision on this 
matter has not been mn.de. 

I hope that we will not convey the 
clear impression that we intend to delay 
and perhaps ultimately fail to deploy 
theMX. 

. If this amendment is passed, the So
VIets, I am sure, will take comfort that 
ou.r deter.II?-i!lation and our will to main
tau~ a .military capability comparable to 
theirs IS on the wane. 

There 'Yill be other opportunities to 
debate this issue. There is an opportu-

nity for that unde!' the expedited pro
cedure that is prescribed by the com
mittee bill. There is no way you can pre
vent a debate on that portion from oc- · 
curring. In fact, this debate is also going 
.to occur on the appropriations bill. 

I think that the high probability is 
that the Townes Commission will have 
reported its findings and the adminis
tration will have formulated its position 
by the time they begin to mark up the 
appropriations bill. There will be ade
quate opportunity to join the issue, both 
on the appropriations bill ~nd through 
the expedited procedure prescribed by 
this bill once the administration makes 
its deC'is,:on. 

I would urge my colleagues to reject 
this amendment, which I think raises 
nothing but a bad omen for the future 
strategic capability of the United States 
of America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I would like to 
respond to the distinguished chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee with 
a question, because it has been a con
cern of mine that we have the Senate 
authorization bill on the floor prior to 
the decision of the President as to what 
type of basing mode would be recom
mended for the MX. 

I would like to ask the Senator from 
Texas if he would have any objection to 
an amendment on the appropriation bill 
so that at such time we would assure 
ourselves being a participant as a body 
on this important debate on what kind 
of basing mode to have? 

Mr. TOWER. We expect the adminis
tration to make a decision by the 1st 
of July. There is no way we can com
plete the appropriations bill before that 
time. After we act on this bill, the House 
will still be marking up their authoriza
tion bill. I do not know when they will 
have it completed. 

Further, it will probably be some time 
before the authorization bill is acted 
upon on the House floor. It iG oonce,lvable 
that the Presidential decision would be 
ready even before the House takes floor 
action on this measure. 

As a matter of fact, the House has not 
even taken floor action on the supple
mental authorization for fiscal 1981. So 
there is delay over there. 

There is absolutely no prospect, really, 
that the markup will even begin on de
fense appropriations until after the ad
ministration has completed its decision. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I yield to the Sen
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. The chairman has stated 
that a decision is expected by July 1. As 
I understand, that is the date for the 
report coming to the Secretary of De
fense. According to the letter from the 
Secretary of Defense to the panel mak
ing these recommendations, he is re
questing their advice no later than 
July 1. I do not know whether that was 
the question asked by the Senator from 
Kansas or whether it was when we could 
expect a Presidential decision on this 
matter. 

I would agree with the chairman that 
the recommendations to the Secretary 
of Defense are due by July 1. 

Mr. TOWER. I believe we can assume 

a position will be taken by the lsJt of 
July, even if it is not until the 4th, 5th, 
or 6th of July, with the Fourth of July_ 
recess. We are not going to get to the 
appropriations markup until after the 
House authorization bill. In any case, 
we will not get it to .the floor before that 
time. 

The point is we have adequate oppor· 
tunity to extend this debate on the appro· 
priations bill and further question the 
funds on the appropriations bill if we 
care to do so. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I think there is 
always uncertainty as to dates. We have 
found that to be true. I am one who, in 
fact, believes we should move forward 
with this very important debate and de
cision. But I also believe that it is im
portant for us, on a debate of this mag
nitude and an issue of this magnitude, to 
be assured that we are participants. I 
do not want to in any way, and I am sure 
that those of us who are supporting this 
amendment would not in any way, be 
dilatory, or bind the President's hands in 
a decision. But I would like to reiterate 
some of the points which have already 
been made by the Senator from Mich
igan. 

The bill that has been reported by the 
Armed Services Committee recognizes 
the significance of this decision and ac
cepts the obligation of the Congress to 
be involved in the decision regarding the 
basing mode. However, the bill, as re
ported, fails to protect the institutional 
right of Congress to equally share respon
sibility with the executive branch. 

I believe this is not only one of the 
most vital issues before us militarily, but 
it also has economic and environmental 
aspects that we simply cannot ignore. 

We are voting on an issue that is not 
just for us today, Mr. President, but for 
future generations. As such, I think it is 
imperative that we all are able to par
ticipate in this important debate. 

What I think we must recognize is that 
the bill that has been reported by the 
committee fails in three areas·: One, it 
does not guarantee that there will be a 
congressional vote on the proposed bas
ing mode. It really is not a question of 
a one-House or a two-House veto. The 
question, it seems to me, is whether we 
have the opportunity to participate in 
this debate. The only power that has 
been given to Congress by the committee 
in the bill is the power to disapprove. If 
the Committee on Armed Services does 
not report out or is not discharged from 
further consideration of a resolution of 
disapproval, the proposal would become 
operational without further congres
sional action. So, Mr. President, there is 
a very real possibility that we would lose 
the opportunity to participate. 

Mr. President, the bill also does not 
guarantee that there will be adequate 
time to debate the decision. If the com
mittee reports out a resolution of dis
approval, the debate is limited to 10 
hours. If the committee refuses to report 
such a resolution, debate on the motion 
to discharge it from further considera
tion is restricted to 1 hour. 

Third, it does not guarantee a clean 
vote on the basing mode. To me, Mr. 
President, this is one of the most impor-
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tant parts of this amendment. It allows 
us to have that up-'C•r-down vote. 

The parliamentary possibilities are al
most endless and a nwnber suggest that 
we might well end up with a vote on a 
motion to table a motion to discharge 
the committee from some procedural ac
tion, for instance, instead of having an 
up-or-down vot1e on the merlts CYf the 
proposal. I think it is such a crucial issue 
for us at this time that I join in this 
amendment because I do ·believe that it 
is one of those decisions that frequently 
gets away from us before we have had 
a chance to give it thoughtful and care
ful consideration. 

The members of the Committee on 
Anned Services, because they have been 
involved in the highly technical aspects 
of this debate, are knowledgeable on the 
pros and cons of the different methods 
proposed for basing of the MX. But the 
rest of us have not had a chance to par
ticipate in that important debate. I think 
that all of us are very aware of the im
portance of this issue and should have 
the opportunity and be required to be 
fully informed and be able to participate 
in a debate on this crucial issue. 

Mr. President, this amendment will 
assure adequate congressional debate. 
That is why I believe it has merit. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator from 
Kansas yield for a question? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. WARNER. If I understood the dis
tinguished Senator from Kansas, she 
feels that she would not be able to par
ticipate because of procedural impedi
ments placed by the Committee on 
Armed Services. However, I am certain 
that the distinguished Senator recog
nizes that the Committee on Armed 
Services would welcome her participa
tion in its deliberations, as the commit
tee would welcome the participation of 
any other Senator. Therefore, they could 
become involved in the process by which 
tho committee makes its detennination. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
sa.y to the Senator from Virginia, I cer
tainly understand and appreciate that 
and did not mean to infer that the Com
mittee on Armed Services, by its actions, 
would be in any way deliberately trying, 
through parliamentary procedure, not to 
allow this body to have a vote on this 
issue. It is not just my thoughts or the 
thoughts of the Senator from Michigan 
on this. It is that I believe that we, as 
a body, should participate in this debate. 

Mr. WARNER. But the Senator under
stands that she would be free to come 
before the Committee on Armed Serv
ices and make known her views. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Of course. 
Mr. WARNER. And that they would 

be carefully considered. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Of course. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I take 

the floor at this time, and especially ask 
for the attention of the Senator from 
Michigan. He has been a leader in this 
area that I have been working on since 
I have come to the Senate. The Senator 
from Nevada, the present Presiding om
cer, has been a leader also in this whole 
area of congressional reform and the 

congressional veto. I take this opportu
nity to discuss how this approach the 
Senator from Michigan is suggesting dif
fers from a bill he has put in with his 
colleague from Oklahoma <Mr. BoREN) 
on the subject of congressional review of 
certain actions taken by the administra
tive branch of Government. If the Sena
tor from Michigan would answer a ques
tion for me, I should like to ask hlm if, 
in a sense, this is not a one-House veto. 
I shall yield to the Senator from Michi
gan for a response to that, if he would 
do so. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I think the 
Senator is correct that this would require 
both Houses to approve, like other budget 
matters-like the appropriations bill, in
deed, which the Senator from Texas says 
we could rely on-both Houses to approve 
the dollars for the basing mode. There is 
no difference in that regard. 

Both Houses would be required, either 
under the appropriations bill which the 
Senator from -Texas relies on or under 
this amendment to the authorization bill. 
In that sense, it is, of course, a one-House 
veto. 

This is not a regulation, Mr. President, 
this is a very substantive matter of the 
highest magnitude and is distinguished 
from the regulations which are covered 
in the one-House veto bill. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. If my colleague will 
pennit me to say so, I do agree with that 
point that this is other than just a dis
cussion of regulation. I think that brings 
up another point I should like to touch 
on. 

I think the Senator is saying, in effect, 
what most of us realize, that this is a 
very tough review process. Either House 
of Congress could stop this administra
tive determination of what the basing 
mode would be. It is much tougher than 
the bill that the Senator from Michigan 
or the Senator from Oklahoma intro
duced in regard to regulations, which 
would say, in effect, that in order for 
Congress to override a regulation, the 
House would have to pass a resolution, 
the Senate would have to pass a resolu
tion; then, even beyond the two-House 
veto, the Levin-Boren legislation would 
cause that resolution to be submitted as 
a presentment under the Constitution to 
the President of the United States for his 
signature or veto of it. 

I am glad that in this particular in
stance, the Senator from Michigan is 
admitting that there should be a lesser 
review of this administrative determina
tion-in fact, one in which a single 
House of the Congress could stop the 
particular basing mode suggested by the 
administration. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I like one
House vetoes better than two-House 
vetoes-more, certainly, than the pro
vision of review suggested by the Levin
Boren bill. But additional, and even more 
important to the present discussion, is 
whether or not, compared to the review 
of regulations, this is as legitimate a con
stitutional role for the Congress to par
ticipate in administrative determination 
as it would even be in the case of regu
lation writing. 

I raise that point in a question to my 
colleague from Michigan: In determin-

ing the basing mode, is it not more of 
a constitutional prerogative of the Pres
ident, something very indigenous to his 
being Commander in Chief, is it not more 
a constitutional power of the President 
than the drafting of regulations pursu
ant to a delegation of legislative author
ity ·by the Congress of the United States, 
which we can constitutionally do under 
our legislative powers? 

So is not the Senator from Michigan 
involving Congress more in an Executive 
decision than even he is asking Congress 
to be involved in what I consider to be 
a constitutional question-our delega
tion of legislative authority and then 
our review of that delegation by our ap
plication of congressional veto to regu
lations? 

I yield to the Senator from Michigan 
if he will comment on that. I should like 
to have him explain what I consider an 
inconsistency. 

Mr. LEVIN. I believe there are a nwn
ber of answers to that. 

Before the Senator came to the floor, 
I did give about 16 examples of where 
an amrmative vote of both Houses of 
Congress had been required in recent 
legislation: the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962, in which both Houses had been 
required to approve the Tariff Commis
sion's finding; the Trade Act of 1974, in 
which both Houses of Congress are re
quired to approve the finding. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. If the Senator will 
yield, I am not disagreeing that this has 
been applicable to like instances in the 
past. As a Member of the other body, I 
probably even supported some of these 
instances. 

However, I am suggesting to the Sen
ator that he has trouble with congres
sional review of a one-House or a two
House veto of regulations, so he has gone 
to greater lengths in the Levin-Boren 
measure, suggesting that even the Presi
dent, under the presentment clause of 
the Constitution, should have a review 
of our veto of regulations. 

Here, he is willing to give Congress 
more power, what is a more indigenous 
constitutional power, than the President 
has as Chief Executive and, more impor
tant, as Commander in Chief of the 
armed services. 

Mr. LEVIN. Under this amendment, 
there is a joint resolution which goes to 
the President. The resolution provides 
for a resolution of approval, both Houses 
of Congress, but it is done by joint reso
lution, so it goes to the President. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I also ask this of the 
Senator from Michigan: Does he have 
any concern about the constitutionality 
of this veto provision he is proposing in 
this amendment? Does he have any 
doubts about the constitutionality of it? 
He has doubts about the constitutional
ity of the one-House veto and the two
House veto, to the point that he even in
volves the President, in the Levin-Boren 
amendment, in review of congressional 
action in vetoing regulations. Does the 
Senator have any doubts about the con
stitutionality of his provision. 

Mr. LEVIN. I have no doubts about the 
constitutionalitv of this provision. There 
is ample precedent for this kind of pro
vision. 
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This is not a regulation. This is an au
thorization bill. We are authorizing a 
billion dollars for a basing mode, and we 
have a right to condition that authoriza
tion in the way it has been done here, 
according to all kinds of legislative prec
edents which I have made part of the 

··record. 
I should like to complete my answer to 

the Senator. The Levin-Boren approach 
is based essentially on policy matters. As 
I testified before the Senator's subcom
mittee, I have not raised the constitu
tional questions of the one-and-a-half
House veto. Those questions have been 
raised by others. I say they raise signifi
cant questions. But I would support a 
one-and-a-half-House veto lf the mech
anism of the Levin-Boren proposal were 
not possible or if it were rejected. 

What I am saying is that the Justice 
Department, the U.S. attorney, is chal
lenging the constitutionality of the one
House veto; I am not. They have chal
lenged it on regulations. This is not a 
regulation, so it is different in that re
gard, J.n an important respect. 

Also, this one is presented to the Presi
dent because it is a joint resolution; so 
it does not raise a constitutional ques
tion in that regard. 

Again, I have not challenged the con
stitutionality of the one-House veto in 
that regard. All I have said is that be
cause such a significant challenge has 
been raised by the Department of Jus
tite, we can avoid the constitutional 
question by going to a two-House legis
lative veto, including the President. 

I will be happy tc go further into the 
question. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I do not believe I Cle
sire to go any further, I believe that later 
in the year, the whole subject of legisla
tive veto will be up for debate on the floor 
of this body, and we need to start making 
clear that, on the one hand, we are talk
ing about a congressional check upon 
our own delegation to the executive 
branch of Government, of our own con
stitutional authority to legislate, to fill 
in the details of legislation through reg
ulation, and then for us to review that. 
That is one issue. 

Also, many of our colleagues become 
mixed up with that whole check on con
gressional review of our delegation of 
legislative authority and with some of 
our review of things that do not deal with 
regulation writing at all, but which are 
really a review of Executive determina
tions and Executive decisions. I believe 
that my friends who have trouble with 
the whole subject of legislative veto and 
whether it is constitutional would have 
even greater questions about the con
stitutionality of what we are doing
either what is in the armed services leO'
islation or what is sugg·ested by the Se~
ator from Michigan <Mr. LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SASSER. I yield. 
Mr. LEVIN. I am wondering whether 

the other side of the coin is also true. 
The Senator indicates his strong supuort 
fo;r a one- or one-a.nd-a-half-House veto. 
I presume, therefore, that the Senator 
would have no difficulty supporting what 
the Senator considers to be a one-House 
veto in this amendment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I believe 

it is important in the discussion of this 
amendment to recognize two funda
mental distinctions and just set aside the 
discussion of a legislative veto as ap
plied to regulations, executive branch 
regulations. 

That legislative veto is argued on the 
positive side under the umbrella of many 
decisions within the courts that they 
are shared legislative powers between the 
executive branch and the legisla
tive branch. 

Those legislative powers are ones 
which, under the Administrative Proce
dures Act, are delegated to the executive 
branch by the legislative branch; and 
therein, I believe, lies the fundamental 
justification for discussing the legislative 
veto as it relates to the making of regula
tory law. 

On the other hand, the idea of apply
ing the legislative veto to executive 
branch administrative decisions, partic
ularly those that come under the um
brella of the powers of the Presidency as 
defined in the Constitution, particularly 
those where the President is named 
Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces-that is an entirely different 
matter. 

Therein, the application of a legislative 
veto, after the normal authorizing and 
normal appropriations process has run, 
I believe, would cause a very serious 
question of constitutional grounds. We 
are drawing that distinction in our de
bate of legislative veto as applied to 
regulations. I believe it must be drawn 
here, also. 

Even when we discuss the legislative 
veto of the executive branch regulations, 
I will support its constitutionality. I can
not, in all good conscience, at this point 
support the constitutionality of a leg
islative veto over an executive branch 
decision that is not related to laws being 
promulgated or proposed under the Ad
ministrative Procedures Act. It is that 
simple. 

I think there are two different parts of 
the Constitution involved here. One has 
to do with shared legislative power. The 
other has to do with clear Executive 
power under the Commander in Chief 
provisions of the Constitution. 

Congress is not without influence in 
such decisions related to our national de
fense. We influence the process in the 
authorizing committees, as the able Sen
ator from Texas and his committe have 
done in the proposal that they have put 
before the Senate today. We 1nftuence 
the process in the appropriating commit
tees, as I, under the guidance of Senator 
STEVENS of Alaska, will do at a later time 
and have done. 

I am not at all sure that the basing 
mode that has been proposed by the past 
administration is in fact the best way 
of de~loying the MX system. However, I 
do believe that any amendment and any 
provision that would attempt to apply a 
legislative veto to a final decision by the 
executive branch once Congress has par
ticipated in that through the authorizing 
and appropriating committee process 
would, in fact, infringe on the execu-

tive branch privileges and powers as 
granted by the Constitution. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield? 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the remarks ot the Senator from 
New Mexico. I wish to ask him if in a 
sense he is saying that the constitution
ality of the whole question of legislative 
veto is as much related to the substance 
of what is belng vetoed as to the proce
dure that the veto might go through, 
whether it is a one-House or two-House 
veto. 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator means "by sub
stance" under what portion of the Con
stitution does that substance fall, yes, he 
is entirely correct. When we are dealing 
wlth shared legislative powers, Congress 
clearly has not only the power but the 
responsibility to oversee the making of 
law under those shared legislative powers 
as are contained in the Administrative 
Procedures Act. 

On the other hand, when we are talk
ing about nonshared powers, namely the 
power of the executive branch and the 
President as Commander in Chief then 
I see no place for the legislative veto. 

our opportunities for interaction with 
the President on such issues come 
through a different process of author
izing and appropriating. If we choose to 
in a sense veto a President's action, we 
just do not give him the money. But to 
veto that actiop by putting ourselves in 
the position of the President on such 
defense-related actions I think is inap
propriate, and I think the courts would 
find it would be unconstitutional. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield again? 

Mr. SCHMITT. Yes, I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I think his comments 
are very appropriate at this particular 
time as we enter the debate on the whole 
subject of legislative veto because there 
is a lot of confusion over the issue and I 
think maybe my colleague would agree 
that some of that confusion has come 
from the recent Chada case which has 
brought a whole new dimension into the 
issue. 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. Interestingly enough 
the Chada case, although not defense 
related, is nonetheless an administrative 
action within the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, as I recall, and 
it is one which is divorced from the 
shared legislative powers of Congress and 
the executive branch and therefore any 
decision in the Chada case-and even 
the lower court has indicated this opin
ion-would not bear on the issues of 
shared legislative power. The Ghada de
cision was an administrative function 
that Congress then tried to veto, and I 
am not saying how the courts will finally 
rule on that because there are some 
other factors involved. 

But. nevertheless, I do not think it is 
dispositive in the instance of a shared 
legislative power over rulemaking or a 
nonshared power in which the President, 
acting as Commander in Chief makes the 
decision, 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, will the 
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Senator from New Mexico yield for a 
question? 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend. 
It seems to me that the Senator is 

making up an argument that we cannot 
reserve to ourselves a veto over the funds. 
If that is what the Senator is saying, 
the committee bill contains a legislative 
veto. Is he saying that the committee's 
legislative veto over the funds is un
constitutional? 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. I say to the Senator, 
I think there is serious question about 
that and the extension of that to what is 
effectively a one-House veto through 
mechanism proposed by the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan would further 
compound the problem that exists in this 
particular case. Although I respect the 
committee's position also, I think that 
from a constitutional point of view it is 
very difficult, and I am surprised it has 
not been challenged more often to sup
port a legislative veto over something 
that is constitutionally in the prerogative 
of the President. 

Mr. LEVIN. I understand what my 
friend is saying. 

It seems to me what he is doing is ar
guing that one-House veto is more con
stitutionally infirm than a two-House 
V·eto? 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. I am just saying that 
the Senato·r's v.,mendment compounds 
the constitutional problem. 

Mr. LEVIN. That seems to me very 
much the opposite of what my friend is 
usually arguing which is that his one
House veto is constitutionally very firm 
indeed. 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. It is because the Sena
tor is talking about an entirely different 
subject matter. He is talking about the 
shared legislative matter. 

Mr. LEVIN. I can understand that. 
Mr. SCHMITT. In this case we are not 

talking, in this Senator's opinion, about 
shared legislative power once Congress 
has acted through the normal authoriz
ing and appropriations process. 

Mr. LEVIN. I understand what my 
friend is saying. I think his argument 
runs against the committee bill as much 
as it does against the committee because 
the committee bill contains a two-House 
legislative veto in effect. 

Mr. SCHMITT. This is in addition to 
all the theoretical discussion of consti
tutionality we just entered in upon. This 
is also a Government of compromise, and 
I suspect that the committee can artic
ulate that compromise position better 
than this Senator can. 

Mr. LEVIN. I have one other question 
if the Senator will yield. Is the Senator 
familiar with the multitude of acts 
which we have passed which con
tain this type of affirmative require
ment? I tried to allude to them this 
morning. They are set forth in the long 
paper which I made part of the rec
ord of the Congressional Research Serv
ice. But there are about 16 recent ones 
that are referenced, and I am wondering 
whether or not the Senator is familiar 
with those mechanisms and whether he 
also has Questions a.bout all those mech
anisms which would put everything from 

the Trade Act to the Energy Act to a 
multitude of other acts in that category. 

Mr. bCHMIT'l'. I do. However, I think 
indeed in the case there the courts would 
probably find it very interesting if not 
persuasive that in tho3e acts the Pres
ident has chosen again in the compro
mise that goes between the legislative 
and the executive branch to accept a 
legislative veto over certain clearly ex
ecutive branch decisions. That has been 
the decision of many Presidents to do 
that, and having done so they have not 
gone into the courts in order to chal
lenge it. 'Ihe President, when he signs 
this bill that the distinguished Senator 
from Texas and members of the Armed 
Services Committee have worked so dili
gently on and so well on, may -well make 
that same decision, and I will accept 
that even though in theory I could prob
ably make the argument as President 
that it is unconstitutional and violates 
my powers as Commander in Chief. 

Those are decisions the President 
must make himself even though the the
oretical argument might go to the Con
stitution. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

wish to say to the Senator from New 
Mexico, and I am sorry the Senator from 
Iowa has left the Chamber, that I think 
we are tossing some buzzword:> around 
here because the President as Command
er in Chief still does have the opportu
nity and the power to make the final 
decision. What we are talking about here 
is a joint resolution and a joint resolu
tion has to be signed by tl:e President. 
So it goes to the President fur final ap
proval and if after both Houses of Con
gress have acted the President is not in 
agreement with that action, he can veto 
that resolution. 

So it seems to me that reaUy in no way 
are we attempting to usurp the powers 
of the President that he has as Com
mander in Chief and I for one would not 
want to do that either. 

All we are saying in this amendment 
is that we have the opportunity and the 
responsibility, whlch I think is equally 
important, to that of the Commander in 
Chief in seeing that the public dollars 
are properly spent when we are talking 
about the amount of money, as well as 
we have said earlier, that there is a stra
tegic, an environmental and an econom
ic concern involved in this debate. 

So I do not think we have by any 
means taken any powers away from the 
President he should exercise as Com
mander in Chief. 

Mr. SCHMITT. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Kansas. I certain
ly recognize the intention of what her 
proposal is. However, the net effect of 
the proposal is to apply a one-House 
veto to an executive branch decision 
because both Houses must act on the 
joint resolution, and if they do not act 
then the President does not get to act. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am 
a cosponsor and a warm sur-porter of 
the amendment offered bv the Senator 
from Michigan <Mr. LEVIN) and I want 
to say at the outset that I have also been 
a supporter of the MX missile. I have 
voted for every appropriation that has 
been presented on the :floor to support it. 

I have also generally supported the 
system with the idea that it would be de
ployed in Utah and Nevada. I know that 
warms the cockles of the Presiding Offi
cer's <Mr. LAXALT) heart to hear me say 
that. But the deployment of the MX is 
a very difficult decision, and I have never 
felt quite as comfortable with my support 
of the basing mode as I would like. 

I support this amendment simply b~
cause it is too important to let Congress 
have some final say in whether or not 
we agree with the President's decision 
on such a very controversial issue. My 
guess is that even under the amendment 
of the Senator from Michigan the 
chances are 99 percent that Congress 
will approve whatever method the Presi
dent may choose. But it is very contro
versial. Even the Mormon Church is now 
involved in the controversy, and under
standably so. 

However, let me just catalog some of 
the history of the MX missile. The Stra
tegic Air Command first validated the 
need for a new mobile ICBM in 1972. Now, 
almost 10 years have gone by and we 
already have invested more than $2 bil
lion for the development of the 190,000-
pound ICBM called the MX, and we are 
currently spending $4 million a day to 
develop it. 

Today more than 10,000 workers in 
more than 1,000 companies are involved 
in the project. The Air Force's ballistic 
missile office at Norton Air Force Base 
in San Bernardino, Calif., now employs 
567 military and civilian personnel, di
vided into 36 functional divisions, such 
as propulsion, guidance and control, 
safety. and so on. In fiscal year 1982 the 
administration has requested $2.4 billion 
for research, development, testing, and 
evaluation for the MX, and some current 
estimates of the total cost of the fully de
ployed MX missile range as high as $100 
billion. So we are talking about easily 
the most mammont.h and exoensive 
weapons system ever voted by the U.S. 
Congress. 

I do not always agree with General 
Rowney, but I agree with him when he 
says the MX is the "strategic decision 
of the decade." It may be the strategic 
decision of the century. 

Without a doubt the MX program will 
have profound effects both on the credi
bility of the U.S. nuclear deterrent and 
on the future prospects for strategic 
arms control. 

There is just one problem. After 
spending several billion dollars, and 
currently standing on the brink of per
haps the single largest construction pro
gram the world has ever seen, one that 
will consume tens of billions over the 
next decade, we have yet to resolve this 
very crucial issue of exactly how and 
where the MX will be deployed. 

Mr. President, before emba.rking on a 
program of such fundamental impor
tance to the United States, our allies 
and, for that matter, our adversaries, it 
is absolutely imperative that the elected 
representatives of the American people 
fully consider and approve--and ap
prove--the basing plan for this missile. 
To do otherwise is to abrogate our re
sponsibility to insure that Congress pro
vides this administration with clear and 
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positive guidance on this very vital na
tonal security item. 

If I were the President of the United 
States I would demand such guidance. I 
would not want to asswne that respon
sibility alone. 

Unfortunately, the authorization bill 
we have before us denies Congress the 
opportunity to exercise its right and duty 
to consider and to approve the basing 
mode. Instead, implementation of what
ever basing mode the administration 
chooses would begin automatically 60 
days after the President submits his de- · 
cision to Congress, unless there is a con
current resolution of disapproval. The 
awkward and constitutionally question
able mechanism of a legislative veto is 
hardly appropriate to a decision of such 
magnitude. What kind of legal and po
litical mandate would the administra
tion have if the response to the MX pro
posal was merely the absence of ' such a 
resolution? You and I both know that 
the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate may do nothing. They may not 
report a recommendation to the floor of 
the Senate, in which case the Senate 
would have to vote for a discharge of 
the committee and even if that were the 
question, we would have only 1 hour of 
debate on what would potentially be a 
$100 billion item. 

Our amendment seeks to correct this 
procedural flaw in the authorization bill 
by providing for thorough but expedi
tious congressional review of the basing 
plan in the form of a concurrent or joint 
resolution of approval within 60 days. 

I want to emphasize that the amend
ment does not seek to advance any par
tisan political or military interest. This 
is not a Republican or a Democratic is
sue. This is a bipartisan amendment. The 
Senator from Kansas <Mrs. KASSEBAUM), 
the Senator from Delaware <Mr. RoTH) 
are both cosponsors of this amendment. 
It is neither antidefense nor anti-MX. 
Rather its purpose is very straightfor
ward, very honest and, in my view, un
assailable; it is to protect the preroga
tives of Congress to determine the na
tional security policy of the United 
States. 

There are a lot of important reasons, 
Mr. President, why this amendment 
should garner strong support from Sena
tors on both sides of the aisle. There is 
the strategic necessity to resolve the bas
ing issue once and for all, and proceed 
as soon as possible to the full develop
ment and deployment of the MX. I want 
to remind my colleagues that until very 
recently the question of where and how 
to base the missiles appeared to have 
been solved. I heard some of my col
leagues around here talking about that 
"crazy patchwork" when they looked at 
plans for the multiple protective shelter 
system. 

But after reviewing dozens of alterna
tive basing methods from seabed to air 
mobile to rail, highway, and offshore mo
bile systems, to mesa basing, even mine
shaft basing, Congress last year directed 
the Secretary of Defense to proceed with 
the full development of the MX missile 
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and the multiple protective structure, or 
MPS basing system. As you all know, of 
course, that system is 200 missiles and 
transporters shuttling around among. 
4,600 horizontal shelters on a 7,800-mile 
network of roads, all of which are sup
posed to be operational by the end of 
1986. A lot of time, effort, and money 
has already been expended on this MPS 
system which, incidentally, I happen to 
favor, although I reserve the right to 
change my mind if a better alternative 
is submitted. 

<Mr. EAST assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BUMPERS. 'I'he Air Force esti

mates that roughly 30 percent-get this, 
30 percent-of the $2.3 billion spent on 
MX development through 1981 has been 
earmarked for basing costs. The Boeing 
Co. right now has a $155 million contract 
from the Air Force to design the MPS 
system. So a switch to an alternative bas
ing mode at this point would make much 
of that ongoing work irrelevant and 
would probably delay the date of the ini
tial operational capability of the MX. It 
would also mean that we have wasted 
hundreds of millions of dollars on an 
abandoned scheme. 

However, the administration may be 
considering just such a move. Secretary 
of Defense Weinberger has said that 
there is an "element of the unreal"
that is his quote-concerning some 
aspects of the MPS. 

And as a candidate last year, Presi
dent Reagan attacked MPS as the "fan
tastic plan of the [Carter J administra
tion to take thousands and thousands 
of square miles out in the West." His 
views at that time were clear. He said, 
"I am not in favor of a plan that is so 
costly." 

Well, whatever one's personal opinions 
are on the MX basing issue--and cer
tainly the President has a right to 
change his mind although I am not sug
gesting to him that he should-! think 
we can all agree on two things: First, 
that we need to get on with the task of 
moving from research and development 
to the construction and deployment of 
the MX. And, second, that Congress 
must be a full and active participant in 
the decisionmaking process. Our amend
ment assures the accomplishment of 
both of these objectives. 

Finally, as important as the strategic 
and economic reasons for supporting 
this amendment is the requirement for 
the Congress to a void establishing the 
dangerous precedent of abdicating its 
authority to make decisions on major 
weapons systems affecting the vital in
terests of this country. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to this amendment which 
would have the effect of allowing a one
House veto of one of the Nation's most 
important strategic programs, the MX 
missile program. 

It would be exceedingly ill advised for 
the Senate to adopt this language, espe
cially concerning a program in which 
tho constitutional prerogative is clearly 
with the President. 

There is ample room within the com
mittee language for the Congress to ex
ercise its judgment in this matter. The 
committee language provides three
steps: First, that the President submit to 
Congress a specific MX basing mode pro
gram. Second, that this recommenda
tion be fully justified by the Secretary 
ol. Defense and even provide alternative 
proposals. Third, that 60 days must pass 
before the Defense Department can pro
ceed and only then in the absence of 
resolutions of disapproval by both 
Houses of Congress. 

Public Law 96-342 states that Con
gress is committed to development and 
deployment of the MX system consisting 
of 200 missiles and 4,600 .hardened shel
ters, with deployment as soon as prac
ticable. 

Therefore, I urge that the Senate sup
port the motion to table and not place at 
risk a critical national security program 
by allowing it to rise or fall on a one
House veto. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Michigan ( Mr. LEVIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on the motion to table. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that Senators RoTH and 
KENNEDY be added as cosponsors of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is ori the motion to table 
the amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a suflicient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll to ascertain the.presence 
of a quorum. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to lay on the table the amend
ment of the Senator from Michigan. The 
yeas and n ll.ys have been ordered and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
anv other Senators in the Chamber who 
wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 59, 
nays 39, as follows: 

' 

! 

., 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 113 Leg. 1 
YEA8-59 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcinll. 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenlcl 
East 
Ex on 

Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Ha.wklns 
Hayakawa. 
He fUn 
Helms 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Kasten 
La.xalt 
Long 
Lugar 

NAY8-39 

Ma.ttingly 
Melcher 
Nickles 
Nurun 
Packwood 
Percy 
Quayle 
RanJolph 
Rudman 
Sasoor 
Schmitt 
Stafford 
Stennll.s 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
we.r.ner 
Zordnsky 

Baucus Hart Murkowskl 
Biden Hatfield Pell 
Boschwitz Heinz Pressle1' 
Bl18.dley Inouye Proxmire 
Bumpers Kassebaum Pryor 
Burdick KenMdy Rl.egle 
Byrd, Robert c. Leahy Roth 
Cha.fee Levin Sa.rbanes 
Cranston Matsunaga Simpson 
Dodd McClure Specter 
Durenberger Metzenbaum Tsongas 
Eagleton Mitchell Welcker 
Ford Moyniha.n Williams 

NOT VOTING-2 
Oa.nnon Mathias 

So the motion to lay on the table Mr. 
LEVIN's amendment (No. 49) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion to table was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. HART. Is the time under which 
the bill is being considered controlled? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no control time. 

Mr. HART. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I generally support the 

bill as reported and I recommend my col
leagues support it here in the Chamber. 

Especially positive are the initiatives 
taken by the committee in the naval 
shipbuilding area. The bill as proposed by 
the administration was purely tradi
tionalist in naval shipbuilding, empha
sizing almost exclusively large carriers, 
cruisers, and nuclear submarines. 

For a number of years. the Senate has 
recognized that this is not an adequate 
response to the Soviet naval challenge. 
Numbers of ships are vitally important, 
but we cannot have enough numbers if 
each ship we build is extremely expen
sive. We must create new shipbuilding 
options, options which will allow us to 
build the larger number of ships we need. 

The committee has acted to develop 
such options. It has once again de
manded that the Navy produce a design 
for a light Cl'lrrier, a ship costing only 
about one-third as much as a Nimitz 

class nuclear aircraft carrier. Our com
mittee has initiated a program to design 
a diesel-electric submarine. It has moved 
to give the new LHD-X amphibious as
sault ship a dual role as a carrier for 
VSTOL aircraft and has continued the 
R. & D. program for a VSTOL fighter 
aircraft to go on it, the AV-8B+-. 'I'he 
committee has added funding to the so
called SEAMOD program to modularize 
naval weapons and sensors, prospectively 
reducing the time and cost of ship mod
ernizations. Our committee has provided 
funds for the ARIAPAHO program, to 
base Naval Reserve antisubmarine heli
copters on merchant marine ships in 
wartime. The committee has reminded 
the Navy that a prime mission for the 
battleships is providing gunfire support 
for Marine operations ashore, for which 
mission the Salem class cruisers may be 
good alternatives ·to the second two 
battleships. 

These actions continue the approach 
the Senate has taken for at least the last 
3 years, an approach emphasizing new 
concepts and new technologies as means 
to a larger, more effective Navy. 

Unfortunately, the leadership of the 
Navy seems to regard the Senate's con
cerns with an attitude bordering on con
tempt. Despite strong evidence that light 
carrier designs actually exist, the Navy 
refuses to provide them to the commit
tees of Congress. 

The conventional submarine study 
requested by our committee last year, 
enacted into law, due no later than 
March 1, 1981, so that we could use it in 
consideration of this year's authorization 
bill, still has not been presented to our 
committee. The committee's initiative in 
including a combined amphibious as
sault ship/VSTOL carrier in last year's 
bill found no echo from the Navy in its 
LHD-X request. 

The Navy not only requested no funds 
for the AV-8B+-the only VSTOL fight
er/attack aircraft we can hope to have 
in this decade-it has provided to date 
not 1 penny to the program out of last 
year's VSTOL R. & D. money. 

The NavY appears to believe that if 
it can keep Congress from having any 
alternatives, it can get the ships it wants. 
This is both militarily and politically 
dangerous. 

Militarily, the ships sought by the 
Navy are so expensive as to insure they 
will continue to be too few in number, 
at a time when trends in naval warfare 
suggest all ships are growing individually 
more vulnerable. 

Politically, a growing body in both the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
are coupling their support for increased 
defense spending with demands for more 
imaginative and effective thinking about 
the art of war. 

Navy "stonewalling" of congressional 
desires for new concepts, new ship de
signs, and new idea for using our limited 
dollars effectively can only work to turn 
military opponents into victors and po
litical friends into enemies. 

In areas other than naval shipbuild
iilJg, the bill includes some positive ac
tions but, from the standpoint of the 

Senator from Colorado also some pro
grams which should be questioned, such 
as the F-18, an issue I intend to raise 
later in this debate. 

One of the most positive actions is 
the strong support for the light armored 
vehicle program. If we are to have an 
effective Rapid Deployment Force, we 
must have mechanized units which can 
be transported rapidly to remote parts 
of the world. 

Foot infantry will do us little good 
in conflicts against hostile mechanized 
forces in open terrain. But current mech
anized units-the Army's armored and 
mechanized divisions-have equipment 
which is too heavy and too bulky to be 
readily transportable. 

A potential way out of this dilemma 
is light armored vehicles. These vehicles 
have many of the capabilities of tanks 
and armored personnel carriers, but they 
are much lighter and easier to maintain. 

They are absolutely essential for com
bat in areas such as the Persian Gulf, 
because they provide tactical mobility, 
but their small weight and volume also 
make them strategically mobile. 

Recognizing the importance of light 
armored vehicles, the committee has 
acted to speed up the program. Specif
ically, it has replaced the previous joint 
Army-Marine Corps prQgram with a 
single program under the Marine Corps. 

Unfortunately, joint programs tend to 
involve confusion and delay-which we 
can ill afford in so vital a program as 
this. 

Only by placing the program under a 
single service can we hope for rapid 
selection and procurement of light 
armored vehicles. The Marine Corps is 
the logical choice to have the program, 
since Marine units are the logical first 
line of the Rapid Deployment Force. 

As the committee report states, this 
action is not intended to preclude subse
quent Army purchase of the light 
armored vehicle family selected by the 
Marine Corps. But the Army is not to 
be involved in the selection of the light 
armored vehicle beyond monitoring the 
Marine program. 

The great deficiency of this bill is not 
immediately apparent and is not the 
fault of the committee or t.he adminis
tration. It is a rec;ult of our long-stand
ing defense debate, a debate focused 
largely on how much to snend and very 
little on what to spend it for. 

The deficiency is that there is not 
much correlation between the actions 
recommended here and what history 
suggests is important for winning wars. 

In terms of equipment, the bill pro
vides more of the same: More of the 
same general 'kinds of ships. planec:;. and 
tanks we have been designing and buy
ing for decades. 

Further, it continues a process of 
equating capabiHty on the battlefield 
with quantified "kill probabiHties" dem
onstrated in highly structured tests. We 
seek these high "kill prol'>abilities" with 
more and more technological complex
ity, often-as in the case of turbine en
gines in tanks-technology for its own 
sake. 



May 13, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9583 
In contrast, history suggests a few di~

ferent characteristics we might seek m 
the development of new equipment: 

First, emphasis on change in kind, not 
just change at the margin. A plane or 
tank which performs 10 percent better 
than its predecessor creates few prob
lems for the opponent. 

We need a focus on change which 
creates a whole new situation, change 
which makes many of the opponent's 
assets, forces, and tactics obsolete. 

Historical examples include the rifled 
musket, quick-firing artillery, the ma
chinegun, the submarine, and the tank. 

Opportunities for this kind of innova
tion are hard to find, but finding them 
is even harder for those fixated on re
producing "more of the same" with 
slightly greater performance, at the cost 
of much more money and complexity. 

The second issue is quantity. In war, 
numbers count. Germany had the best 
fighter aircraft <ME-262) and tanks, 
Panther and Tiger, in World War 
II. But she had relatively few of them. 
American and Soviet tanks and planes, 
individually inferior but far more nu
merous, rolled over the Germans. 

With its emphasis on $3.5 billion air
craft carriers, $650 million submarines, 
$40 million fighter planes and $2.5 mil
lion tanks, the bill makes it unlikely we 
will have the numbers of any of these 
items that we need. Initiatives such as 
light carriers, diesel submarines and 
light armed vehicles are steps in the 
right direction, but such programs are 
still rare to find and rarer to get insti
tutional military support. 

Finally is the issue of what one might 
call "usability": The ability to function 
in bad weather, in the mud, in the hands 
of real soldiers, without much mainte
nance-in short, the ability to work in 
war. 

Much of our equipment does well in 
tests, in peacetime, under controlled 
c·onditions. 

But how Will all this complexity, and 
resultant fragility, fare in the actual 
combat arena? 

Clausewitz warned that in war all 
things are simple, but even the simplest 
thing is extremely difficult. As our poor 
readiness rates show, using and main
taining much of our equipment is not 
simple even in peacetime. 

Even more fundamental is the fact that 
the outcomes of battles and wars are 
usually not determined primarily by the 
characteristics of the equipment of the 
two sides. 

More important have been such things 
as unit cohesion, doctrine and tactics, 
the command system, officer selection 
and education, and the institutional 
structures of our armed services. 

Our committee gives these factors little 
consideration. Does this mean we are 
satisfied with our current firepower/at
trition doctrine, that we have evaluated 
it against maneuver doctrine and found 
it superior? That we truly believe an offi
cer education system which teaches little 
military history and a lot of manage
ment is most likely to develop officers 
who understand the art of war? 

That the bureaucratic organizational 
model of three of our four services re-

suits in the institutional behavior a suc
cessful military needs? I suspect that 
the answers to all these questions is no. 

Or has our defense debate, in Con
gress and in the Pentagon, simply failed 
to focus on what wins wars? I think this 
is in fact the case. Again, no one is to 
blame; this is the kind of situation that 
develops largely unnoticed. 

But a growing number of people, 
grouped loosely under the term "mili
tary reform," have noticed and are seek
ing to change the terms of the debate. I 
believe they will succeed, and that the 
debate of the eighties will be funda
mentally different from the "more is bet
ter versus less is better" debate of the 
past decade. It will focus less on manage
ment, funding levels, and on what the 
services want, and more on the art of war 
itself. 

It will be driven by those who ask in 
the area of defense what President Rea
gan asked the Congress in his recent 
address on the economy: "Isn't it time 
that we tried something new?" · 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me briefly? 
Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. I did not get to hear all 

of the Senator's remarks, but I did hear 
those addressed to the matter of carriers 
and, particularly, more smaller carriers, 
and to the need for some further rec
ommendations, at least, from the De
partment of Defense to our committee 
on this matter. 

I endorse entirely what he said on the 
subject, and with him have made efforts 
from year to year to get more planning 
activity and research, and further in
formation, as well as ultimate inclusion 
in the budget for a smaller carrier, but 
without success. I have to say, I am 
afraid that somewhere in the Navy they 
are just not bringing forth to us all the 
facts they have on this subject matter. 
I had reason to expect more information 
this year than we were given on this 
subject of light carrier design. 

I was the real author, along with 
others, of the so-called ''hig carrier" 
that we put in the authorization 
b~ll 2 or 3 years ago, and the bill was 
vetoed because of that carrier. Now 
things are altogether different. When 
we look at the price of a large carrier, 
which I have always supported, and 
when we look upon the globe, and see 
all the places where we must be, Diego 
Garcia, for example, and the Pacific 
area, we know we are going to have to 
have greater numbers of carriers, and 
we cannot have those numbers if carriers 
are going to cost $3.7 billion each. 

Aside from the cost, it is very clear 
to me just from a commonsense view
point that we need a better type of 
.smaller carrier that will save money 
plus have other advantages. 

So I commend the Senator again for 
his very fine, constructive work in this 
field over the last several years. I think 
he has made some headway. But the 
ca:-ds are set against this situation now 
in the Navy, and I must very respect
fully say to them that I believe they are 
making a mistake. 

But, at the same time I want to en-

courage them. They are capable people, 
and I want to encourage them to come 
forth with more information for the 
consideration of our committees and the 
Congress in this particular field. 

It is not new for me to be supporting 
the Navy. I do not say they are my fa
vorites, but I say their mission is cer
tainly up front and will continue to be 
for a good long time. 

I thank the Senator for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, if I may 
respond briefly, it is a tribute to both the 
tolerance and the open-mindedness of 
the Senator from Mississippi that he. as 
the former chairman of our committee, 
and a very distinguished member of it 
for so many years, has been tolerant with 
this Senator in listening to my argu
ments over the years on this issue, and 
has come to support these initiatives. 

As I say, I think that is a tribute to 
his willingness to listen and to appreci
ate changing circumstances. Obviously, 
the great respect in which he is held in 
this body underscores his support for a 
program of this sort. I want to thank him 
for that support. 

I also want to extend these remarks 
to the distinguished current chairman of 
the committee who has demonstrated 
the same qualities of willingness to lis
ten, to be open-minded, to approach 
these subjects with a clear view and a 
willingness to hear other arguments, to 
tolerate the view of those of us who are 
in the minority not just politically but 
also in terms of some of these issues. 

I want to thank him for his support 
in some of these initiatives we have in 
the bill this year. I want him to know 
that. 

I want the distinguished Senator from 
Maine <Mr. CoHEN), who chairs our sub
committee to know how much I appre
ciate his work and his willingness to 
hear these arguments and adopt some 
of these initiatives once again in this 
year's bill. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I want to thank the Sen

ator from Colorado for his generous re
marks, and also thank him for the great 
contribution he has made to the work 
of our committee and for his splendid 
cooperation. 

He is, I think, one of the greatest as
sets we have on the committee. He does 
a fine job, and whether I agree with him 
or disagree with him on various issues, 
he certainly has a very creative mind, 
one that I thtnk brings forth some very 
good ideas from time to time. I thank 
him for his generous remarks. 

POPE JOHN PAUL 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? Before I make the 
comments I want to on the Senator's 
statement, I have a sad statement that 
I should report to my colleagues, and 
that is that an attempt has been made 
on the Pope's life in Rome. We have 
no further news on that at this time. 

Mll.ITARY PROCUREMENT 

I would like to thank the Senator from 
Colorado for his long efforts in a par-



9584 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 13, 1981 

ticular field of the Navy and the general 
view of trying to get the Pentagon to 
start thinking in terms of this century. 

I think we need to start looking at the 
possibilities of the next conflict, not as 
we fought it in the last war or the war 
before that, but we have to realize that 
changes have been . made. We have to 
realize that there will be terrain we 
might have to fight on which is different, 
there are different oceans we might 
figh·t on, and I subscribe to many of the 
suggestions the Senator has made rela
tive to lighter carriers, V/STOL type 
aircraft to take off from smaller carriers. 

Mr. President, I do not subscribe to 
the idea that we can afford to pay $5 
to $8 billion for a large carrier. That is 
a·bout what I think it is going to come 
out_ to, not $3 billion ·but closer to $5 
billion or even $7 or $8 billion. 

Instead of renovating ancient battle
ships I would much rather spend that 
amount of money on building fast cruis
ers with heavy firepower, not conven
tional firepower necessarily but even nu
clear tactical-type · weapons. 

So I urge my friend from Colorado not 
to give up, not to feel the least bit dis
couraged because S'ome of us have been 
slow in realizing what he is saying to be 
the truth. I hope that in the committee 
deliberations in the coming years we will 
spend as much time helping the Pen
tagon work out the way they are going 
to handle themselves as we do on 
weapons. 

I just conclude by saying thank you to 
my friend from Colorado. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the Senator from Arizona for his 
kind and cordial remarks. I appreciate 
the Senator's remarks, particularly com
ing from someone with his distinguished 
background in military and national 
affairs. I thank him, I thank the Senator 
from Texas, and I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, we seem 
to be in a bit of hiatus here. I wish the 
respective cloakrooms would notify Sen
ators who have amendments to please 
come to the floor and offer those amend
ments. 

For my part, I am perfectly willing to 
go to third reading right now, but I will 
wait another 5 minutes or so before I 
suggest that. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE SHOOTING OF POPE JOHN 
PAUL n 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is my 
sad duty to advise the Senate that, based 
on press accounts which appear to be 
accurate, the Pope was shot in Rome, 
perhaps twice, at least once. He has been 
taken to a hospital in Rome where his 

condition is unknown. I am sure every 
Member of the Senate joins with me in 
expressing our outrage at this event and 
offering our prayers and hopes for the 
Pope's full recovery. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, while the 
work of the Senate goes on today, I am 
deeply saddened by the news of an at
tempt to take the life of Pope John Paul 
II. As we await news of the Pope's con
dition, these are particularly trying 
hours, not only for members of his 
church but for all of us as well. 

Pope John Paul II is far more than a 
spiritual leader for his church. He is a 
world statesman as well. He is a man of 
demonstrated compassion and a strong 
advocate of peace among all people. 

So I join in prayer and hope that his 
wounds are not serious and that recovery 
will be full and swift, so that he will be 
able to continue his role as a world 
leader. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, let me 
join with the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee in deploring the attempted 
assassination of Pope John Paul II. I 
am shocked and saddened at the news. It 
seems to me that this senseless act is 
yet another example, a symptom, if you 
will, of a strange malaise which seems 
to be gripping the world today. 

On March 30 the leader of one of the 
largest and most powerful countries in 
the world was struck down by a would-be 
assassin's bullet. Now the leader of one 
of the largest and most influential re
ligious groups in the world has been 
struck down by a would-be assassin's bul
let. Those most deplorable acts of ter
rorism are universally condemned by 
people of good will the world over re
gardless of their political or religious 
view. I hope and pray for John Paul's 
quick recovery. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, it was 
my deep personal privilege to meet this 
remarkable man, Pope John Paul II, at 
the White House during the administra
tion of President Carter, and to feel his 
presence. He was a person you did not 
know; you simply felt. He had that capa
bility of humane communication that is 
rare in this day and age. 

I express my deep prayer : God bless 
him and sustain him in this most criti
cal time. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, is there 

an order before the Senate to proceed 
to another matter at 12:30? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. 

Mr. BAKER. Is it the intention of the 
Chair, in response to that order, to lay 
before the Senate the resolution at this 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not 
the intent of the Chair. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee send the re
solution to the desk? 

MONETARY POLICIES OF THE FED
ERAL RESERVE BOARD---SENATE 
RESOLUTION 132 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk a resolution and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
solution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 132) concerning the 
monetary policies of the Federal Reserve 
Board. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. SASSER. I yield. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Is the res

olution which the distinguished Sena
tor from Tennessee has sent to the desk 
the same as the copy that has been 
distributed? 

Mr. SASSER. It is identical. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I desig

nate the distinguished Senator from 
Utah <Mr. GARN) to manage the time on 
my behalf in opposition to this resolution. 

Mr. PRESIDING OFFICER. <Mr. 
WEICKER) . The Senator from Tennessee 
is recognized. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SASSER. I yield. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Will the 

Chair state the time situation? As I 
understand it, the Senator from Virginia 
has 1 hour on this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Debate 
on this resolution will be limited to 2 
hours, with 1 hour under the control of 
the Senator from Virginia <Mr. HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR.) , one-half hour under the con
trol of the Senator from Tennessee 
<Mr. SASSER), and one-half hour under 
the control of the majority and minority 
leaders. In the case of the majority 
leader, that duty has been assumed by 
the Senator from Utah <Mr. GARN). 

Debate on any amendment, which 
must be germane, will be limited to 20 
minutes. Debate on any amendment in 
the second degree or on a point of order 
or appeal will be limited to 10 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SASSER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. I ask the Senator 

from Utah <Mr. GARN) whether I may 
have 5 minutes. I do not know when that 
agreement was made, but I requested it 
last night. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I under
stand that I have control of one-half 
hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah is correct. Under the 
order he has one-half hour under his 
contr~l. in the place of the majority 
.leader. 

Mr. GARN. I am happy to yield 10 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina. 
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Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I should 
like about 10 minutes. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I will be 
delighted to yield 10 minutes to the able 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. President, I offer this resolution 
today together with the following co
sponsors: Mr. PRYOR, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. EXON, Mr. FORD, Mr DE
CONCINI, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. MELCHER, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. HART, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BOREN, and Mr. Zo
RINSKY. 

The resolution makes a very simple 
statement. It urges the Federal Reserve 
Board, with the support of Congress, to 
restrain the current level of interest 
rates and seek a long-term policy of pro
viding lower interest rates that will in
sure our economic recovery. This is a 
goal which is sought by this administra
tion. 

Indeed, in their economic projections 
provided with their budget submissions, 
the administration expects that the in
terest rates on 90-day Treasury bills, 
which were averaging 11.5 percent in 
1980, will drop to 7 percent by 1984 and 
then decline to 5.6 percent in 1986. 

Curiously enough, Mr. President, when 
it became obvious that the first phase 
of the administration's economic recov
ery proposal would pass in the House of 
Representatives, interest rates went up 
instead of going down. 

However, the administration makes 
the projection that interest rates will go 
down because they believe that the 
litmus test of their economic recovery 
program will be its impact on interest 
rates and on the bond market. They ex
pect inflation to decline, and they expect 
interest rates to decline as well. How
ever, the fact is that interest rates today 
are at almost record highs. We have had 
extremely high and volatile interest rates 
ever since the Federal Reserve Board 
adopted their new monetary policies in 
October of 1979, and it is these high and 
volatile interest rate swings that can 
hurt an economic recovery in 1981, just 
as they precipitated an economic reces
sion in 1980. These high interest rates 
will just as surely stop the economic 
recovery hoped for by the Reagan 
administration. 

High interest rates, I say to my col
leagues, is not a Republican problem, 
and it is not a Democratic problem. High 
interest rates are a national problem. 

What have high interest rates done to 
this country since October 1979? They 
have decimated the housing industry. 
They have crippled the domestic auto
mobile industry at a time when it was 
struggling diligently to meet internation
al competition. They have created a ma
jor financial crisis in the bond market. 

They have virtually wiped out the abil
ity of American business to have sound, 
long-r~nge capital financing plans, just 
at a time when we are attempting to 
modernize the means of production in 
this country to make American industry 
more competitive not only on the do
mestic level but also on the international 
level. 

Consider, if you will, the following 
statistics: 

Mortgage rates on new homes aver
aged 9.3 percent in 1978. Now they aver
age 13 percent. We need to be building 
2,100,000 new housing units in this coun
try a year. We presently build 1,100,000, 
primarily because of the depression in 
the housing industry caused by high 
interest rates. 

The National Association of Home 
Builders estimates that as much as one
third of the homebuilding work force 
has left the field due to the housing 
depression caused by high interest rates. 

Automobile sales tell the same story. 
The sales in calendar year 1980 were 11-
percent lower than they were in calen
dar year 1979, and 1979 was a bad year 
for the automobile industry-a year in 
which Chrysler Corp. was saved from 
bankruptcy only by the action of the U.S. 
Government. All three major automobile 
companies are running record losses, and 
in 1980 1,600 automobile dealers went 
out of business all because of high 
interest rates. 

What does it look like in the realm of 
small business? In the world of small 
business the statistics are just as bleak. 
In February 1981 there were 4,037 busi
ness and farm bankruptcies on file with 
the administrative office of the U.S. 
courts, a full 82 percent above the year 
earlier. And Dun & Bradstreet reports 
that the business failure rate skyrocketed 
to 42.1 firms per 10,000 in 1980, up sub
stantially from 27.8t per 10,000 in 1979 
and 23.9 per 10,000 in 1978. 

So who is really hurt by high interest 
rates? It is homebuilders and home 
buyers. It is realtors . It is people who 
produce, sell, and buy automobiles. It is 
small business people all across this 
country. It is farmers when they have 
to borrow the money to try to put their 
crops in the ground. And ultimately, Mr. 
President, it is the consumer who foots 
the bill and ultimately the taxpayer foots 
a large portion of the bill .for high inter
est rates. 

Big business is not immune from suf
fering from high interest rates. The dis
tinguished economist, Henry Kaufman, 
in his recently celebrated speech before 
the National Press Club the other day 
noted that high interest rates have vir
tually put the long-term bond market 
out of existence. He noted that American 
corporations now earmark 45 percent o.f 
their pretax profits for interest rate ex
penses and this at a time when we are 
beginning shortly to deliberate a tax bill 
in this body which will have as one of 
its primary objectives encouraging busi
ness to reinvest their capital in mod
ernizing their means of production. He 
notes that the ratio of corporate long
term debt to corporate short-term debt 
is at the lowest rate ever in the last 
several years. 

We have this situation because the 
Federal Reserve Board has felt that it 
could control high inflation throu~h high 
interest rates, but this policy has simply 
not worked. 

We had testimony before the Budget 
Committee from none other than the 

distinguished former Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board, Dr. Arthur 
Burns, and Dr. Burns said that the re
cession of 1980 had virtually no impact 
on slowing the rate of inflation. Mr. 
President, the recession of 1980 had as its 
proximate cause the policies pursued by 
the Federal Reserve Board in pushing 
interest rates up to the highest levels 
since the Civil War. 

In October 1979 the inflation rate was 
running at 13.4 percent. It has gone up 
and down since then, and it is still at 
11.2 percent. 

In between we have seen the prime 
rate go over 20 percent twice and it is 
poised to go over that rate again shortly 
and I hear talk in this Chamber and in 
these corridors of interest rates going as 
high as 24 or 25 percent. 

We have had more volatile swings in 
the interest rates than ever before and 
even many "nonpolitical" economists 
are judging the current Federal Reserve 
policy of controlling monetary aggre
gates to be a mistake because of the im
pact it has had in swings in the interest 
rates since October 1979. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee has 10 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, may I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator from Tennessee yielding 5 min
utes to the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama? 

Mr. SASSER. I will yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama 
in 2 or 3 minutes. Is that satisfactory 
with him? 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is satisfactory. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair notifies the Senator from Tennes
see that someone, and the Chair believes 
the Senator from Tennessee had already 
yielded 10 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama. Is that correct? 

Mr. SASSER. The Chair is correct. I 
am seeking the acquiescence of the Sen
ator from Alabama in cutting his time 
down from 10 minutes to 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands and thanks the Sen
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. So what this amend
ment does is call on Congress, through 
its committees of jurisdiction, to study 
this interest rate situation and in con
sultation with the Federal Reserve Board 
seek to adopt monetary policies that will 
prevent further increases in the level of 
interest rates and consider the feasibil
ity of setting up a "dual prime rate" pol
icy that will help our financial system 
channel credit to those sectors that are 
so dependent on credit in our economy
the homebuilders and realtors, automo
bile producers and automobile dealers, 
and automobile consumers, farmers, and 
small businessmen-because they are 
the victims of high cost credit. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, we must 
follow sensible policies that will help 
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bring interest rates down, and in large 
measure, we have started to do that. We 
are restraining Federal spending. 

We are embarking on a course of large
scale regulatory reform, which I might 
say, Mr. President, was begun last year. 
And we are again committing ourselves 
to a policy of balancing the budget by 
1984. 

All these goals are good and will help 
us bring down interest rates, but we can
not and should not avoid this opportunity 
to make a clear statement that will put 
Congress foursquare against high inter
est rates and on a course that will permit 
us to work with the Federal Reserve 
Board in promoting policies that will ease 
the economic burdens caused by high in
terest rates. 

Mv resolution is good economic policy 
!or the country and fits in with the over
all economic program of this administra
tion which has consistently gone on rec
ord in favoring of a lowering of interest 
rates t·o help promote economic recovery. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Alabama and 
I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I support 
Senator SASSER's resolution because I 
think it is timely, it is needed, and it does 
not place blame or fault by saying that 
the Federal Reserve System has failed to 
do its duty or has done anything that is 
improper. 

This resolution calls for a study. It 
calls for the Committee on Banking in 
conjunction with the Joint Economic 
Committee to study the advisability of 
seeking institutional reforms in the 
structure and operation of the Federal 
Reserve System. Moreover, it calls for a 
study as to whether or not it would be 
feasible to implement a dual prime rate 
system, and whe·ther it would be advis
able to increase congressional supervi
sion of policie·s affecting the Nation's 
monetary system. 

If this were to be a resolution con
demning the Federal Reserve Systlem, I 
would not support it. 

But all this resolution does is to call 
for a study that I think is now timely and 
needed. I will not take the time to recite 
the multitudinous problems that home
builders, and the construction business 
generally face, or the problem of auto
mobile dealers, and our farmers every
where, but I do want to mention dire 
situations the savings and loan institu
tions are now faced with. 

Recently Alan Greenspan made a 
speech in which he staid· the U.S. Govern
ment may have to bail out the savings 
and l~an i~titutions of this country. 
Why, m this day and time, should yet 
another bedrock U.S. industry be in need 
of a Government bailout. 

I thi~k th_e answer lies in the wildly 
fluctuatmg mterest rates which have 
plagued us for the last 2 years. If we go 
back to 1979, toward the P.nd of the year 
1979, the prime interest rate was on the 
rise and approaching what was then 
record level. In 1980 in the spring the 
prime interest rate reached 20 percent 
and no one could believe it. Then within 
3 months the prime interest rate went 
down to 10% percent. Within 3 months 

after that the rate had soared back to 
22 Y2 percent. Since that time it dropped 
in 1981 to about 17 percent or somewhat 
lower, and it is now back to 19 Y2 percent. 
Roller coasters are fine for amusement 
parks, but I can assure you there is noth
ing amusing about watching the prime 
rate run such a course. 

The wide variance, the peak of 22 Y2, 
and the valley of 10%, when there were 
no corresponding peaks and valleys in 
relation to the inflation rate causes one 
to wonder what was going on in regard 
to our monetary policies. 

In my judgment, we need to look at the 
President's program, look at the future, 
look at the monetary policy. I think Sen
ator SASSER's approach of having a study 
by the Senate Banking Committee in 
conjunction with the Joint Economic 
Committee is valid. We are not con
demning, we are not stating any con
demnation, but we are sa.ying that the 
wide fluctuations in rates over such a 
short time, justify a study, and be
cause of that I support the sense-of-the
Senate resolution. 

I yield back my time to the dis tin
guished Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, may I 
inquire how much time we have remain
ing? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee has 12 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. To be 

precise, 12 minutes and 2 seconds. 
The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I yield my

self 5 minutes and then I would like to 
yield to the Senator from Virginia on his 
own time. 

To respond only briefly at this point, 
as chairman of the Banking Committee, 
I wish to advise my dist·nguished col
leagues that there is a study going on 
now. My first act as chairman of the 
Banking Committee was to conduct 2 
days of hearings in January, before I 
was officially the chairman, on the state 
of the economy and high interest rates. 
We had some very extensive hearings, 
the record of which may be interesting 
to all of our colleagues. 

I shortened a hearing today, the fourth 
of a series of seven hearings on the en
tire spectrum of financial issues, very 
detailed, compr.ehensive hearings, that 
are probably the most comprehensive in 
the 6 years I have been on the committee. 

The testimony has been comprehen
sive from the highest levels of the Fed, 
to the administration, to private wit
nesses. So I would say that the intent of 
this resolution to create a study is un
necessary. The Banking Committee, all 
of our members on both sides of the 
aisle, is certainly not blind to the prob
lem of high interest rates, and the proc
ess is ongo!ng. I do not believe we need 
a formal resolution at this time, and I 
would invite any of my colleagues who 
would like to, to attend those hearings. 
There are still 3 days more, and I 
would invite them to read the hearing 
record on this problem. 

At this point I reserve the remainder 
of my time for specific comments in op-

position to this resolution, but I did want 
t.o make my colleagues aware of what the 
Banking Committee has been doing since 
January on the problem of high interest 
rates. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? Is there 
objection on the part of the chairman 
of the Banking Committee for the par
ticipation by the Joint E-conomic Com
mittee? This is in effect what the reso
lution does. 

Mr. GARN. Well, the Joint Economic 
Committee is certainly entitled to hold 
any hearing they want to. There have, 
in the past, been joint hearings held, but 
the hearings are proceeding at this time, 
as I say, in a very detailed and compre
hensive manner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

I must say at the outset I feel that 
this is a very unwise and unsound piece 
of legislation. Everyone, I suppose, agrees 
that interest rates, the very high inter
est rates to Which our country is sub
jected now, are having a very bad effect 
on the economy of our Nation. I do not 
know of anyone who takes a view differ
ent from that. 

I agree with the first part of this res
olution which states that high interest 
rates, sustained as ·they have been since 
October 1979, are having a disastrous 
impact on the investment which is 
needed for future noninflationary 
growth. Most certainly, that is correct. 

I read again from the resolution: 
High interest rates have a disproportion

ate and unfair impact on the housing and 
construction industry, the auto industry, 
farmers, home financing institutions, realtors 
and small business generally. High interest 
rates have ended the American dream of 
home ownership for all but a tiny percentage 
of the American people. 

All of that is correct. The Senator 
from Virginia has been saying that, 
making that assertion, for several years 
now-even before the rates became as 
hig'h as they are now. 

The problem with this resolution 
comes when you get beyond the first part 
of it. This resolution directs .the Com
mittee on Banking and the Joint Eco
nomic Committee to study the advisa
bility of seeking institutional reforms in 
the structure and operation of the Fed
eral Reserve System. 

It further calls for an investigation 
as to the feasibility of implementing a 
dual prime rate. 

It further mandates a study of the 
advisability of increased congressional 
supervision of policies affecting the Na
tion·s monetary system. 

Mr. President, this is a very far-reach
ing resolution; it could further destaba
lize the financial markets. The problem 
is not with the Federal Reserve System. 
The problem is with the Congress of the 
United States. 

These high interest rates which the 
American people are experiencing today 
result from the irresponsi·ble policies, 
the irresponsible acts, of the Congress 
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of the United States over a period of 
some 15 years. 

Until recently, virtually every State in 
the Union had a usury law. It prevented 
the loaning of money above a certain 
rate of interest. And then we come to 
1974 and 1975 and more recently in 1977, 
1978, 1979, and 1980, and money could 
not be loaned at those rates. No one 
would loan money. Transactions came to 
a halt. 

I think, because it tends to involve the 
Congress in the independent operation 
of a very delicate agency, the Federal 
Reserve Board. I think this resolution 
will do more harm than good. This will 
say to those who have funds to invest, 
that we must be very careful how we act 
now because the Congress is beginning to 
involve itself into the policies of the 
Federal Reserve Board. 

There is no way the Congress can 
legislate a reduction in interest rates. 
I now pause for a moment. There are 100 
Members of the Senate. If anyone dis
agrees with that assertion I will yield 
time for that individual to make his 
case. 

I say again there .is .no way that Con
gress can legislate a reduction in interest 
rates. Interest rates have reached their 
aHtime hi:'gh, or nearly alltime high, 
because of the accumulated and acceler-
ated deficits of the Federal Government. 

Through the years, many of my col
leagues have told me privately and have 
stated on the floor, "Do not worry so 
much about deficit spending. All one 
needs to do is to add it to the debt; no 
one is going to pay the national debt 
anyway, so why worry about it?" Well, 
the fact is that in the budget which is 
being considered right now, there is $100 
billion just to pay the interest on the 
national debt. 

As a result of that, in just the last few 
years, 42 States have had to either take 
off the ceiling or vastly increase the ceil
ing on which money could be loaned. The 
reason they had to do that was that with
out doing that-and Maryland faced this 
right at our back door, faced this not 
long ago-money was just not available 
to be loaned. No one could borrow money. 
You could not operate. 

This resolution mandates a study the 
advisability of seeking institutional re
forms in the structure and operation of 
the Federal Reserve System. It wants to 
consider the possibility of a dual prime 
rate. It wants to consider the advisa
bility of increased congressional super
vision of policies affecting the Nation's 
monetary system. 

What the Congress needs to do is to 
spend its time, its talent, and its efforts 
in the field in which it is directly in
volved. That is fiscal policy. 

In addition, this Government must go 
into the money markets to get the funds 
from the investors to finance the na
tional debt which now exceeds $900 
billion. 

So it is the Congress itself which has 
created and brought about these exorbi
tant interest rates. 

And I submit-and I believe this very 
~trongly-that we are not going to get 
mterest rates down until we get Govern
ment spending under control and until 
we convince the American people that we 
are getting inflation under control. It is 
the expectation of more inflation which 
is forcing up interest rates. 

The Federal Reserve Board-and I am 
not an apologist for the Federal Reserve 
Board-but the Federal Reserve Board 
has been fighting the battle of inflation 
up to this point at leas·t, single-handedly: 

The Federal Reserve Board is in a very 
awkward dilemma. If it permits the 
printing of more money to finance the 
huge deficits approved by the Congress 
that adds to the fires of inflation. If it 
holds d~wn the expansion of the money 
supply, It tends to increase the interest 
rate. In any case, it gets back to the Con
gress itself. 

Now we are in a bad fix in this country 
economically, in my judgment. We are in 
a ba~ fix, the Government is, financially. 
But If we let 535 Members of the Con
gress of the United States become in
vo.lved in th~ operations and the deliber
atiOns and m the formulation of policy 
by the. Feder.al Reserve Board, then if 
you thmk this country is in bad shape 
today you just wait and see what hap
pens at that point. 
. The way to bring interest rates down 
Is t? follow the recommendations of 
Pres1ct_ent Ronald Reagan in h:s efforts to 
restram spen<ling. There is no way this 
Congr~ss can go out and direct a bank in 
a particular part of the country any
where to loan money. They cannot dic
tate what rates money might be loaned 
at. 

The co:r:gress could put a ceiling, I sup
pose, on mterest rates. But let me give 
you some examples of that. 

So there is no way-and I submit again 
if anyone in the Senate who knows a way 
that Congress can legislate a reduct:on 
in interest rates, I hope he will so inform 
us. If the Congress would do its job on 

fiscal policy, then we would not be faced 
with the problem the Nation is faced 
with today. 

It gets back to the fiscal problems of 
the Federal Government. The Govern
ment is spending more than it takes in 
over a long period of time. I am strongly opposed to this resolu

tion. I think it goes in totally the wrong 
direction. It is a very undesirable piece 
of legislation. 

It gets back to the fact that the Ameri
can people are not yet convinced that the 
Government will control in:tlation. The 
Federal Government itself-the best risk, 
I suppose, that a person could take with 
their money is to loan it to the Federal 
Government-the Federal Government 
itself is paying 16 percent for money. 
The prime rate is 19.5 percent. All of 
that is dreadfully high. 

And it gets back, as I say again, to the 
irresponsibility of the Congress of the 
United States over a period of 15 or more 
years. The people recognize that. The 
people recognized that last November. 
They recognized the irresponsibility of 
the Carter administration when they 
threw out the Carter administration and 
brought in Ronald Reagan. I applaud 
them for it. 

The Carter administration piled up 
greater deficits than during any 4 years 
in our history. 

Early last year when interest rates 
were around 15 percent, I believe it was, 
about 20 of those who sit on the Demo
cratic side were requested to meet in 
room 206. And present were seven mem
bers of the Carter administration, the 
top officials, including the Secretary of 
the Treasury, the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget, and others; 
seven top officials. And they were con
cerned about that 15-percent interest 
rate. 

I expressed the view then that unless 
the Congress drastically changed its 
spending policies, interest rates, in my 
judgment, would go to 20 percent. And 
interest rates did go to 20 percent some
where around April or May of last year. 

But as a result of that meeting an 
effort then was made to restrain spend
ing, realizing that only by doing that 
could interest rates be restrained. Un
fortunately, after a few months, that re
solve to curtail spending was soon either 
forgotten or overlooked or something 
happened. Spending as the deficit 
soared-and so did the interest rate. 

This resolution is an undesirable one, 

None of us know, of course, whether 
President Reagan's spending restraint 
program will succceed. Only a few steps 
have_ been taken. Up to this point, the 
President has won victories on the budget 
resolutions, but he has a long way to go 
before he wins the fight to restrain 
spending. 

As I see it, the key to our problem, the 
~ajor problem facing the Nation today, 
Is the unrestrained Federal spending. 
That, in turn, has led to these huge in
creases in the interest rate. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I yield 10 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ToWER) . The Senator from South 
Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin
guished chairman of our Banking com
mittee. 

Mr. President, let me bring this debate 
into sharp focus. The distinguished Sen
ator from Virginia and I agree most of 
the time. He asks whether or not Presi
dent Reagan's program can work. We 
hope that the Reagan-Kemp-Roth 
across-the-board tax cut with a substan
tial loss of revenues does not work, be
cause that is really what is bringing 
·about the inflation and the high interest 
rates. It has not been the Congress for 
the past 15 years. 

Everybody likes to talk about the last 
15 years. Let us talk about now. Presi
dent Reagan came, President Reagan 
_saw, and he conquered. He got his spend
mg cuts. He has been cutting regula
tions. Increases in defense are provided 
for. Those interest rates were coming 
down. 

But what caused rates to rise in the 
last 2 weeks is the success of the Presi
dent. On this score, Mr. President, this 
amendment shows a complete misun
derstanding of the workings of the Fed-
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eral Reserve, financial markets, and the 
reasons why we have high interest rates. 

It is the Federal Reserve's announced 
policy of trying to keep the growth of 
the money supply to less than 7.5 per
cent. When you have deficit spending, 
and admittedly you are going to have a 
high deficit, the Government, as the 
Senators have pointed out, must go into 
the capital market to borrow the monev. 
The Government now spends nearly 
$100 billion of a $700 billion budget on 
interest, and could easily spend a lot 
more if deficit spending is not removed. 
Such borrowing will crowd other bor
rowers out of the market. 

The Federal Reserve can monetize 
part of the debt. It can buy some of that 
debt, but this increases the money sup
ply, and you have added to inflation and 
reduced the value of the dollar, that is 
the very same dollar you or I have in the 
savings account, and on the other hand 
the Federal Reserve could hold tight to 
that goal of 7.5-percent growth in the 
money supply. I can tell you right here 
and now that interest rates must go up 
significantly to make it attractive enough 
for the public to come1n and buy that ex
tra Government debt after the adminis
tration of Congress grants that large 
Roth-Kemp tax cut. 

Either the Fed will monetize the debt 
and inflate the currency, or the Federal 
Reserve will try not to inflate the cur
rency. That latter course will require a 
high enough interest rate to attract peo
ple to come in and buy that debt. 

That :s the way it works. 
But the beginning of that inflation and 

that high interest rate is in the resolution 
adopted yesterday evening. That is why 
I resisted this amendment being put on 
the very end of the resolution. The real 
kicker is after you have already created 
the extra debt by the choice of fiscal 
policy, after you have unbalanced the 
budget, after you have at least a $50 bil
lion deficit in 1984, we engage in this 
political rhetoric saying, "The Congress 
should implement a fiscal policy which 
will permit a balanced budget as soon as 
possible but in no case later than 1984." 

That is what they were doing in pass
ing tl;lat resolution by an overwhelming 
majority on last evening. 

We now have a high rate of inflation 
and could add to that by throwing fire 
on it with a higher deficit for next year. 
We do not head it in the right direction 
to bring down the deficit. The Congres
sional Budget Office has projected not 
the $50 billion deficit that the resolution 
states, but a $70 billion deficit for next 
year. That is a higher deficit in fiscal 
year 1982 under President Reagan's pol
icy as adopted yesterday evening in Sen
ate Concurrent Resolution No. 19 than 
for fiscal 1981. It will be higher than 
President Carter's. This amendment is 
just like taking a raging fire and throw
ing gasoline on the fire and then saying, 
''By the way, let us investigate the fire 
department." 

The Federal Reserve has been, as the 
Senator from Virginia said, the only act 
in town trying to keep the fires out, try
ing to moderate the growth in the money 
supply. It certainly was not fiscal policy. 
Fiscal policy set us in the other direction. 

I agree that that was the message on 
November of last year, to balance the 
budget and not to cause more inflation 
and higher interest rates. That is why 
I did not vote for the resolution. 

I certainly do not want this copout to 
blame higher interest rates on the Fed
eral Reserve. This is what you might call 
the Volcker ouster resolution. We are 
going to get rid of the head of the Fed
eral Reserve. Everybody says the admin
istration's program will not reduce infla
tion and give balanced budgets. It will 
not work. But when the Congress votes 
for it and it does not work, then it is 
the Federal Reserve that is not cooper
ating with the President, not working 
with the Government. This is something 
more than laying the groundwork to 
blame Volcker and the Federal Reserve. 
That is exactly what it is. 

Thi3 amendment shows no under
standing whatever for the working of 
the Federal Reserve, nor an appreciation 
for their attempts to restrict the growth 
of money and arrest inflation in this 
country. 

I cosponsored with Senator DoMENICI 
$3 billion more in spending cuts than 
recommended by President Reagan. But 
spending cuts alone of only $36.9 billion 
will not yield a balanced budget if you 
are going to increase defense spending 
by nearly an equal amount for next year 
and reduce revenues wWh an across-the
board tax cut of some $54 billion. 

This is a demand-side tax cut. I hope 
private citizens will ouy some of the ad
ditional Federal debt, rather than buy
ing a new car, a refrigerator, or other 
consumer goods. However, the only thing 
that would attract the public into buy
ing some of the debt we are creating is 
a higher interest rate. 

The Federal Reserve either has to 
monetize the debt and then inflate the 
currency, or they have to slow the growth 
in the money supply and let the interest 
rates go up so the public will come in and 
buy the debt that you and I created last 
evening with that fiscal policy. 

This amendment wants to engage the 
Congress even more into private credit 
markets by advocating a two-tiered or 
dual prime rate. Rather than the free 
market determining the flow of capital, 
we are going to politically determine in 
Washington what you can get credit for 
and what you cannot get credit for. That 
is pure political financial monkeyshines. 
There is no better description for it. 

Mr. President, I hope we defeat this 
resolution and get back to the funda
mentals, that is, the fiscal policy as 
enunciated in the resolution of last eve
ning. 

That resolution made good provision 
for defense. It also included other spend
ing cuts. But it also included a revenue 
cut of some $54 billion. And ask, where 
did the deficit come from? Those deficits 
will cause increased Federal borrowing 
and higher interest rates. 

Do not vote for that resolution of last 
evening and then blame the Federal 
Reserve in the resolution here today. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Utah. 

(Mr. ABDNOR assumed the chair.) 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I want to 

make one thing crystal clear today. This 
resolution does not legislate the rate of 
interest, nor does it direct the Federal 
Reserve Board to set a particular rate 
of interest. This resolution simply states 
that the current interest rate seriously 
threatens to damage certain sectors of 
the American economy. It directs certain 
committees of Congress to undertake 
certain studies in an effort to make rec
ommendations back to Congress. 

I know the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia has long been concerned about 
deficit spending and he has been on this 
floor time after time to call his col
leagues' attention to the problems of 
deficit spending. But I respectfully sug
gest to my colleague from Virginia and 
also to my colleague from South Carolina 
th3.t there are other factors working than 
Federal deficits that raise interest rates. 

Now, Mr. President, the highest deficit 
this Government has run in peacetime 
was $66 billion in 1975 under the admin
istration of President Gerald Ford. I do 
not recall interest rates in 1975 getting 
up in the range of 19.5, 20, and 21 per
cent, as we have seen over the past few 
months. So there are other factors 
operating. 

The most significant factor, or cer
tainly one of the most significant factors, 
in Federal deficits has to do with unem
ployment and a sluggish economy. In 
1975, when we ran the largest deficit 
under the Ford administration that we 
have ever run in peacetime, we had a 
major recession. And, last year, when we 
ran a heavy deficit, it was not that the 
Senate Budget Committee and Congress 
did not try to do their duty. The ranking 
member of the Senate Committee on the 
Budget stated, as he voted with many of 
us to cut down on spending, that cutting 
out some of these programs is almost 
like killing your own children. I remem
ber distinctly his saying that. 

No less an expert than Mr. David 
Stockman, Mr. President, has appeared 
before the Senate Committee on the 
Budget and stated that the problem with 
the Federal deficit this year and last year 
was that the economy collapsed out from 
under it. \Vhen the economy collapses 
out from under the Federal budget, then 
you have horrendous deficits. 

The deficits, in my judgment, Mr. 
President, are caused by a number of 
factors. Government spending is one of 
them, but one of the most significant 
factors is a sour economy, people out of 
work, not paying taxes, and sluggish 
business activity. All this leads to in
creased Federal borrowing as the Federal 
Government tries to meet its various re
sponsibilities. 

How much time do I have remaining, . 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee has 8 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. SASSER. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. President, for nearly 2 years, in
terest rates have been over 12 percent. 
The interest rate roller coaster has gone 
from 12.9 percent to over 20 percent, 
stopping several times in between. The 
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prime rate, the interest charged the 
banks' best customers, has changed 47 
times in less than 20 months. 

High interest rates affect all of us. 
They increase the cost of producing es
sentials like food and clothing. They add 
hundreds of dollars to montt.Jy mort
gage payments. And, they increase the 
costs of keeping your local supermarket 
shelves stocked. 

Nowhere has this surge in interest 
rates had a more dramatic affect than in 
the housing and construction industries. 
Residential and commercial building has 
dropped off so much that bankruptcy is 
becoming a real threat and often a real
ity. 

Part of the blame for this devastating 
problem can be laid at the doorstep of 
the Federal Reserve System. It began 
driving interest rates up in 1979 in an 
effort to ~urb inflation. But, in fact, the 
higher rates did not put a lid on rising 
prices. Instead, they have stifled eco
nomic growth and productivity. 

About 1 year ago, several other Mem
bers of the Senate and I sat in a meet
ing with Mr. Volcker. We asked him 
what the Fed is doing to bring interest 
rates down. We all understand that the 
Fed is not the only cause of high inter
est rates; there are all kinds of reasons. 
But certainly, the Fed plays a very large 
role. 

During this meeting, I explained to Mr. 
Volcker that I had been talking to a lot 
of farmers, rancp.ers, small businessmen, 
wage earners, people in the forestry in
dustry, and auto dealers in Montana
about the degree to which high interest 
rates are causing even greater problems 
for them. I asked Mr. Volcker if he really 
understood that. 

I pointed out that he, as other mem
bers of the Fed, tend to travel in circles 
where they rub shoulders wlth bankers 
and people in the financial community 
who may have an overall view of the 
economy but who may not actually un
derstand, the actual practical effects that 
high interest rates have on individual 
people. 

The answer I got from Mr. Volcker was 
completely inadequate. It was a nonan
swer. I am forced to go so far as to say 
I do not think he fully understood the 
degree to which high interest rates are 
actually hurting a lot of Americans in 
our country. 

Mr. President, Senate Resolution 132 
calls on the Federal Reserve to bend in 
its high interest rate policy. It also calls 
for a study of restructuring the Federal 
Reserve Board to include members from 
a broader range of society. Dual prime 
rates are also to be studied. 

But I believe the most important thing 
this resolution does is show to the Fed
eral Reserve Board that the Congress is 
deeply concerned about its policies. It 
also shows the American people that 
Congress is not ignoring the situation 
and is anxious to bring about more real
istic interest rate policies, and a balanced 
budget. 

We ~re not alone in this desire. The 
admimstration has frequently indicat
ed publicly and privately that it is very 
concerned about monetary policies pur
sued by the Federal Reserve Board. If 

those policies do not work in harmony 
with overall economic policy, there is 
mutual self-destruction. The economic 
policy will fail and the monetary policy 
will fail. 

our country is in a productivity slump 
for right now. Soaring interest rates and 
soaring inflation rates are destroying 
our economic well being. The Federal 
Reserve Board must become more re
sponsive to the needs of the country and 
interest rates must be responsive to the 
needs of the people, as well as to the 
needs of bankers. 

Mr. President, I urge passage of this 
resolution since it sends the clear mes
sage that the Senate is concerned. It 
wants realistic interest rate policies. 
That is critically important. 

The Senator from South Carolina, the 
ranking member of the Budget Com
mit tee, said: 

Now, don't go blame the Fed for high in
terest policies; we in Congress should blame 
ourselves because the Congress seems to be 
enacting inflationary Kemp-Roth and so 
forth. 

The practical matter is that, to some 
degree, the Senator from South Carolina 
is correct in that he said the Fed is the 
only g·ame in town; that is, the Fed is 
trying to control inflation. It has some 
success in doing so because it can have a 
very direct effect on interest rates. 

My problem, Mr. President, is that 
that is just the problem; that is, that 
they are basically the only game in 
town; they are the only agency that is 
trying to lower rates of infl·ation. I think 
that, therefore, they have to be more 
sensitive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 3 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Senator yield 
me 30 additional seconds? 

Mr. SASSER. How much time do I 
have remaining, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes. 

Mr. SASSER. I yield 30 seconds, then 
I shall yield to the Senator from Okla
homa for 2 minutes and then the Sena
tor from Nebraska for 2 minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, essentially because the 

Fed is the only effective tool we have now 
in trying to lower inflation-that is, by 
raising discount rates and reserve re
quirements-! think it is incumbent 
upon us in Congress to, at the very least, 
send a signal to the Fed that they have 
to be cognizant of how their policies af
fect average Americans. Also, that would 
force us in Congress to take direct action 
to help bring down inflation-that is 
with a kind of tax policy that mak~ 
sense, a noninflationary tax cut as well 
as all the other matters before the Fed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I support 
this resolution. I am in agreement with 
much of what has already been said. 

I understand what the Senator from 
Virginia said and what the Senator from 
South Carolina said. I have great respect 
for what they said, and I have great re
spect for the distinguished chairman, 
the Senator from Utah. 

I know that the only long-term solu-

tion to the high interest rates is to bring 
Federal spending under control, to re
duce the size of the deficit, to balance 
the budget, to get the Federal Govern
ment out of the credit markets. I could 
not agree more. That is the one and only 
long-term solution to the problem. 

We also have to look at the short 
range, and I believe we need to send a 
message to the Federal Reserve that they 
must be cognizant in the short range, 
in the immediate future, of the possible 
devastating effect of high interest poli
cies on certain critical areas of the econ
omy. 

In all sincerity, I urge the administra
tion to consider the adoption of some 
kind of emergency, short-term program 
to combat high interest rates. I strongly 
support what this administration is try
ing to do. The President is absolutely 
right in trying to cut spending, and I 
voted for those spending cuts. He is right 
in trying to reduce the deficit, to shift 
the funds to the private sector. 

The long-range cure is absolutely 
right, it is the one we need; but some
thing should be done in the short run, 
in the next few months, before the long
range cure has time to take effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Oklahoma has 
expired. 

The Senator from Nebraska is recog
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. President, I support the sense-of
the-Senate resolution that has been of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee. 

I dare say that I probably have had 
more experience with balanced budgets 
than any other Member of this body. In 
the State of Nebraska, where I served 8 
years as Governor, we had a record 8 
years of balanced budgets, and I would 
be the first to say that a helpful part of 
that was the fact that it was required by 
the constitution. But we got the job done. 

I believe some people are trying to get 
something out of this sense-of-the-Sen
ate resolution that simply is not there, if 
they will read it. All it says is that ap
propriate bodies of the Senate should 
study what the Federal Reserve Board is 
or is not doing. 

I listened to the comments of my friend 
and colleague, the Senator from south 
Carolina, the ranking minority member 
of the Budget Committee. I come with 
clean hands, Mr. President. The Senator 
from South Carolina made quite a bit of 
the fact that anyone who supports this 
resolution and voted last night for the 
first concurrent budget resolution did not 
come with clean hands. I voted against 
that resolution because I sincerely be
lieve that the Kemp-Roth tax policies 
incorporated therein are inflationary and 
are going to drive up interest rates, or 
certainly not bring them down 
significantly. 

All we are trying to do here is to say 
that perhaps the people of this country 
are right when they think that the Feds 
are contributing to the high interest 
rates. I do not blame them entirely. 

I point out that there is a widely held 
belief inside the Fed itself that the Fed 
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overreacted last year when they raised 
the discount rate more than was 
necessary. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GARN. I yield myself such time as 
is necessary. 

Mr. President, I recognize that this 
resolution only calls for a study, but there 
are some very distinct directions that the 
resolution suggests we study. 

I want to repeat what I said earlier as 
chairman of the Banking Committee. 

I note that no Members who have 
spoken on this resolution or are cospon
sors of it are members of the Banking 
Committee. It is almost an indication 
that this is not being studied. 

I assure my colleagues, as chairman 
of the Banking Committee, that I agree 
with the first two sections in the resolv
ing section. We understand the problem. 
The Banking Committee has to under
stand it more than anybody else. 

I became chairman of the Banking 
Committee the day the prime rate was 
21.5 percent, and 3 days later people were 
calling on me : "Why hasn't it gone down 
yet? You have been chairman for 3 days." 

So I hear about it day after day after 
day. 

My first act as chairman of the com
mittee was to hold oversight hearings on 
this problem with the Fed. 

The resolution is unnecessary and pre
empts responsibilities clearly allocated 
to the Banking Committee. Besides all 
those hearings and dozens of meetings 
with all sorts of groups and high admin
istration omcials and Fed omcials-and 
we just completed and in fact shortened 
a bit, to come to the floor, the 4th day of 
hearings on the industry-we have had 
the vice chairman of the Fed testify. We 
had the chairman of the SEC. We had 
people from the thrift industry and the 
housing industry. 

Nobody in this body could be more 
painfully aware of the problems high in
terest rates are causing than the chair
man of the Banking Committee. I agree 
with the Senators on that. It is the di
rection of the resolution and its solu
tions with which I disagree. 

I can shorten my speech by saying 
''Amen" to the Senator from Virginia 
and the Senator from South Carolina. 
It does not matter who the Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board is. We 
could resurrect Marriner Eccles, from 
my State, who was the distinguished 
Chairman under Franklin Roosevelt, 
and make him Chairman of the Fed to
day, or bring back Arthur Burns or keep 
Paul Volcker. It simply does not matter 
who is Chairman or who the other Board 
members are, so long as this irrespon
sible body, Congress, is spending $50 
or $60 billion more than taxes bring 
in. The Federal Reserve must monetize 
the debt. While that is not the only rea
son interest rates are high; it is a pri
mary reason. The Federal Reserve has 
to monetize that debt. 

I recognize, as I go around the coun
try giving speeches, that the most popu
lar thing for politicians to do, particu
larly in Congress, is to find a scape
goat-e-nd have we found one! It is the 
Federal Reserve Board. 

Let us cover up the $985 billion debt. 
Let us cover up the $60 billion deficit 
this year. Let us cover up the 22 percent 
of GNP we are taking off the backs of 
the American people. Let us cover up all 
our irresponsible spending policies 
through several administrations and 
several Congresses and try to indicate 
that inflation and high interest rates are 
the fault of the Federal Reserve. 

I want to be fair. I am sure it is not 
the intention of the sponsors of this res
olution today to put the entire blame on 
the Fed. But it is the general feeling 
around the country that it is the Fed's 
fault and that all we have to do is to 
pass a law. 

I came to the Banking Committee in 
1975 as a freshman Senator. One of the 
first issues we talked about was a bill 
that would require the Fed to set certain 
monetary targets. Arthur Burns sat 
there and chewed on his pipe and said 
to the chairman, "You know better than 
that, Senator." 

The committee wanted to set mone
tary targets of 13 or 14 percent. Arthur 
Burns wanted 5 to 7 percent. 

If we had allowed Congress to pass a 
bill to dictate those money supply growth 
rates, we would think infiation today was 
moderate compared to what it would 
have been. 

With respect to two points the Senator 
from Virginia and the Senator from 
South Carolina made: When I was Mayor 
of Salt Lake City and needed a new fire 
chief, I did not go to the prison and hire 
an arsonist to be head of the fire depart
ment. 

In this situation, we have been too fis
cally irresponsible to even suggest that 
more supervision of the Fed by Con
gress will solve the problem. I suggest 
that that would only make it worse. I 
can imagine, the way we have been run
ning the fiscal policy of this country, 
how we could foul up the monetary pol
icy. 

You cannot separate monetary and fis
cal policy. They do go together. 

There is no mention in this resolution 
of the primary reason why interest rates 
are high. If we look at 1960, we see that 
the inflation rate was 1.4 percent and 
the prime was 5.16 percent. 

In 1979 we had a 13.3-percent infla
tion rate and a 13-percent prime rate. 

Look at the money supply. In 1960 
there was 0.5-percent increase, and in 
1979 there was a 7.6-percent increase. 

To try and relate this primarily to the 
Fed, and again not accusing my col
leagues here, but the general approach 
of blaming the Fed is simply wrong. I 
sat there on the Banking Committee for 
6 years listening to the best economists 
in the world-liberals, Republicans, con
servatives, Democrats. You know what 
was consistent about most of the econo
mists is that they were consistently wrong 
with their econometric models and 
guesses and their compu'ters. Most any
one's guess is about as good as theirs, as 
I have listened to them over the years. 

So it is wrong to try and indicate that 
we can direct the Fed no matter how 
much I may disagree with the Fed, and 
I am hardly a great advocate of a lot of 
their policies. In fact, in committee I 

have been very critical this year of some 
of the management of the money supply 
and the borrowed and nonborrowed re
serves and the discount window. 

The point I wish to make most strong
ly is I will be darned-no matter how 
much I may disagree with the day-to
day policies-if I want to take away 
their independence and make monetary 
policy a political decision of this body or 
of the President, as would be done by 
those who would like to make the term 
of the Chairman of the Fed concurrent 
with that of a President. 

We think we have problems with the 
Fed now. Let us just politicize it. Let us 
just put in more supervision by this body 
or this administration or any adminis
tration and then, boy, we will want to 
sGpa.rate it aga,in and g1ive them their 
independence back. 

I cannot tell the Senate how much I 
sympathize with my colleague present
ing this resolution as far as the nature 
of the problem. But more supervision is 
not the way to go. It simply seems to me 
that would only compound the problem 
tremendously. 

Let me make one additional comment 
on the suggestion that we look at a dual 
prime to channel credit to sec·tors of the 
economy that have suffered chronic 
credit shortages as a result of the Fed's 
current monetary policies. 

We need less, not more, governmental 
intervention in the credit markets. Allo
cation of credit, as allocation of any 
funglble commodity is completely un
satisfactory when compared to allowing 
the marketplace to make these decisions. 
Why can we not finally realize in this 
body that we in Washington simply are 
not smart enough to make these kinds 
of decisions. How can we advocate posi
tions which will either force savers to 
accept submarket returns or force hard 
pressed financial institutions to lend at 
artificially low rates? No. The answer is 
to correct the illness, not treat the 
symptom. 

We must put a stop to inflation, and 
reduce the size of Government. We must 
move toward balanced budgets. When 
these actions are taken, interest rates 
will move down to levels which can more 
easily be afforded by the various sectors 
of the economy. 

Credit allocation has never worked, 
and it will not work now. 

The resolution advocates increased 
supervision by Congress of policies af
fecting the Nation's monetary system. 

The Banking Committee, acting under 
the Humphrey-Hawkins Act has ade
quate supervisory authority. There is no 
need for more. The problems seem to be 
in the implementation of agreed upon 
policies. Improvements are necessary, 
but additional supervision will not bring 
them about. 

The resolution calls on Congress to 
implement a fiscal policy which will per
mit a balanced budget as soon as possi
ble but in no case later than 1984, and 
thereby permit the Board of Governors 
of the Fed to adopt policies to reduce 
the current unacceptably high level of 
interest rates. 

The budget resolution does precisely 
this. The Fed's response should be, and 



May 13, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9591 

perhaps will be, to restrain the growth 
of money and credit. 

The inflation of today is the root cause 
of high interest rates. This is essentially 
a result of too fast growth of the money 
stock in the past. The expectations of 
future inflation have been built into to
day's interest rates and that is why they 
are so high, not because of the restraint 
of the Fed. 

The appropriate monetar~ policy is to 
continue to restrain the monetary 
growth in order to reduce inflationary 
pressures in the economy. When infla
tion recedes, interest rates will fall. 

This resolution is unnecessary and 
preempts responsibilities already clearly 
allocated to the Banking Committee. 

I submit to the Senate that if we were 
doing our job, balancing the budget and 
reducing taxes, everyone would say, ''Is 
the Fed not doing a marvelous job of 
controlling the money supply? Why, it is 
stable and it is consistent." 

The members of the Board of Gover
nors cannot do it all by themselves. We 
simply must cooperate with them and 
give monetary and fiscal policy an op
portunity to work together. 

Until we do that we are going to con
tinue to see high interest rates. We have 
a perfect example of Government inter
ference and the repercus.sions it causes 
right now in the discussion over money 
market funds. We have one segment of 
the economy, that of depository institu
tions-the banks, the credit unions, and 
the thrift institutions-that by law we 
say cannot pay more than 5.5-percent 
interest, and money market funds out 
there are paying anything the market 
will bring. Fine. I understand the differ
ence between 5 and 15 percent. Even a 
Senator is smart enough to understand 
the difference between 5 and 15 percent. 

If it is a fair competitive marketplace, 
that is fine, but when we have Govern
ment creating the disparity, and this is 
an example of getting involved in the 
credit market, of all these years telling 
the depository institutions that they can 
only pay so much and then outside of 
that regulatory framework we have Mer
rill Lynch and the securities dealers pay
ing anything that the market will bear. 

So a suggestion that we get more in
volved in more supervision I think flies in 
the face of all the evidence of the 
troubles of the economy right now. 

We should have less regulations. We 
should move to take those ceilings off 
and let the financial institutions compete 
fairly without Government interference. 

So I hope the Senate will defeat this 
resolution and recognize that we need to 
clean up our own act first right here in 
our own body before we push the blame 
to someone else. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

First, I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, having been on the ballot success
fully 10 times, I have at least had the 
opportunity to sort of figure out what is 
not too popular, and I wish to say, frank-

ly, that it is neither pleasant nor popu
lar to stand here today to defend the 
Federal Reserve Board. 

Everywhere the Federal Reserve Board 
is condemned for the high interest rates. 

But I think it is important that the 
American people not be misled. We can 
only fight inflation by doing it in two 
ways: One, through the monetary system 
which the Federal Reserve Board is at
tempting to do, and the other through 
the fiscal system, namely the expendi
tures of the Federal Government. If in
flation is to be curbed it must be done by 
utilizing both of these tools. 

Until now, this Congress, none of the 
Congresses in recent years, has distin
guished itself in handling the public 
funds. 

I am not one of those who feels that 
the Federal Reserve Board is beyond 
criticism. I myself have been critical of 
its judgment from time to time. But it is 
important, I think, that its independence 
be maintained. I question whether the 
Nation would benefit by having the Con
gress involving itself in the delicate op
eration of determining the money supply. 

The problem we face is that over a 
period of time the Government has spent 
too much money. We have doubled our 
national debt in 7 years. Just think of 
that-doubled our national debt in 7 
years. Thus, one-half of our debt has 
been created in 7 years, the other half in 
almost 200 years. 

Is it any wonder we have this infla
tion? Is it any wonder we have the in
flation? If we have the inflation, we in
evitably have an increase in interest 
rates. One follows the other. We must 
get inflation down. We have to get the 
expectations of the public down insofar 
as inflation is concerned, if we are going 
to be successful in bringing interest rates 
down. 

The Congress cannot bring interest 
rates down directly-it can do it only 
indirectly by following sound financial 
policies-by restraining spending and 
balancing the budget. 

The Congress can put a ceiling on in
terest just as did virtually all the States, 
but each had to change or eliminate the 
ceiling on interest rates because the ceil
ing eliminated all transactions. 

So, Mr. President, the reason I feel 
passing this resolution would be an un
wise thing for the Senate to do today 
is it would tend to make more difficult 
the problem of controlling interest rates; 
it would add confusion and instability 
throughout our Nation; and it certainly 
strikes at the independence of the Fed
eral Reserve Board. 

I say again it is not pleasant or pop
ular to defend the Board. I do not say 
that the Board is perfect; I do not think 
it is. 

But I do believe very strongly that 
the American people are better off to 
have these very delicate monetary mat
ters determined by an independent 
Board than it would be if we take action 
which tends to impinge on the independ
ence of the Board and to politicize the 
decisions affecting money supply by 
bringing 535 Members of Congress into 
the act. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to yield back the remainder of my 
time if others are. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield to the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do not 
want to detain the Senate for any length 
of time here. I think I know t!lat all of 
us are indebted to the Senator from 
Tennessee (Mr. SASSER) who has really 
worked on this subject matter. He has 

·been at it not for days or weeks but for 
months, and he has taught me some of 
the facts that I rely on now in my own 
mind. 

I commend him and I thank him and 
I know we all do. 

I really have in my mind though, I 
remember when the Federal Reserve 
Board Act was passed-! was a young 
boy, but I remember, in the Woodrow 
Wilson administration, and the idea was 
independence. I was old enough to be 
interested in government and in study
ing new trends, and the idea was to have 
an independent board, independent even 
of the President of the United States
not altogether but in part, and the idea 
was to also transfer the control of credit, 
in part, the management of money and 
the availability of money from Wall 
Street to Washington. That was the term 
that was used then. 

Well, time rocked on, and it became 
law. It has been used, and since I came 
here I have had no affiliation with any 
members of that Board, but I did learn, I 
have learned, to know some of them and 
to observe their work. Certainly they 
have not been successful in holding down 
the interest rates, but I cannot put any 
fault on them specifically on matters. 

I believe in keeping the responsibility
! will abbreviate this--on those who are 
in office and in position here to at least 
try to do something about these things. 
I have always voted to keep responsi
bility on the President of the United 
States on matters with which he is 
charged. 

So I have just been unable to, in 
spite of his good intentions, those of the 
Senator from Tennessee, and with my 
great concern about the interest rates, I 
have not been able to see where it would 
be best for me to support the resolution. 
Everyone has to judge it as best he can. 

I do put number one through the in
terest rates as the first step in what we 
have got to improve. The President of 
the United States gave me a chance soon 
after he was elected to say what I 
thought was the most urgent point about 
the economy, and I said it was these 
high interest rates, and I still say that. 

So I would have a leaning toward sup
porting this resolution if I did not think 
it would invade a province here that 
would destroy the independence, per
haps-tend to-of this board. That is the 
reason why I cannot support it. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, I will yield back my time, 'but ~be
fore doing that I ask unanimous con-
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sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
table of the national debt in the 20th 
century and a table showing unified 
budget receipts, outlays, and surplus or 
deficit for fiscal years 1958-81, in
clusive. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

NATIONAL DEBT IN THE 20TH CENTURY •-TOTALS AT THE 
END OF FISCAL YEARS 

(In billions of dollars) 

(Prepared for Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr., Virginia) 

Year Debt 

190D_______ 1 
1901_______ 1 
1902_______ 1 
1903_______ 1 
1904_______ 1 
1905_______ 1 
1906_______ 1 
1907------- 1 
1908______ _ 1 
1909_______ 1 
1910_______ 1 
1911_______ 1 
1912_______ 1 
1913_______ 1 
1914_______ 1 
1915_______ 1 
1916_______ 1 
1917------- 3 1918 _______ 12 
1919 _______ 25 
1920 _______ 24 
1921__ _____ 24 
1922 _______ 23 
1923 _______ 22 
19~4 ____ ___ 21 
19!5 _______ 21 
1926 _______ 20 
19l7 ------- 19 

t Gross Federal debt. 

Year Debt 

1928______ 18 
1929______ 17 
1930______ 16 
1931__ ____ 17 
1932______ 19 
1933___ ___ 23 
1934______ 27 
1935______ 29 
1936______ 34 
1937------ 36 
1938 __ ---- 37 
1939__ ____ 48 
1940______ 51 
1941____ __ 58 
1942____ __ 79 
1943 ______ 143 
1944 ______ 204 
1945 ______ 260 
1946 ______ 271 
1947------ 257 
1948 ______ 252 
1949 __ ---- 253 
1950 ______ 257 
1951__ ____ 255 
1952 ______ 259 
1953__ ____ 266 
1954 ______ 271 
1955 ______ 274 

'Estimated in F.Y. 1982 Budget Revisions 

Source: Office of Management and Budget. 

Year Debt 

1956_____ 273 
1957_ ---- 272 
1958_____ 280 
1959_____ 288 
1960___ __ 291 
1961__ ___ 293 
1962.---- 303 
1963_____ 311 
1964_____ 317 
1965 __ --- 323 
1966_____ 329 
1967-- --- 341 
1968_____ 370 
1969_____ 367 
1970_____ 383 
1971_____ 410 
1972__ ___ 437 
1973_____ 468 
1974_____ 486 
1975____ _ 544 
1976 .. --- 632 
1977----- 709 
1978_____ 780 
1979_____ 834 
1980_____ 914 
19812____ 993 
19822 ____ 1,075 

UNIFIED BUDGET RECEIPTS, OUTLAYS, A'ND SURPLUS OR 
DEFICIT FOR FISCAL YEARS 1958-81, INCLUSIVE 

(In billions of dollars) 

(Prepared for Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr., Virginia) 

Surplus(+) or 
Receipts Outlays deficit (-) 

Fis~al year: 1958 __________ 79.6 82.6 1959 __________ 79.2 92.1 1960 __________ 92.5 92.2 
1961_ _________ 94.4 97.8 1962 __________ 99.7 106.8 1963__ ________ 

106.6 111. 3 1964 __________ 112.7 118.6 1965 __________ 116.8 118.4 1966 __________ 130.8 134.6 
1967---------- 149.5 158.2 1968 __________ 153.7 178.8 1969 __________ 187.8 184.6 1970 __________ 193.8 196.6 1971 __________ 188. 4 211.4 1972 __________ 208.6 231.9 1973 __________ 232.2 247.1 1974 ___ _______ 264.9 269. 6 1975 ___ _______ 

281.0 326.2 
1976.-- ------- 300.0 366.4 
1977---------- 357.8 402.7 1978 __________ 

402.0 450.8 1979 __________ 465.9 493. 7 1980 __________ 520. 0 579.6 19811 _________ 605.0 632.4 19812 _________ 600.3 655.2 
1982 2 _________ 650.3 699.3 

• E~t!mates-2d Concurrent Budget Resolution. 
2 Estimates-Fiscal year 1982 budget revisions. 

-3.0 
-12.9 
+9.3 
-3.4 
-7.1 
-4.7 
-5.9 
-1.6 
-3.8 
-8.7 

-25. 1 
+3.2 
-2.8 

-23.0 
-23.3 
-14.8 
-4.7 

-45.2 
-66.4 
-45.0 
-48.8 
-27.7 
-5<J.6 
-27. 4 
-54.9 
-49.0 

Source: Office of Management and Budget· fiscal year 1981 
2d Concurrent Budget Resolution. ' 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, no one 
can be opposed to reducing interest rates. 
The question is how do we achieve this 

result? Some may think that the way to 
do it is for the Federal Reserve to step on 
the monetary accelerator. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. What that would do is increase 
future inflation and raise interest rates 
now in expectation of that result. The 
fact of the matter is that fast money 
growth causes fast inflation and fast in
flation causes high interest rates. 

In the last several months, the Na
tion's money supply <M1B) has grown at 
an annual rate of more than 15 percent. 
If this astonishing growth were to con
tinue, it would in time produce 15 plus 
percent inflation. 

Portfolio managers know this. There
fore, in recent weeks, they have been sell
ing securities and these sales have pushed 
interest rates up. 

Clearly, it would be counterproductive 
for the Federal Reserve to continue on 
the course of the last several months. 
The goals of this resolution can be 
achieved only if money growth is reduced. 
The Federal Reserve must do so promptly 
and sharply and when it is down, must 
keep it down. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
strongly support the resolution now be
fore us which would require a prompt 
and comprehensive report from the 
Banldng Committee on the feasibility of 
action to restrain the impact that today's 
interest rates are having on our economy. 

The resolution instructs the committee 
to consider a dual prime rate which 
could help channel credit to those sec
tors of the economy that are most 
interest-sensitive. It would review the 
advisability of closer congressional super
vision of the monetary system. 

There is no question that the economic 
effect of prevailing interest rates-and 
the long-lived phenomenon of rates at 
and near 20 percent-is a massive squeeze 
on the smaller and medium-sized corpo
rations in the country. 

While large corporations have the eco
nomic clout to demand prompt payment 
and to delay payment to their smaller 
creditors in a period of tight money, 
smaller firms have no one to pass the 
squeeze to. 

The housing industry is facing another 
bleak year because of this; 321,000 homes 
are sitting unsold around the country to
day, $15 billion worth of housing stock, 
because home buyers simply do not have 
the capital to make the huge down pay
ments needed or the income to maintain 
the exorbitant mortgages. 

Savings and loan associations cannot 
offer lower interest rates on long-term 
mortgages at a time when their own 
earnings are far outstripped by the costs 
of the low-interest loans they are being 
forced to carry. The savings and loan in
dustry incurred a net loss of $200 million 
last year. The outlook for this year is no 
better. 

Auto dealers cannot order and keep 
new cars on hand when the cost of 1 
month's carrying charges wipes out their 
profit from sales. And unless the auto in
dustry decline is reversed, our national 
economy will continue to experience slow 
growth, stagnation, and unemployment. 

The need to restrain the growth in 

money supplies is clear: The adminis
tration is relying on this as its principal 
anti-inflation tool. At the same time, 
Congress can and should help by moving 
to a balanced budget as promptly as pos
sible. The economy cannot endure the 
continued effects of interest rates at cur
rent levels without suffering severe and 
long-lasting dislocation. 

In the meantime, it is essential to in
vestigate the feasibility of providing some 
relief to the most intensely affected sec
tors of the economy. This resolution 
would have that effect, and it merits the 
support of everyone anxious to get our 
economy back to healthy, productive 
growth. 
• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup
port this resolution. introduced by Sen
ator SAsSER, to deal with the disastrous 
impact of high-interest rates on the 
economy and on the daily lives of each 
and every American citizen. This resolu
tion is particularly timely in light of the 
increase this week in the prime rate to 
19 '12 percent, the fourth such increase in 
only 1 month. A young couple who wants 
to buy a home today must pay as much 
as a 16-percent mortgage rate. Our small 
businesses are also hurt by these soaring 
interest rates. They cannot afford to 
borrow money at reasonable rates. They 
must often pay two or three points above 
even the prime !'ate. In short, the spiral
ing interest rates have damaged every 
sector of the American economy and 
have stultified our economic growth. 

Mr. President, in recent years, we have 
been searching for ways to deal with the 
dual challenges of spiraling inflation 
and high unemp!oyment. I have long be
lieved that we must not rely on mone
tary policy alone to fight inflation, par
ticularly where this policy has its most 
devastating impact on low- and middle
income Americans, and on small busi
nesses. We can restrain the growth of the 
money supply without generating end
less credit crunches that will keep inter
est rates high or send them even higher 
than they are today. One area of com
petition our economy does not need is 
competition promoted by the administra
tion and the Federal Reserve Board to 
see which bank can charge the highest 
rate. 

Senator SASSER's proposed study of the 
role of the Federal Reserve Board in 
managing the Nation's monetary struc
ture is a critical first step toward improv
ing the health of our economy, and fully 
understanding the ramifications of deal
ing with inflation through monetary 
policy. As we examine various tax alter
natives in the coming months, I believe 
that we should also consider ways to de
crease high-interest rates, which place 
such a heavy burden on American cit
izens and businesses. Senator SASSER's 
resolution does not specify a solution to 
our monetary problems; it merely asks 
our congressional committees to under
take a study on the Federal Reserve 
Board. I would like to commend Senator 
SAssER for his leadership in this area 
and urge my fellow Senators to approve 
this resolution.• 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield back my time. 
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Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I am pre

pared to yield back my time with just 
one closing comment. Although I do op
pose this resolution I would like to make 
one comment in reference to a statement 
made by the Senator from Tennessee, 
that I fully support and did last year in 
an extended debate not only in com
mittee but on the :floor, about the make
up of the Federal Reserve Board. 

I do believe it should be more repre
sentative not only geographically, not 
only with Washington economists who 
may have attended college in California 
and, therefore, have a tie to be ap
pointed from that district, and I ad
vised the Carter administration of this 
at their last appointment that I would 
not oppose it but in the future I put them 
on notice that I expected to have a better 
balance on that Board. 

I suppose at this time I rum putting the 
Reagan administration on notice of that 
same fact that we will look very carefully 
at the geographical and philosophical 
balance, and I do not mean philosophical 
in the term of politics but in terms of 
economic thought. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I wish to 

commend the distinguished chairman of 
the Senate Banking Committee for his 
statement in support of a more balanced 
representation on the Federal Reserve 
Board. 

I am delighted today to hear the dis
tinguished chairman put the Reagan ad
ministration on notice that we do in
deed, influential Members of this Cham
ber do indeed, wish to move as rapidly 
as possible in the direction of a better 
balance on the Federal Reserve Board 
itself. 

If that balance were there, if that 
balance existed, then I think the Ameri
can people would have more trust in the 
Federal Reserve Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GoLDWATER). All time has expired on the 
resolution. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The quest~on is on agreeing to 
the resolution of the Senator from Ten
nessee. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Florida <Mrs. HAWKINS) 
and the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAs) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILEs), the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM), 
and the Senator from New York <Mr. 
MoYNIHAN) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CANNON), would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
Senators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote who have not voted? 

The result was announced-yeas 37, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 114 Leg.) 
YEA&--37 

Anch-ews Exon 
Baucus Ford 
Bentsen Hart 
Biden Hefiln 
Boren Huddleston 
Bre.dleq Ioouye 
Bumpers Jackson 
Burdick J \:.-hns on 
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy 
Cranston Leah'Y 
DeConcLDI1. Levin 
Dodd Long 
Eagleton Matsunaga 

Abdnor 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Boschwitz 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cba.fee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenici 
Durenberger 
East 
oarn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 

NAY&--57 
Gorton 
Gr.a.ssley 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Ha.yaka.wa 
Heinz 
Helms 
Holl1ngs 
Humphrey 
Jep:.en 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Laxe.lt 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Murkowsld 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Percy 

Melcher 
Mitchell 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Sarba.nJes 
Sasser 
Williams 
Zorinsky 

Pressler 
Proxmire 
Quayle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
St.atrord 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Taongas 
Wallop 
Wa.rner 
wetcker 

NOT VOTING-6 
oanDDn Hawkins Metzenbaum 
Chiles Mathias Moynihan 

So the resolution <S. Res. 132) was 
rejected. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the resolu
tion was rejected. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AU
THORIZATION ACT OF 1982 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 815. 

The Senate continued with considera
tion of the bill. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Nebraska for 3 min
utes without losing my right to the :floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nebraska is recog
nized. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as I address 
the military appropriations authoriza
tion measure before us, we anxiously 
await the latest news from the Vatican 
on the condition of His Holiness, Pope 
John Paul II. We hope and pray for his 
recovery. The tragic events in St. Peter's 
Square today, coupled with the attempt 
on the life of the President only 6 weeks 
ago, should tell us something about the 
troubled world in which we live and in 
which we hope to survive. 

While some might scoff at drawing a 
parallel between assaults on political and 
spiritual leaders with this Nation's de
fense needs, there is a lesson here that 
should not go unheeded. We, as individ-

uals and as a nation, live in a very 
troubled time. While our security is not 
guaranteed by instruments of destruc
tion, it is indeed perilous without them. 

Mr. President, as a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services, I support 
the fiscal year 1982 defense authoriza
tion bill as presented to the Senate by 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

While there have been legitimate dif
ferences of opinion over which speci:fic 
areas of our defense structure need im
provement and the emphasis to be placed 
on them, there is no doubt in my mind 
that this overall enhancement is neces
sary. 

There has been a lot of discussion 
lately regarding U.S. foreign policy and 
strategy-or a lack thereof. The national 
consensus, with which I happen to agree, 
is that our defense posture must be 
strengthened in light of our worldwide 
national interests and the growing So
viet threat. However, we must also have 
a viable and coherent foreign policy and 
strategy upon which to base our mili
tary needs. Simply throwing more money 
at defense will not make us more secure 
unless this strong foreign policy under
pinning is enunciated and understood. 

That foreign policy must take into ac
count many factors-the foremost of 
which is our relationship with the So
viet Union. Without downplaying the 
other very important parts of our foreign 
policy-relations with EUrope, the 
Third World, our Western hemisphere 
neighbors, our Asian friends and the 
question of African relations-! believe 
our first responsibility is proper man
agement of our relationship with the So
viets, the only other major superpower. 
This emphasis is in our own best inter
est and that of the rest of the world 
because we and we alone bear that man
tle of responsibility. Soviet adventurism 
and their interest in possible nuclear 
superiority, chemical and biological 
weapons, and space warfare make this 
responsibility all the more awesome. 

Mr. President, with respect to the stra
tegi·c nuclear balance, it is essential that 
the United States maintain a balance in 
this area to insure that the horror of 
nuclear war be deterred through the 
maintenance of strong, nuclear forces, 
and, as a consequence, be successful in 
negotiating equitable and adequately 
veri:fiable arms control agreements. 

We are currently in the process of 
modernizing all three legs of our strate
gic nuclear Triad. Through this planned 
modernization, I am hopeful that we can 
dissuade even the most radi·cal of the 
Soviet planners, real or imagined, that 
a nuclear exchange is a risk that no na
tion can afford. Under such a scenario, 
the goal must be to impress on the So
viets the futility of a spiraling arms race 
so that a verifiable limiting agreement 
can be worked out. Frankly, our spotty 
arms control record of the last two dec
ades exemplifies how difficult this task 
will be to accomplish. Yet there is no 
choice but to pursue it with the best ef
fort our Nation can muster. 
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In this regard, Mr. President, I believe 
we must continue with the moderniza
tion of our sea-based deterrent leg by 
continuing with the Trident submarine 
and missile programs, the introduction of 
cruise missile, command, control, 
communication, and intelligence im
provements, enhancements to our bomb
er force, and deployment of the MX mis
sile in a survivable basing mode. 

These last two programs have ·been the 
subject of much debate. We are awaiting 
the President's decision on the best way 
to move ahead with each of them and 
those decisions are expected shortly. I 
am concerned over some of the possible 
solutions to these two modernization 
needs which have been discussed. I be
lieve that the development of a so-called 
"advanced technology" bomber is in our 
best interest and should proceed as rap
idly as is technically feasible. The close
ly related issue of whether to deploy an 
interim bomber will soon be decided by 
the President and a recommendation 
made to the Congress. These two pro
grams are intertwined. 

Mr. President, with regard to the MX 
missile, my colleagues are well aware of 
the issues and alternatives involved. 
Once again, we are faced with the diffi
culty of awaiting a Presidential decision 
by a new administration. The committee 
has attempted to make a provision for 
congressional action on that recommen
dation once it is made. I am concerned 
here over the prospect of eroded con
gressional review over executive branch 
decisions and programs. Yet we are faced 
with this reality. 

I believe that the MX missile should 
be deployed as soon as possible in a sur
vivable basing mode at the currently 
planned location. To me, that does not 
mean deploying it in existing, now or 
soon-to-be vulnerable silos; it does not 
mean putting it onboard surface ships 
or airplanes or small, coastal subma
rines; and it does not mean committing 
the United States at this time to an anti
ballistic missile defense system. I hap
pen to believe that the sooner we decide 
to deploy the MX missile in the basing 
mode I have described, the sooner the 
President will be in a position to begin 
the process of sitting down with the 
Soviets and beginning serious arms limi
tations talks. 

Our strategic force decisions must sat
isfy two criteria, Mr. President. They 
must, first and foremos·t, deter attack but 
they must also spur and be compatible 
with arms control ini-tiatives. Strategic 
programs can and must be designed 
with these two goals in mind. I want 
the President to be in the oositlon of 
being able to say to the Soviets, "Look, 
here is our position. We are modernizing 
our strategic forces. The nuclear arms 
race is futile and I want to stop it. Our 
planned modernizations will enable us to 
defend ourselves through deterrence and 
are not intended for a :firs·t strike 
against you. If you are not serious about 
controls and reductions, here is what 
you will face-highly accurate Minute
man missiles, an MX missile deployment, 
a Trident U missile with hard-target 
kill capability, thousands of cruise mis
siles, a new bomber and the possibility 

of an ABM defense. Isn't it time to 
stop?" 

Our U.S. programs must be designed 
to serve their purpose of deterrence as 
well as arms control. If arms control 
can be successful, then the world will be 
better for it. If it fails, we must not be 
in a position of having to make major 
changes. 

Mr. President, with regard to the other 
main portion of our nai~ional strategy, 
we must be able to deter and, if not suc
cessful, wage conventional warfare. Cur
rently, our strategy is to be able to wage, 
simultaneously, one-and-one-half wars. 

I have far more confidence in our 
ability, along with our allies, to defend 
WeSitern Europe than I have in our abil
ity to fight that other, so-called half 
war somewhere else. There has been 
much discussion about development of a 
U.S. rapid deployment forc·e to handle 
contingencies such as this and its for
mation was and is necessary. Great 
strides have been made, yet so much 
more needs to be done. Fighting a war 
7,000 miles away in the Persian Gulf
the Soviet Union's back porch-is no 
easy task. Yet, when one looks at the 
dependency of the western world or 
Middle East oil, it quickly becomes ap
parent that we must enhance our capa
bility to deter conflict or actively protect 
our vital interests there. The lack of re
solve on the part of our military and 
economic allies whose interests are di
rectly involved in the troubled oil areas, 
is underplayed. While we need gulf oil, 
we are not reliant upon it to the near
total extent of our friends. Yet, they 
seem to feel it is our responsibility to 
assume near-total protection of that 
troubled section of the world. 

Mr. President, in order to fulfill our 
conventional strategy, several things 
must be accomplished and our allies 
must meaningfully assist in these en
deavors more than previously; our naval 
forces must be expanded rapidly because 
of our dependency on overseas resources 
and trade routes; we must use innova
tive technology and methods to overcome 
the historical Soviet quantitative advan
tage and ascending qualitative capabil
ity; and, we must insure that we have 
military personnel adequate to carry out 
these tasks. 

One of our highest priorities must be 
to enhance our naval capability. I sup
port the much-needed expansion of our 
Navy. Yet how we accomplish this goal is 
highly important. Calculations show th~t 
to achieve a 600 ship, 15 carrier battle 
group Navy by 1992, using the Navy's 
current planned mix of shtps, will re
quire a shipbuilding budget of over $25 
billion annually for the next 5 years. 
Even if we are content to wait until the 
year 2000 to achieve this capability, it 
will still require a shipbuilding budget of 
approximately $18.5 billion for the next 
13 years. As ambitious as the 1982 shtp
building program is, it totals just over 
$10 billion. This comparison should give 
my colleagues an idea of how difficult it 
will be to achieve this goal. However, it 
also points out the need for the Navy 
to examine more innovative ways to P"et. 
there. Lower cost ships coupled with new 
technologies to enhance striking power, 

such as cruise missiles, V/STOL air
craft and smaller, yet more numerous 
air-capable platforms at sea must be 
pursued aggressively. For example, if the 
Navy cannot build a new DDGX guided 
missile destroyer in large numbers at a 
reasonable cost, I do not believe we will 
be able to achieve a 600-ship Navy. The 
committee has taken important initia
tives in this regard and must keep 
the pressure on to maintain this 
momentum. 

As it is with the Navy, Mr. President, 
the other aspects of our military ca
pability must be and are being strength
en€d. But as we move along this path, 
extreme care must be exercised. During 
times of military buildups, oversight is 
more important and necessary than ever. 
The Secretary of Defense has pledged his 
best etiorts to carry out this responsi
bility and the Congress must help. His 
recently unveiled plan for reducing cost 
overruns, inefficiency and waste is a big 
step in the right direction. The commit
tee's action this year in recognizing the 
difficulties with the proposed ex pro
gram and, in etiect, delaying it shows 
that we wlll do our part in this endeavor. 
Initiatives such as multiyear procure
ment should be helpful, provided they 
are well manruged. In this regard, we 
must also pursue initiatives such as light
weight armored vehicles and we must de
vise ways to make high-technology work 
to enhance our capability without also 
driving up costs to unacceptable levels. 

The administration, while attacking 
some of these problems, has given mixed 
signals on others. I became very con
cerned when, in March, the Secretary 
of Defense pledged to the Armed Serv
ices Committee to come back to Congress 
and update his spending estimates to 
make up for higher-than-predicted in
flation-and then in April pledged to the 
Budget Committee that the original 
spending estimates represent, in effect, 
the upper limits on spending. This type 
of "double talk" represents one of the 
quickest ways to erode the confidence of 
the American people in the need for de
fense improvement. I hope we have seen 
the last of this type of activity. 

Mr. President, one final, major issue I 
wish to address today is personnel-a 
topic to which I have devoted a great 
deal of my time this year. 

Our military manpower situation is 
rapidly approaching that of an emer
gency. While we are coming close to 
making our overall numerical personnel 
goals, the military services today are not 
representative of the society they are 
supposed to protect. 

The Navv concedes shortages of 22.000 
career petty officers and the education 
level and trainability of those who are 
joining the services under the All-Vol
unteer Force raise doubts about the over
all quality needed to meet todav's and 
tomorrow's modern m;Jitary-especially 
in the Army. Even with the newly re
instituted draft registration program, 
our national mobilization capability is 
sorely lacking because of low reserve 
strength. 

Mr. President, I am very concerned 
about the great disparitv between the 
actual end strengths of the various Se-
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lected Reserve components and the war
time requirement. It is very conceivable 
that a future military conflict will begin 
with little or no warning. Indeed, there 
may be very little time to augment from 
our authorized peacetime manpower 
strength to a wartime strength. Many 
Selected Reserve units are already ear
marked for early deployment in a NATO 
or rapid deployment force contingency. 
Half of the Nation's combat capability 
and two-thirds of the support capability 
of our Armed Forces is with our ReservE' 
and National Guard units. The total 
force policy has been jeopardized because 
the overall Selected Reserve forces would 
simply not be able to meet their require
ment on M-Day and the system would 
fall apart. 

Currently, based on the Defense De
partment's best estimates of the total 
Army requirement for trained manpower 
in a mobilization scenario, we are 249,000 
people short. This means that if we had 
to mobilize tomorrow and the Army Re
serve, National Guard, Individual Ready 
Reserve and other Reserve Forces were 
all mobilized, we would still be 249,000 
people short of the manpower needed to 
fight a conventional war before a war
time draft would deliver the first new 
soldier to the battlefield. This situation 
would arise because of current Reserve 
and Guard shortages. 

What disturbs me even further is that, 
under the Defense Department's current 
plan, by 1986, this personnel shortage 
will still be 111,000-including the recall 
of 120,000 retirees. This situation is un
acceptable and will lead to the undesir
able practice of utilizing Selected Re
serve assets as fillers rather than co
hesive units. This is not sound national 
policy and the Defense Department must 
address this issue as the Congress has 
directed in this bill. 

The quality and representativeness of 
our Armed Forces is of great concern to 
me. As the ranking member from this 
side of the aisle on the Mannower and 
Personnel Subcommittee, I note disturb
ing trends. Because the D~fense Depart
ment has been reluctant to do so, the 
Congress has had to write into law mini
mum acceptable recruiting standards. 
We are experiencing great difficulty in 
attracting enough of the right kind of 
young people into our armed services
especially the Army. The Defense De
partment's solution seems to be to throw 
more money at the problem-$10,000 en
listment bonuses for infantrymen, $15,-
000 engineer bonuses, GI bills and 
across-the-board pay raises. It is of con
cern to me that we are slipping back to 
the practices of earlier centuries, where 
gladiators were hired from the ranks of 
the less affluent of the social structure. 
This is not the traditional American 
way. 

Unless there is a major turnaround in 
this situation in 1 year, we must think 
seriouc;ly about a return to a form of 
conscription-one more eouitable than 
earlier versions. While I am not ready 
yet to scran the all-volunteer service, 
there has to be concern that it is not 
working and I am yet to be convinced 
that throwing large amounts of dollars 

at the manpower problems will, in itself, 
solve them. 

During the remainder of this year, I 
intend to work on solutions to these and 
other problems such as our inefficient 
and haphazard military compensation 
system, the military draft laws as they 
exist in current law in the event con
scription becomes necessary, and mili
tary educational incentives. 

Nevertheless, even with these man
power difficulties, we can be proud of 
our military personnel and there are 
none better. We must plan for the main
tenance of high standards in the future 
as we dramatically advance in weapons 
and defense systems technology. 

One last point I wish to make concerns 
how we present ourselves to the world 
and to the American people. Mr. Presi
dent, the election campaign is over. The 
effort to justify the need to enhance our 
defense efforts by illuminating problem 
areas has led, unfortunately, to a tend
ency to undersell this Nation's defense 
readiness. 

Yet if there is a false illusion today 
that receives all too much play, it is that 
the United States is the superpower with 
the monopoly on problems and that all 
is well within the Soviet bloc. That is 
dangerous nonsense. 

There is no seasoned military man to
day I know of who would agree that, on 
balance, they would trade our overall 
posture with that of the Soviets. Sure, 
we are right.fullv concerned about the 
potential "window of vulnerability'' in 
the mideighties on IGBM's. We are not 
now, nor will we be after completion of 
our present buildup, all powerful in all 
areas of weapons, real or imagined. Our 
goal should be for parity at a minimum 
in all areas and clear superiority in some. 
We must always fit into our equations 
the support and resources of our allies. 
Compared with the Warsaw Pact coun
tries and the other Soviet surrogates, 
the United States and its allies and po
tential alJies are superior to any possible 
pro-Soviet alinement. They know that 
and we should not forget it. 

As we proceed, we must not be mes
merized by an unreasonable fear of the 
Soviets. The Kremlin masters are cur
rently undergoing the most crucial re
view of their system and it has been un
dergoing its most severe test since the 
revolution. They or their influence has 
been literally kicked out of Egvpt, So
malia, the Sudan, and other African na
tions. They remain at sword's point with 
their neighbor, world conventional mili
tary power and Communist nation, the 
People's Republic of China. Their inva
sion of Afghanistan has soured what in
fluence they had in most of the Arab 
world. The situation in Poland is essen
tially not a labor strike but standard of 
living unrest as the Communist system 
.fails to produce as advertised. Poland is 
their major crisis todav. It is dangerous 
because any significant degree of defec
tion from Moscow dominance there will 
coHapse their European Soviet strong
hold. Although not fully understood, they 
have food and standard of living prob
lems mounting from within, right there 
in the homeland. 

In short, we are getting back on the 
right course. Our foreign and defense 
policy must be consistent and innovative 
and, with such a policy, our way of life 
will be protected. 

So, Mr. President, I urge support for 
this bill as well as a companion dedica
tion to and plea for effective manage
ment of our defense improvement lest 
the consensus we have fought for so hard 
evaporates. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 95 
(Purpose: To increase the maximum 

amount of servicemen's group life insur
ance and veterans' group life insurance 
from $20,000 to $35,000) 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PRox
MIRE) for himself, Mr. GLENN, and Mr. DUR
ENBERGER, proposes an unprinted amend
ment numbered 95. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the blll insert 

the following new section: 
SERVICEMEN'S GROUP LIFE INSURANCE AND 

VETERANS' GROUP LIFE INSURANCE 
SEC. . (a) Section 767 of title 38, United 

States Code, relating to the servicemen's 
group life insurance program, is amended

( 1) in the first sentence of subsection 
(a)-

(A) by striking out "$20,000" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "$35,000"; and 

(B) by inserting "$30,000, $25,000, $20,-
000," after "(B) to be insured in the amount 
of"; 

(2) in the first sentence of subsection 
(c)-

(A) by inserting "$30,000, $25,000, $20,-
000", before "$20,000, $15,000, or $10,000"; 
and 

(B) by inserting "$35,000, $30,000, $25,-
000", before $20,000, $15,000, or $10,000"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

" (d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, any member who, on the 
effective date of this subsection, is assigned 
to, or who upon application would be eligible 
for assignment to, the Retired Reserve of a 
uniformed service, may obtain increased in
surance coverage under this subchapter up to 
a maximum of $35,000 in increments of 
$5,000, if the member ( 1) is insured under 
this subchapter on such effective date or, 
within one year after such effective date, 
reinstates insurance which lapsed before such 
date for nonpayment of premiums, and (2) 
submits within one year after such effective 
date, a written application for increased 
coverage to the office established pursuant 
to section 766(b) of this title." 

(b) Section 777(a) of such title, relating 
to Veterans' Group Life Insurance, is 
amended-

( 1) by striking out "or $20.000 only" in 
the first sentence and inserting in lieu there
of a comma and "$20,000, $25,000, $30,000, or 
$35 ,000 only"; 

(2) by striking out "$20,000" in the sec
ond sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$35,000"'; and 

(3) by striking out "$20,000" each place it 
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appears in the fourth sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$35,000". 

(c) The amendments made by subsections 
(a) and (b) shall become effective on the 
first day ot the first month which begins at 
least sixty days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I offer 
this amendment on behalf of Senator 
GLENN, Senator DURENBERGER, and my
self. This amendment would increase the 
maximum amount of coverage to $35,000. 
The beauty of the amendment is that it 
will not cost the Government an extra 
dime. The cost of the insurance program 
i~ covered by the premiums servicemen 
pay. 

What this amendment does is bring 
the Servicemen's Group Life Insurance 
and Veteran's Group Life Insurance 
more in line with the higher cost of liv
ing our men and women in uniform 
face. 

The increase in insurance coverage 
also would help the Armed Forces in their 
vitally important recruiting and reten
tion efforts. 

Currently, the most insurance a serv
iceman on active duty can buy is $20,000 
worth of insurance under SGLI. When 
a soldier leaves active duty, he can con
vert this insurance to a 5-year policy 
worth $20,000 under the veterans' group 
life insurance program. After that, the 
person can elect to convert the insur
ance to a commercial policy offered by 
one of the participating companies. 

SGLI is a bargain for the serviceman 
on active duty. He only pays $3 a month 
now for the $20,000 maximum coverage. 

The problem is, that $20,000 coverage 
ls not nearly enough. 

The $20,000 ceiling was established in 
1974-7 years ago. 

Since then, the Consumer Price Index 
has jumped more than 67 percent. So 
the valne of that ceiling is only about 
$13,000 today. 

To the GI out in the field considering 
whether he should reenlist, to the appli
cant in the recruiting station deciding 
whether he should sign up, this devalua
tion of the coverage ceiling does not add 
to the attractiveness of military benefits. 

The Defense Department believes that 
the coverage ceiling for SGLI and VGLI 
should reflect today's prices. The Depart
ment, therefore, has proposed that the 
coverage be increased to $35,000. 

The Veterans' Administration, which 
runs the insurance program, also favors 
increasing the ceiling to $35,000. 

The $35,000 ceiling also is the least we 
can do for men and women in the mili
tary-seeing as how Congress just voted 
a big insurance increase for itself and 
civilian Federal employees. 

A person entering the civil service is 
now offered a life insurance ceiling that 
is about four times higher than what he 
would get in the military. For example, 
a new GS-3 clerk making about as much 
as a new private in the Army can buy up 
to $84,000 in Federal employee group life 
insurance. The private can now buy only 
$20,000. 

Mr. President, this amendment merely 
brings the military's insurance ceiling 
into the 1980's. 

Who supports increasing the insur
ance ceiling? 

A good many military associations sup
port it. 

The list includes: National Guard As
sociation of the United States, Associa
tion of the United States Army, Retired 
Officers Association, National · Associa
tion of Uniformed Services, Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, Navy League of the United 
States, Fleet Reserve Association, Air 
Force Association, the Marine Corps 
League, American Legion. 

Mr. President, I am very hopeful that 
the distinguished Senator from Texas 
and the Senator from Mississippi will be 
willing to accept the amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon
sin has great merit. I am prepared to ac
cept his amendment. I support it. It is 
my understanding that the administra
tion supports it. 

I have discussed the matter with Sen
ator STENNIS, and it is my understanding 
that he has no objection. I am prepared, 
therefore, to accept the amendment on 
behalf of the committee. 

I note, however-and I believe Senator 
PROXMIRE is aware of this-that in con
ference, the House could raise a point of 
order which would lie against this 
amendment. The Armed Services Com
mittees do not have jurisdiction over 
this matter, and it could, of course, be 
brought up as a separate bill and con
sidered by the Veterans' Committee. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

I appreciate that there may be objec
tions in the House for strictly jurisdic
tional reasons. I understand there is no 
objection on substance. In the event they 
do object-! hope they do not-I expect 
to put it on a veterans bill. I under
stand that they will accept it. 

Mr. STENNIS. I have no objection 
to the amendment, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to reconsider the 
vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 96 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment to the De
fense authorization bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. SIMPSON) 
proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 96. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is s0 ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page , line , insert the following: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 

REVISION OF SECTION 977 OF TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE, RELATING TO DENIAL OF CERTAIN 
BENEFITS TO PERSONS WHO FAIL TO COMPLETE 
AT LEASl' TWO YEARS OF AN ORIGINAL ENLIST
MENT 
SEc. . (a.) Section 977 of title 10, United 

States Code, relating to the denial of certain 
benefits to persons who fail to complete a.t 
least two years of an original enlistment, is 
amen:ied to read as follows: 
"§ 977. Denial of certain benefits to persons 

who fail to complete at least two 
years of active duty 

"(a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law and except as provided in subsection 
(b), any person who is originally appointed 
or enlisted in the armed forces after ::leptem
ber 7, 1980, whose initial obligated period of 
active duty is two or more years, and who 
fails to complete at least twenty-four months 
of such person's obligated period of active 
duty, shall not be eligible, nor shall the de
pendents or survivors of such person be 
eligible, for any right, privilege, or benefit 
for which any individual becomes eligible 
under any Federal program by reason of 
serving on active duty in the armed forces, or 
by reason of being a. dependent or survivor 
of any such individual, if the claim for the 
eligib111ty for such right, privilege, or benefit 
is based upon all or any part of the service 
performed by such person during such period 
of active duty. 

"(b) Subsection (a.) shall not apply to 
any person ( 1) who dies in the line of duty 
or is discharged under section 1171 or 1173 
of Chapter 61 of this title, or (2) if it is later 
established that such person is suffering 
from a. compensable disability which resulted 
from an injury or disease incurred in or ag
gravated during the period of active duty 
completed by such person and is not the re
sult of the person's intentional misconduct 
and was not incurred during a period of un
authorized absence.". 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 49 of such title is amended by 
striking out the item relating to section 977 
and inserting in lleu thereof the following: 
"977. Denial of certain benefits to persons 

who fail to complete at least two 
years of active duty.". 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, last 
year, Congress approved an amendment 
to the 1981 authorization bill that denied 
certain Federal benefits to individuals 
who failed to complete at least 2 years of 
an original enlistment. This measure 
was enacted as a part of Public Law 96-
342 on September 8, 1980, and is pres
ently a permanent part of title 10. 

I think we might agree that individ
uals who by their conduct express an 
unwillingness to accept at least the mini
mum obligations of military service 
should not share in any benefits that this 
Nation bestows upon those who honor
ably meet thejr service obligation. This 
was our intent last year and, I assume, 
is again our intent this year. But, as is 
not unusual in our hurried efforts to 
craft our intent into legislation, we are 
perhaps guilty of creating some am
biguity in both the letter of the law it
self and the legislative historv of that 
law. My purpose in offering this amend
ment is to remove such ambiguity and 
to make quite clear the intent of both 
the Senate and House in enacting this 
provision of law. . 

As originally written, the demal of 
benefits was limited in its application 
to only any person who "originally en-

' 
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lists in a Regular component of the 
Armed Forces." The problem of early 
attrition in the Armed Forces is almost 
exclusively limited to first-term enlisted 
personnel who enter upon active duty for 
2 or more years under an enlistment con
tract. Thus, the provision was narrowly 
constructed to address the specific prob
lem. 

I have been convinced that there is a 
basic inequity in limiting the application 
of this law to just enlisted personnel in 
the Regular components of the Armed 
Forces. Officers and warrant officers who 
accept initial appointments and agree 
to serve on active duty for 2 or more 
years should also be included in the cov
erage of this provision. There'fore, I have 

_ _reworded the amendment to expand its 
scope to include: 

Any person who is originally appointed 
or enlisted in the Armed Forces after Sep
tember 8, 1980, whose initial obligated pe
riod of active duty is two or more years .... 

Thus, this provision now applies to 
officers, warrant officers, and enlisted 
personnel who assume an initial active 
duty obligation of 2 or more years. The 
coverage, therefore, includes individuals 
who have been appointed as officers or 
warrant officers or enlisted voluntarily 
or involuntarily under our laws and is 
not dependent upon the component of 
service-that is, Regular or Reserve-as 
long as it is an initial commitment for 
active duty of 2 or more years. I might 
add that any change in status-for ex
ample, discharges to accept immediate 
appointments or reenlistment-will have 
no possible effect on this provision as 
long as there is no break in service. 

Mr. President, last year in developing 
this legislation, I am certain we were all 
under the assumption that the denial of 
Federal benefits for early termination of 
active duty was total. For reasons that 
are not entirely clear to me-or perhaps 
to them-some agencies have interpreted 
the denial of benefits to apply only to the 
individual who terminates his or her ac
tive duty obligation and not to apply to 
his or her survivors or dependents. I 
hardly think that was our intent and 
have amended the provision to more 
clearly reflect that the disqualification 
is quite complete. 

I have also been informed, Mr. Presi
dent, that the Army had certain res
ervations about the strict requirement 
for 2 years of continuous active duty as 
it applies to 2-year enlistments. There 
may be good and sufficient reason to 
grant administrative drops of up to 90 
days in some circumstances. Con
sequently, I have amended the provision 
to include as an exception to coverage 
those individuals who receive up to a 90-
day drop in their enlistments under sec
tion 1171 of title 10. 
T~e final changes in this provision, Mr. 

President, are two minor modifications to 
the final exception clause. The first re
moves any ambiguity by clearly exempt
ing service members who die in line of 
duty and their survivors and dependents 
from denial of benefits in the event such 
service ~embers die before completing 
the reqwred 24 months of active duty. 
T?e second modification insures that in
dlviduals who terminate their service 
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early and are later determined to have 
serv1ce-connected disabilities are except
ed from the denial of benefits, only if 
such disabilities are compensable. This 
will remove entirely the possibility that 
individuals who drop out of the military 
early might receive benefits only because 
they possess physical evidence of a serv
ice caused abrasion or some other minor 
noncompensable physical defect. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I have dis

cussed the amendment with the Senator 
from Wyoming. It is an amendment with 
considerable merit. For my part, I am 
prepared to accept it. I would not want 
to act on it until Senator STENNIS re
turns to the Chamber. It is my under
standing that he is prepared to acc_ept it, 
but he will have to speak for himself. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this 
amendment has merit. Even though it 
may require some tightening up or 
change in the language, not only for 
chrity, but also to include some other 
interpretations, that can be done in con
ference. We are prepared to recommend 
and do recommend the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the managers 
of the bill for their courtesy. I appre
ciate that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STENNil:S. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HART addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, although I 

generally support this bill, as I have indi
cated earlier today, there is one program 
included in it that I do not support, and 
that is the F 1 A-18 aircraft program. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have not silence but reasonable quiet so 
we may hear? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senate provide a little quiet so that 
we can hear the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I do not 
intend to offer an amendment to strike 
funding for the F-18 this year, because 
the smokescreen around this aircraft's 
deficiencies is still too thick to penetrate. 
But I strongly believe the program 
should be cancelled, and I do intend to 
bring before the Senate once again the 
fact that the aircraft is a failure. 

In two earlier years, I did offer 
amendments to cancel the program. At 
that time, I pointed out that even if the 
F~18 met its performance and cost spec
ifications, it would be a failure. It is sim-

ply the wrong aircraft for the missions 
we need fulfilled. 

F'lrst of all, it is a naval fighter, when 
the need is for a naval interceptor such 
as the F-14. The threat to the carriers 
is not enemy fighter-bombers coming in 
close to drop iron bombs. Against such a 
threat the F-18 might be appropriate
if it worked. But that is not the threat. 
'Ihe threat is long-range bombers 
launching antiship missiles in coordi
nated, mass strikes. The appropriate 
aircraft for meeting that threat is an in
terceptor, an aircraft which can take 
on a number of targets simultaneously 
with long-range missiles. We have such 
an interceptor in the F-14. It is equipped 
with the long-range Phoenix missile. It 
~an engage abo_gLh~lf ~ <iQzen targ~ts_ ::!t _ 
once. In contrast, the F-18 can engage 
targets only one at a time, and it cannot 
carry the Phoenix missile. 

I pointed this out several years ago, 
here on the floor of the Senate. Now, the 
Navy has reportedly agreed with me. 
The Secretary of the Navy, Mr. John 
Lehman, has reportedly decided that the 
carriers will have all F-14 fighter forces. 
The naval fighter version of the F'-18 is 
dead, if this report is correct. The failure 
of the F-18 as a naval fighter has been 
recognized. 

As a naval attack aircraft, it is no 
improvement over the existing A-7. It 
does have a supersonic capability, which 
the A-7 dozs not. But if it uses its after
burners to go supersonic, its range de
creases very rapidly. And most cannot be 
carried supersonically, which makes the 
capa bi1ity somewhat irrelevant. 

The F-18 fighter for the Marine Corps 
contradicts the Marines' desire to elim
inate dependence on larger carriers and 
long runways. Unlike the AV-8B VSTOL 
aircraft, the F-18 cannot fly from am
phibious assault ships. Ashore, it de
pends on long runways, which are highly 
vulnerable. It will tie the Marines to big 
carriers and vulnerable runways for an
other 20 years. 

The previous administration tried to 
foist the A-18 attack version off on the 
Marine Corps. Both the Congress and 
the current administration saw the folly 
in this, since, again, it would have tied 
Marine aviation to big carriers and long 
runways. The administration has 
dropped plans for the Marine A-18. 

One by one, the conceptual inadeqmi
cies of the F/A-18 are being recognized. 
Two of the four roles planned for the 
aircraft seem to have evaporated. How 
much more money will we sl)end wait
ing for the other two roles to be aban
doned? 

These inherent deficiencies should 
have led to the cancellation of the F-18 
even if the program has succeeded tech
nically and kept within its planned costs. 
But it has done neither. 

Technically, the aircraft continues to 
encounter serious problems. The Armed 
Services Committee report states: 

Aircraft range in the attack configuration 
has yet to be demonstrated and solutions 
are being sought to resolve software prob
lems associated with the radar and aircraft 
computer. 

I fear this is but a very cursory list
ing of the F-18's technical failures. The 
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Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council <DSARC) review of March 17, 
which was expected to approve full pro
duction funding of the F-18, refused to 
do so. It instead demanded a new re
view of the program. According to one 
report, a series of tests conducted earlier 
this year-

concluded that 39 failures, such as ex
cessive fuel leaks at cold temperatures, ad
versely affect the · aircraft's ability to ac
complish its primary and secondary missions. 
The failures present a "real probability of 
injury, damage or aircraft loss." 

A report prepared by the Naval Air 
Test Center states that: 

Failure or degraded performance of indi
vidual systems and maintainabillty-related 
deficiencies were encountered that will po
tentially limit the overall operational effec
tiveness of the weapons system under vari
ous environmental conditions. 

Yet we are approving production 
money for this airplane. 

What about costs? How many Sena
tors are aware that at this time, accord
ing to Pentagon figures, the F I A-18 is 
the single largest defense procurement 
program, costing $38 billion? And re
member-this is now for an aircraft 
which will not serve as either a Navy 
fighter, if Secretary Lehman's action is 
as reported, or as a Marine Corps attack 
aircraft. $38 billion is to be spent just 
for a Marine fighter and a Navy attack 
plane. 

The cost growth of the program has 
been steep, and there is no sign it is stop
ping. Not only does the F/ A-18 now cost 
about five times as much as the A-7 at
tack aircraft, it costs almost as much as 
the F-14. It is hard to remember that 
the F-18 was supposed to be the "low" 
end of the "high-low mix." 

Even as the Senate prepares to approve 
$1.743 billion in procurement for the 
F-18, the Defense Department is actively 
considering cancellation of the program. 
In mid-April Deputy Secretary of De
fense Carlucci ordered a study to deter
mine the costs and feasibility of cancel
ing the F-18, subs·tit!Uting F-14's, A-7s, 
and/or AV-8B's for it. I applaud this ac
tion by the Defense Department. It is 
overdue. The failure of the F-18 program 
has been glaringly obvious for some time. 
But one must wonder why the Senate 
goes blithely ahead supporting the pro
gram? 

As Secretary Carlucci has noted, we do 
have alternatives to the F-18. These al
ternatives can give us better capability at 
lower cost. The A-7 can be substituted 
for the A-18, with an increase in capa
bility at much lower cost. The Marine F-
4's can be continued in service for at 
least a decade, while a fighter version of 
the Harrier is developed. Israel plans to 
keep its F-4's in service well into the 
19~0's, and the Germans are considering 
domg the same, despite the fact these 
are already somewhat older aircraft. 

Again, I do not plan to offer an amend
ment which we all know does not stand 
a chance of passage. But that does not 
mean I bel~eve the program should go 
forward. It 1s a tragedy that it continues 

to go forward, a tragedy not only for the 
taxpayers, but for our Naval and Marine 
aviation, which are being saddled wlth 
an inferior, problem-plagued aircraft. I 
urge the administration to conduct a full, 
fair, and nonpolitical review of this pro
gram. Such a review can only result in 
cancellation of the F/ A-18, in view of 
the overwhelming conceptual, technical, 
and financial failure of the program. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Texas for yielding. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am sure 
there has been brought to the attention 
now of every Member of the Senate the 
unhappy circumstance that occurred 
earlier today in Rome, the assassination 
attempt on Pope John Paul II. I am 
about to propound a unanimous-consent 
request and I invite the attention of all 
Senators in respect thereto. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate now temporarily 
suspend consideration of the pending 
business and proceed to the considera
tion of a resolution to be offered by the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
DoMENICI) and the Senator from Massa
chusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) relative to the 
attempted assassination of Pope John 
Paul II. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I further ask unanimous 
consent that, following the reporting of 
the resolution by the clerk, Senator DoM
ENICI and Senator KENNEDY be recog
nized to speak thereon and that, follow
ing the recognition and speeches of those 
two Senators, the Senate immediately 
proceed to vote on the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFic-.t!:R. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I further ask unanimous 
consent that, following the adoption of 
the resolution, the Chaplain deliver a 
prayer, as authorized by the resolution 
if the resolution is so adopted, and that 
the resolution remain at the desk for the 
remainder of the calendar day for ad
ditional cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that, after the 
Chaplain's prayer, the Senate immedi
ately return to the consideration of the 
pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico is 
recognized. 

EXPRESSION OF THE SENATE'S 
DEEP CONCERN OVER THE AT
TACK ON HIS HOLINESS POPE 
JOHN PAUL II AND OFFER OF 
PRAYERS FOR HIS RECOVERY 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, in be-
half of myself and the distinguished 
senior Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
KENNEDY) I send to the desk a resolu
tion and ask for its immediate considera
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso
lution will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 133) to express the 

deep concern of the Senate over the attack on 
His Holiness Pope John Paul II, and to offer 
prayers for his recovery. 

Whereas, His Holiness Pope John Paul II 
has been a sign of hope for all people of every 
faith , a true messenger of the Gospel and of 
human justice, a good shepherd for the whole 
world; 

Whereas, This man of peace has now been 
struck down by the latest act of violence to 
stain our time; and 

Whereas, His brave life and his shining 
example are a rare gift in a tro.ubled and 
turbulent era, a vivid signal of that love for 
each other which surpasses all human under
standing. 

Resolved by the Senate of the United States 
of America, That we join now in common 
concern and we pause in prayer to God for 
the life, the health, and the recovery of Pope 
John Paul II. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution, which was submitted by Mr. 
DOMENICI for himself and Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ARM
STRONG, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
BENTSEN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
BOSCHWITZ, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. BUMPERS, 
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., Mr. 
ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. CANNON, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. CHTLES, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
DANFORTH, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. DENTON, 
Mr. DIXON, Mr. Donn, Mr. DOLE, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. EAST, 
Mr. EXON, Mr. FORD, Mr. GARN, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. HART, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. 
HATFIELD. 

Mrs. HAWKINS, Mr. HAYAKAWA, Mr. 
HEFLIN, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. HELMS, Mr. HoL
LINGS, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. HUMPHREY, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. JEPSEN, 
Mr. JoHNSTON, Mrs. KAssEBAUM, Mr. KAs
TEN, Mr. LAXALT, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. LONG, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. 
MATSUNAGA, Mr. MATTINGLY, Mr. Mc
CLURE, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. MUR
KOWSKI, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. NUNN, Mr. 
PACKWOOD, Mr. PELL, Mr. PERCY, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. 
QuAYLE, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
RoTH, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
SASSER, Mr. SCHMITT, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
TOWER, Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. WILLIAMS, and 
Mr. ZORINSKY. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Pope 
John Paul II, a truly remarkable spirit
ual and world leader, who has done 
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more to promote peace and brotherhood 
in the world today than any other per
son, has himself been a victim of the 
crazed violence of an assassin's bullets. 
I cannot come up with any words to de
scribe the latest assassination attempt. I 
know we live in a crazy and violent 
world, but why would anyone want to 
try to end the life of this gentle man, 
who has done so much good in his life
time? All we can do now is simply pray 
for him and ask if it be God's will, that 
his life be spared and he may have a 
quick and full recovery. There is a great 
feeling of mourning here. I do not know 
how we can end this hate and violence 
that now appears to be a permanent part 
of this world and has the power to at
tempt to end the lives of good and spirit
ual leaders. But I do believe, as does the 
Pope, in God's love overcoming this hate 
and violence and by the Pope's humble 
example, the world may come to see an 
answer to this seemingly unans\\ erable 
problem. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. K_ENNEDY. Mr. President, first, I 
thank the majority leader and the Dem
ocratic leader for their cooperation with 
Senator DoMENici and myself in giving 
the Senate the opportunity to act on this 
resolution. 

I am grieved at the shooting of His 
Holiness Pope John Paul II. The greatest 
symbol of peace in the world has been 
struck down by this latest act of mind
less violence. Those of us who have had 
the privilege of meeting the Holy Father 
know him as a warm and caring person. 
He is a good shepherd ; the whole world 
is his flock. His aura has moved the 
Earth; his sensitivity has reached the 
hearts of so many individual human 
beings in need. 

This is a shot that has gone to the 
soul of the world. Let us pray for the 
Pope and for ourselves, as people and 
nations now united in concern for him, 
that we may heed his words to the United 
Nations and help to advance "the human 
dimension of peace." 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is un
believable that this has happened. Pope 
John Paul II is a peace-loving man
a man I met personally just last 
month during the congressional Easter 
recess. I carried with me a message from 
the ftrst presidency of the Mormon 
Church-a message of peace and work
ing together. We talked of world issues, 
peace being the main topic. He is a man 
who has prayed for peace in many 
languages. 

Just prior to the personal audience he 
granted to my wife Elaine and me, he 
addressed a student audience of 3,000, 
ir: 7 languages. Wherever he has gone, 
his message has been one we all em
brace-peace-and for this sort of 
thing to happen, well it is just unbeliev
able. Our prayers go out at this time to 
a very kind and gracious, spiritual, re
markable man. 

ATTEMPTED ASSASSINATION OF 
POPE JOHN PAUL II 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
in horror and indignation at the news of 

the attempt today on the life of Pope 
John Paul II by an assailant whose 
motivations, at this time, are unclear. 

This was a cowardly and despicable 
attack on a man of peace. 

Mr. President, I offer my prayers, 
along with the prayers of millions of 
others around the world, for the Pope's 
speedy and complete recovery. It is also 
my hope that the apprehension and 
prosecution of the person or perhaps 
persons responsible for this ugly deed be 
swift and just. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, it 
is indeed with a heavy heart and a deep 
sense of grief and shock that I join in 
statements of prayer and hope for Pope 
John Paul II's recovery from the bullet 
wound of an assassin. 

Mr. President, across the world indi
viduals of all faiths are praying for the 
recovery of-this fine man and leader. The 
Pope has traveled the world and in each 
place he visited brought his smiling face, 
his outreached hands, and his words of 
love and compassion to lift the spirits of 
all who saw him. We in the United States 
were fortunate to have the Pope as our 
guest just last year, and from the East to 
West thousands gathered to see him and 
listen to his words. 

To the members of the Catholic faith, 
the Pope is an exemplary leader who in
spires members of his church to 
strengthen their faith. But regardless of 
our faith , the Pope represents an ex
ample of love, compassion, and devotion 
that is well worth emulating. 

Mr. President, Pope John Paul II 
prayed for our society. He prayed that 
throughout the world all men and wom
en of different races, nationalities, and 
faiths would work harmoniously together 
to overcome their differences. I join in 
prayer that the Pope will recover soon 
from his wounds so that he can continue 
to spread this message of love through-
out the world. / 

But Mr. President, I must add another 
prayer to that. Less than 2 months ago 
this body was so saddened to learn of the 
assassination attempt of our own coun
try's leader, President Reagan. And none 
of us need to be reminded that there were 
other times as well-times when our 
leaders' lives have been taken-or at
tempted to be taken-by an assassin's 
bullet. 

Mr. President, each time such an at
tempt is made our society as a whole feels 
the sting of the bullet. 

I pray that an end come to hate and 
hostility, that we overcome our differ
ences and live in a peaceful society, and 
that as leaders we provide the direction 
needed to insure that peaceful society. 

Let us all live by the example of peace 
and love set forth by Pope John Paul II. 
Let us realize, as he does, that peace is 
the ultimate goal to be reached. And let 
us pray that very soon the Pope will be 
able to continue to spread his words of 
love and compassion throughout the 
world. 
e Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I , like 
many of my colleagues. find it difficult 
to express the great sense of indignation 
caused by the abominable attempt on the 
life of His Holiness Pope John Paul II. 

Once more, we are awakened to the 

empty feeling of helplessness as we wit
ness another pernicious act of violence. 
This senseless deed, along with the re
cent assassination attempt on President 
Reagan are symptomatic of the presently 
existing threat to civilization, freedom, 
and our security posed by the monster of 
immorality and lawlessness abroad today. 

Pope John Paul, II, a kind and gentle 
man, is the most inspirational moral 
leader in the world. I had the distinct 
honor of meeting the pontiff during his 
last visit to this country. At that time, 
I presented him a book of messages from 
many friends and fellow Alabamians and 
asked that he pray for our Nation. 

Today, I join this Nation and the 
people of the world in a prayer for him. 
We ask that the Almighty Father grant 
Pope John Pa11l II, a complete and rapid 
recovery so that he may return to his 
hallowed duties as the world's spiritual 
leader.• 
e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I join 
my colleagues today in cosponsoring a 
resolution of concern at the tragic shoot
ing of Pope John Paul II. 

This resolution expresses the sense of 
shock and sorrow that all of us feel at 
the shooting of this man of faith, whose 
voice has been raised for the cause of 
peace and mankind since his elevation. 
The Pope's visit to this country was an 
historic and meaningful experience for 
Americans of all faiths. The Pope's role 
in helping protect the freedom of re
ligion in his native land has been an in
spiration to all who value peace and 
liberty. The Pope's message of good will 
to the people of Africa, Asia, and Latin 
America has given hope for the future to 
millions of people around the world. 

That the life of this man should be 
threatened by a senseless act of violence 
is a tragic commentary on our world. 

As we join in prayer for the full re
covery of the Pope, this tragedy should 
reaffirm for all of us the importance of 
pursuing the goals to which Pope John 
Paul II has dedicated his life.e 
• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, once again 
the world is shocked, angered, and be
wildered by an act of total insanity. Little 
can be said to explain the feeling of 
sympathy and distress that every civ
ilized person must share, and nothing 
can be done to ease the despair. 

Sadly, this measure is all we can do. 
We can only institutionalize what we all 
already know-that this act is con
demned by all mankind. 

To the pontiff, we can send our best 
wishes, and the prayers of our Nation.• 
e Mr. WILLIAMS. The Pope was shot, 
we were told. Was it a rumor? Could this 
really have happened? The news was 
numbing. 

With a disturbing frequency, we hear 
of shootings, bombings, mass murders; 
sometimes they are calculated and polit
ically motivated: other times they are 
just random acts of violence. It is ludi
crous to even ask why anyone would 
want to shoot Pope John Paul II, and it is 
nearly impossible to imagine the motiva
tion behind such a heinous act. 

Perhaps the shooting seems more hor
rific because he is the Pope_ As with the 
recent shooting of our own President, 
the crime is removed from among the 
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ranks of countless other attempted mur
ders because of the victim's station in 
life. Pope John Paul II is a natural dip
lomat, a dedicated missionary and a lov
ing statesman. He has fought for justice 
and human rights in countries far from 
Vatican City, and exposed himself to per
sonal danger at each step of the way. 
Thinking not of himself, but only of those 
he is here to serve, he has worked tire
lessly to foster world peace and encour
age spiritual unity. He is loved and ad
mired by people throughout the · world, 
regardless of their religious beliefs, and 
his actions have left their indelible im
print on countless lives. 

So once again, we ask ourselves why? 
And today's events force us to face once 
_again the troubled state of the world. We 
have been rocked by a shock wave set off 
in a corwded square halfway around the 
globe. Senseless and barbarous actions 
by tormented individuals, driven by 
voices only they can hear, change the 
course of history and deprive us of the 
company and leadership of great men 
and women. 

I do not have solutions to propose. And 
I do not want to make this occasion a 
forum for a discussion of the subject of 
violence and its control. I do need, how
ever, to share my profound sadness over 
today's distressing news about the at
tempt on the life of Pope John Paul II. 
And I hope and pray that the Pope is able 
to make an early recovery from his 
wounds. I have no doubt that his spirit 
remains undaunted, because his faith is 
strong. And I have no doubt that today's 
events will not dampen his drive and 
enthusiasm for walking among the peo
ple of the Earth to spread God's word. 
He is a man with a mission and I am 
confident that nothing so temporal as 
personal danger will keep him from it.o 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, in a 
brutal and senseless attack, Pope John 
Paul II was gunned down today in Rome. 
This is a man of peace; a man of God 
whose life is dedicated to helping others; 
a man who has used both his personal 
energies and the prestige of his position 
to help bring about a healing of man
kind's many wounds. Yet, not even he is 
immune from the random violence that 
mars our world. 

Once the cycle of violence begins it 
feeds upon itself. Just a few short we~ks 
ago, the President of the United States 
and his party were gunned down in an
other senseless and random act of vio
lence. Perhaps we will never eradicate 
violence, but I believe that the institu
tions of our society and other societies 
as well are inadequately training young 
people. to accept the values of humanity 
and kmdness that so characterize the 
life of Pope John Paul II. Too many men 
and women come of age feeling that vio
lence will resolve their inner conflicts. 

I pray that the cycle of violence will 
b~ broken. I pray that Pope John Paul II 
Will recover qu1ckly and fully from the 
wounds he suffered today. I can only 
hope that this terrible incident will bring 
mankind closer together. Pope John Paul 
II speaks not only for the millions of 
Catholics throughout the world, but his 

compassion, his wit and his quintessen
tial humanity have made him a spokes
man for all men and women of good will. 

I think this incident is a time for all 
men and women of good will, certainly 
those of us in this country who have re
cently experienced a similar incident, to 
reflect about life itself; we need to re
member that Almighty God has given us 
this brief time on Earth and it is a fragil 
existence. It is important to remember 
our neighbors and to remember the 
Judea-Christian principles upon which 
this Nation was founded. We should use 
this sad time to think about kindness 
friendship, and love instead of the anger: 
hatred, and vindictiveness that so often 
permeates our everyday lives if we do not 
discipline ourselves and reflect properly 
upon life. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President I ask 
if the leader has no object~on, that th~ 
Ap~stolic delegate to Washington be 
notified of our action. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am 
happy to do that. I wonder if the Chair 
would put the question on the resolu
tion at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
!luestion before the Ser:..ate is on agree
mg to the resolution. 

The resolution <S. Res. 133) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. ~AKER. Mr. President, on the 
suggestion of the distinguished m!nority 
leader and the Senator from New Mexico 
an.d ti?-e Senator from Massachusetts, I 
thmk It would be entirely appropriate to 
ask, and I do ask unanimous 'consent 
that the Secretary of the Senate be di~ 
rected to supply to the Apostolic delegate 
to the United States, the Pope's rep
resentative in Washington, an engrossed 
copy of this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, that will be done. 

With passage of the resolution, I ask 
the Chaplain to come forward. 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 
C. Halverson, offered the following 
prayer: 

Let us observe a moment of silent 
prayer. <Pause.) 

Our Father in Heaven, our hearts are 
heavy within us at the news of the at
tempt on the life of Pope John Paul II 
who has radiated such confidence and 
love to the whole world. 

We are unspeakably grateful that the 
attempt failed and that the news is good 
concerning his condition. 

While millions in every nation repair 
to t:t:eir churches and synagogues to pray, 
we m the Senate pause in the midst of 
our work out of respect and love for this 
magnificent servant of God. We join 
the peoples of the Earth in intercession 
for a rapid and total recovery. 

We pray for long life for this uncom
mon man who has elevated the hopes and 
as~irations of all people and who sym
bolizes the world's deepest longings for 
peace and unity and love. 

Grant to all who serve with him in the 
Vatican and in the church throughout 
the Earth every blessing and encourage
ment. 

In the name of the Father and the Son 
and the Holy Spirit. Amen. 

THE SHOOTING OF POPE JOHN 
PAUL II 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am 
heartened and thankful for the news 
from Rome that Pope John Paul II is 
resting now with some comfort and that 
the prognosis for his recovery appears to 
be good. He is as decent and as sainted 
as any mere mortal who has ever trod 
this Earth. 

That Pope John Paul's life has been 
spared is a blessing from our God. 

That he has been assaulted is an 
abomination, not only to our God, but to 
all men and women of faith and decency. 

In the 2% years of his papacy as the 
vicar of Christ to hundreds of ~illions 
of Roman Catholics throughout the 
world, Pope J .ohn Paul has not only 
stabilized and counseled the Catholic 
Church as an institution, but he has also 
most truly been the best of shepherds to 
his flock. 

On those of us not of his faith, Pope 
John Paul has had no less an impact. In 
his travels across the world, he has 
spread a message of hope, of faith, and 
of compassion to millions of people 
whose spirits yearned for hope, for faith, 
and for compassion. All of us recall the 
remarkable atmosphere of joy and good 
will which swept across this city and this 
Nation when John Paul was among us 
in the autumn of 1979. 

Mr. President, I suppose we should 
somehow become accustomed to these 
wanton and despicable acts in this day 
and time. Surely, they have been perpe
trated on our society and our time with 
a sad regularity. 

However, one cannot be incredulous 
that a man of such all-encompassing 
love, of such stalwart faith, of such mar
velous good will should be the target of 
an assassin. How is it in our world that 
this Pope of peace can be visited by such 
violence? 

I am certain, Mr. President, that in 
the councils of the Vatican and the Ital
ian Government, there shall be much 
discussion in this very regard in the days 
to come-as to how this happened and 
how it can be prevented or at least de
terred in the future. 

Those discussions will not be unlike 
our own of recent days. And while there 
m:1y w~1 1 be !';')me m~teril31 and phvsical 
precautions that we all might take in the 
future, I suggest we must look much 
deeper into our lives. 

For this violence is but an abhorrent 
symptom of a sickness of the spirit of 
so many in our world. And that is what 
we must cure. We simply must. 

There is a praver, Mr. President, which 
I find appropriate for this day. It was 
written by Saint Ignatius Loyola in 1548 
and it reads: 

Teach us, good Lord, to serve Thee as Thou 
deservest; 

To give and not to count the cost: 
To fight and not to heed the wounds; 
To toil and not to seek for rest; 
To labor and not ask for any reward save 

that of knowing that we do Thy will. 

I find that prayer to be the essence of 
Pope John Paul II. I pray for him and I 
pray for us all. 

. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AU
THORIZATION ACT OF 1982 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 815. 

The Senate continued with considera
tion of the bill. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am ad
vised that there are a number of amend
ments yet to be dealt with on this 
measure, and I have already indicated to 
Senators on this side and I believe per
haps the Democratic cloakroom has 
done the same that we are going to be 
in late tonight. Even with that, we are 
going to work hard to clear this bill. 

I agreed on this side to an agreement 
for time certain to vote at 5 p.m. 
tomorrow. 

There are certain amendments that 
must be dealt with that have been nego
tiated, I believe, and I would be pleased 
to yield to any Senator who wishes to 
speak on that. 

Before I do, I yield to the distinguished 
minority leader and ask for his views 
on such a request, if I may make that 
request. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the distinguished majority leader and I 
have discussed an order by the Senate 
providing for a final vote on the bill at 
no later than 5 p.m. tomorrow. 

I have caused to be contacted various 
offices of Senators on my side of the aisle. 

There have been no objections to such 
a request and, therefore, I am not pre
pared to express no objection to such 
a request. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. 

Mr. President, I see that the distin
guished Senator from Oregon is in the 
Chamber. Before I make the request, I 
yield to him. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished majority leader will yield, 
I reserve the right to object, but I do 
wish to make certain that the purpose 
for which I have indicated earlier a no
time-agreement position was predicated 
on the question that I believe has been 
resolved at least between the leader on 
the majority side and myself. 

But I would have to impose an objec
tion on any time agreement until this 
question has been thoroughly resolved 
and some of the deletions to which he 
has agreed. 

I appreciate the fact that any Senator 
can come to the Chamber and in spite 
of what .the majority leader may agree 
to enter an objection and ask for a de
bate, make a motion, and so forth and 
so on. 

But I do not want to preclude that 
possibility that is always mine for ex
~ended debate, unlimited debate, on an 
Issue I feel very strongly about. 

So I just have that kind of a concern 
about agreeing to any time certain until 
we have actually resolved this particular 
amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Sen a tor. 

I yield to the distinguished chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President as I said 
to the distinguished Senator from ore
gon, I am prepared to accept his amend-

ment. However, I do not function in a 
vacuum, and there are other members 
of my committee, particularly the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Manpower 
and Personnel, who have the primary 
responsibility for this, and I will be re
miss if I did not counsel with them be
fore we act on this. 

As I say, I am personally prepared 
to support the Senator from Oregon. 

May I ask him at this point--it is my 
understanding he intends to offer an 
amendment addressed to page 56, sec
tion 916. I wonder if it was the entire 
section that he wanted· stricken or just 
a subsection thereof? 

Mr. HATFIELD. If I may respond, it 
would be the entire section ·beginning on 
page 65, line 8, striking all language 
through page 66, line 5. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator gives some 
consideration to leaving that first para
graph intact. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
interrupt for a moment. 

I wa.s under a misimpression. I thought 
that this had all been worked out, and 
I thought we were prepared now to get 
the unanimous-consent reouest. I had 
advised the minority leader to that 
effect. 

I withdraw my request. I have not yet 
made it. I will not now make it until 
the details are attended to. 

I offer my apologies for the interrup
tion to those Senators engaged in the 
colloquy. 

. ~r. ~OWER. Mr. President, if the 
di~tmgUI.shed majority leader will per
mit me, 1t may be that I have misled the 
distinguished majority leader. If I did, 
I apologize for that. 

Mr. BAKER. No. The Senator from 
Texas did not mislead me. I just mis
understood. 

Mr. TOWER. I believe that this matter 
can be resolved expeditiously and if we 
can withhold the request perhaps in just 
a few minutes we can clarify it. 

Mr. BAKER. I arri happy to. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President if the 

Sen~tor will yield to me now, we' are ex
pe?tmg Mr. JEPSEN to come in, and I am 
gomg to ask that Mr. ExoN come in. 
. ~r. BAKER. Senator STENNIS has not 
mdiCated whether he accepts it. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am going to ask the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. 
. At th_e very least it appears that my 
1mpendmg request was premature. I am 
still optimistic. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 97 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment in the nature of 
a se?se~of-the-Senate resolution. I ask 
for Its Immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows· 
The Senator from Colorado (Mr. HART) 

proposes an unprinted amendment No. 97. 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section : Section - (a) The congress 
finds that: 

(I) the President of the United States has 

stated his wlllingness to pursue and ne
gotiate legitimate nuclear arms control 
Agreements with the Soviet Union, and 

(2) the Foreign Ministers of .a number of 
European governments have urged the gov
ernment of the United States to resume nu
clear arms limitation talks with the Soviet 
Union, and 

(3) the Secretary of State of the United 
States recently negotiated a communique 
with the Foreign Ministers of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization which stated th.at 
"the allies stress the value of stab111zing, 
equitable and verifiable arms control 
through limitations on Soviet and U.S. 
strategic arms," 

(b) It is hereby declared to be the sense 
of the Senate th.at the senate supports the 
President in reopening nuclear arms control 
talks to enhance our national security, and 
that the Senate and the President should 
work together and take every step possible 
to achieve the President's goal of resuming 
nuclear arms control talks. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the amend
ment speaks for itself. That is why I have 
permitted the clerk to read the entire 
text. 

Each Member of the Senate has re
ceived in his or her office today a copy of 
this amendment. It is simple and 
straightforward. As I have indicated, it 
speaks for itself. 

The President of the United States has 
stated personally his willingness to pur
sue and to negotiate legitimate nuclear 
arms control agreements with the Soviet 
Union. 

At a press conference in January, he 
said, for example, 

I am willing for our people to go into nego
tiations-that we could start negotiating on 
the basis of trying to effect an actual reduc
tion in the numbers of nuclear weapons. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will Sen
ators please be quiet? 

Mr. HART. I thank the Chair. 
During Secretary of State Haig's re

cent trip to Rome for a meeting of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the 
foreign ministers of a number of Euro
pean governments urged the United 
States to resume nuclear arms limitations 
talks with the Soviet Union. Secretary 
Haig negotiated a communique with the 
NATO foreign ministers which stated 
that: 

The allies stress the value of stabilizing, 
equitable and verifiable arms control through 
limitations on Soviet .and U.S. strategic 
arms. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have a better situation here, so that the 
Senator can be heard? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has asked for order before. If it is 
necessary to call the Sergeant at Arms to 
achieve quiet, that will be done. 

Mr. HART. In testimony before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee in 
March, Secretary of Defense Weinberger 
explained as follows: 

This administration remains committed 
to equitable and verifiable arms control. ... 
We must work harder now to design a real
istic approach to the limitation of arma
ments, an approach that will help preserve 
the peace. 

Mr. President, based upon these state
ments by our NATO allies, by the Presi-
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dent of the United States, a.nd by the 
Secretary of Defense before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, I hope the 
distinguished manager of the bill and 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi, who is managing the bill for the 
minority side, can see their way clear' 
to supporting this resolution. It simply 
puts the Senate of the United States on 
record as supporting the administra
tion's aims and goals in terms of negoti
ated limitations of nuclear weapons. 
These goals were shared by the past 
three or four administrations. They are 
supported by both political parties and 
the vast ma.iority of the American people. 

This amendment, in the nature of a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, would 
put us solidly behind the President on a 
nonpartisan, bipartisan basis, urging 
and supporting the goals this adminis
tration already has stated. 

I am sure that, given the events that 
were just remarked on here in the Sen
ate, involving the tragic attempt on the 
life of the Pope, a servant of peace who 
has strongly urged all nations to do what 
they can to limit the threat of nuclear 
war-the spirit of the events of today 
and the resolution which this body just 
adopted, it is entirely appropriate for 
the Senate to go on record as support
ing the administration, supporting the 
policy of this country for the past 10 
or more years, and urging tha.t we pro
ceed, on a timely basis, with the con
tinued negotiation of a verifiable and 
legitimate arms control agreement. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I would 
be happy to join in a bipartisan effort 
to !"Upnort th)s type of resolution, par
ticularly if we made it consistent ex
actly with President Reagan's declared 
policy. 

What I would propose to do would be 
to add a phrase or paragraph which 
would make thic clear. I commend the 
Senator from Colorado for his effort to 
reinstitute at least consideration of arms 
control policy. I would join him in this 
provided it is, in fact , consistent with 
President Reagan's stated declaration. 

So I would propose the following sub
stitute for his resolution. It would read 
as .follows: 

Whereas, the President of the United 
States has stated his w1llil1Gness to pursue 
and negotiate equitable and verifiable nu
clear arms control agreements with the So
viet Union, and 

I believe those are the words the Senator 
from Colorado used-

Whereas, the Foreign Ministers of a num
ber of European g-overnment s have urged the 
government of the United States to resume 
nuclear arms limitation talks with the so
viet Union in parallel with the NATO theater 
nuclear force modernization plan of Decem
ber, 1979, and 

Whereas, the Secretary o! State of the 
United States recently negotiated a com
munique with the Foreign Ministers of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization which 
stated that "the allies stress the value of 
stab111z1n~. eouitable and verifiable arms 
control through limitations on Soviet and 
U.S. strategic arms," and 

here. I believe, is the difference in the 
resolution-

Whereas, the proper timin~ and format 
for such arms control negotiations are or 

necessity linked to the overall status of 
Soviet-American relations and trends in the 
military balance, 

this, I believe, is also a fundamental part 
of President Reagan's approach to arms 
control, that there in fact be considera
tion of the overall military balance be
tween the Soviet Union and the United 
Sta.tes-

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that it is the 
sense of the Senate to support the President 
in reopening nuclear arms control talks to 
enhance our national security, and that the 
Senate and the President should work to
gether and take every step possible to achieve 
the President 's goal of resuming nuclear 
arms control talks when the world situation 
permits. 

.. Nith that modification, I would be 
happy to join my good friend from 
Colorado in sponsoring such a resolu
tion, and I am sure we could secure the 
support of a majority of our colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I have a 
couple of observations. 

First, the addition of the theater nu
clear force negotiation is contemplated 
in the phrase in the resolution I have 
submitted and obviously was included 
under the category of nuclear arms con
trol talks. 

Frankly, it is the last phrase sug
gested by the Senator from Maine that 
troubles me. I believe he read something 
about "When the world conditions per
mit" or something of that sort. Frankly, 
that is not what the President of the 
United States said or the Secretary of 
Defense said, or Secretary Haig said. 

I believe the resolution stands on its 
own. It does not condition the resump
tion of those talks, as the President him
self did not presume. So I believe that 
what the Senator from Maine is pro
posing is somewhat different from what 
I have suggested. 

Mr. COHEN. I would be happy to strike 
the phrase "when the world situation 
permits," but I do believe it is consistent 
with what Secretary of Defense Wein
berger testified before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee-that, in fact , we 
had to have some sort of clarity of policy 
so far as what the U.S. position is going 
to be. He needed several monthc; at least 
to see what course we should be taking. 

So I think it is consistent, but I will 
be happy to ~trike that portion of the 
resolution that I would offer so that it 
would be in fact consistent with the 
~eagan administration's articulated pol
Icy. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, as I have 
indicated the phrase in my resolution 
"nuclear arms control talks" includes 
and contemplates the theater nuclear 
force negotiati<'n. So essentially all the 
Senator from Maine does, I think, is ex
pand and clarify the pendi,ng resolution. 

I would be more than happy to move 
to amend my own resolution with those 
additions and accept the Senator from 
Maine as a cosponsor if that is his wish. 

Mr. COHEN. As I understand it, the 
Senator from Colorado would be willing 
to accept the suggestion of the Senator 
from Maine that we include the phrase: 
"Whereas, the proper timing and format 
for such arms r.ontrol negotiations are 
of necessity linked to the overall status 

of Soviet-American relations and trends 
in the military balance." 

I think as far as I am concerned, that 
is the critical paragraph. I would be 
happy to drop the reference to the 
"theater nuclear force" and also "the 
world situation permits." 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am sorry 
I did not understand. The Senator read 
his resolution. \Vould he repeat it? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, may we 
have order, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I did not 
hear the Senator from Maine read that 
language when he first delivered it. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I have a 
copy I will send to the Senator. I will read 
it over again. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order please. 

The Senator from Colorado has the 
floor. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I am trying to sort out and 
straighten out a confusing situation here. 

Yes, I yield. 
Mr. SCHMITT. If we may, could we 

lay the amendment aside briefly and 
while that is done we could take care of 
an amendment that I understand will be 
acceptable to the committee? 

Mr. TOWER. We are currently con
sidering an amendment of the Senator 
from Colorado, and I think it can be dis
posed of. 

Mr. SCHMITT. He was asking for a 
quorum call as if he would take time. 
I thought I would save time. 

Mr. HART. No. It will just be a couple 
minutes. 

Is that all right? 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President as the 
distinguished Senator from Te~as and 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services is aware, for some time 
I and a number of other colleagues have 
been working to decrease the short-term 
vulnerability of our intercontinental 
ballistic missile force to the increasing 
threat of a preemptive first strike on the 
part of the Soviet Union. 

I emphasize, italicize, and underline 
"the increasing threat," because it is the 
existence of that threat that causes dif
ficulties not onlv in our nati-onal defense 
policy but also in the conduct of our for
eign policy. 

Through the assistance of the distin
guished Senator from Texas over the 
last 2 or 3 years it has been possible to 
make some significant steps that have 
contributed, I believe, to decreasing this 
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vulnerability. I do not expect it to dis
appear completely but I think we are 
making some real progress. 

We have seen an acceleration of the 
airborne launch control system procure
ment; we have seen an acceleration of 
the development of long-life batteries 
for our missile forces, and we have grad
ually seen progress toward replacing 
some of the older Minuteman II missiles 
with the more capable Minuteman III's. 

The background of this at this point 
is as follows: The Senate Committee on 
Armed Services authorized the substi
tution of 100 Minuteman III's for the 
Minuteman II system in the fiscal year 
1981 authorization bill. The level of au
thorization was cut in half in confer
ence, but the language read, "up to 100 
such substitutions." 

In tnat sense, at least in that bill, 
Congress had committed itself to this 
particular approach to further decreas
ing our vulnerability to a Soviet first 
strike. 

The Senate Appropriations Commit
tee funded in fiscal year 1981 the begin
ning of this replacement, but this fund
ing was dropped in conference. 

The Senate Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee has moved, under the au
thorization in fiscal year 1981, to add 
$5 million for this purpose. 

The purpose of the amendment which 
I will be sending to the desk will be to 
complete that funding, which brings the 
total cost up to $18 million. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 98 

(Purpose: To provide $13 mlllion !or the 
deployment of 50 Minuteman III missiles 
as substitutes for Minuteman II missiles) 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I remind 
the Senator that there is an amendment 
pending. 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be temporarily laid aside in order to act 
on this amendment which, I understand, 
is acceptable to the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico {Mr. 

ScHMITT) proposes a.n unprinted amend
ment numbered 98. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 17, line 8, strike out "$4,718,746,-

000" and insert in lieu thereof "$4,731,746-
000". • 

Mr. SCHMIT!'. The bottom line is this 
would add a little over $13 million to 
complete the replacement of 50 Minute
man II's with Minuteman III's out of our 
assets. 

It has the advantage of at a very low 
cost increasing by 100 the additional re
entry v~hicles available, plus it provides 
the ava1Iable assets of Minuteman II's 

for the normal testing purposes which 
they must undergo. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, this is a 
matter which has been discussed in the 
committee, and I think it is an approach 
that has caught the interest of many 
people as a means of narrowing the gap 
in the open window of vulnerability 
through the decade of the 1980's to the 
extent that we can. It is a relatively 
inexpensive, what we might call quick
fix idea. 

I cannot say to the Senator from New 
Mexico how the matter will be viewed 
by the Appropriations Committee. I 
imagine they will consider it very care
fully before appropriating these funds. 

I am prepared to accept the amend
ment of the Senator from New Mexico. 
I have discussed it with the Senator from 
Mississippi and it is my understanding 
that he is prepared to accept it, too. 

Mr. SCHMITT. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the abs·ence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator from Mis
sissippi has come to the fioor. As I ex
plained earlier, I am prepared to accept 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
Mexico. It is an attempt to minimize our 
vulnerability during the period of the 
1980's by substituting the Minuteman 
III's for the Minuteman Il's. I know the 
Appropriations Committee will want to 
have a hard look at it and scrutinize it. 
But I think it is proper for us to go ahead 
and authorize it and leave the matter in 
the hands of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I take 
quite seriously anything the Senator 
from New Mexico says, particularly in 
this field. It certainly would be worth 
looking at further. I would be glad to 
yield on the amendment with that under
standing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the amendment? 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I want 
to thank both Senators on the fioor for 
their leadership in this area and for ac
cepting the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
SCHMITT). 

The amendment <UP No. 98) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 97 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion recurs on the amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. HART). 

Mr. HART addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. HAR'l'. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Maine has, of course, raised 
a key element of the continuing dialog 
and debate about the terms and condi
tions under which this Nation ought to 
negotiate and will continue to negotiate 
limitations on strategic arms. I certainly 
respect the point of view which he has 
taken in the past and which his proposal 
here today represents. 

Let me, by way of assuring him, state 
that neither in word nor in thought does 
the resolution before the Senate now in
troduced by the Senator from Colorado 
attempt to state the conditions under 
which this administration or any other 
administration ought to conduct nego
tiations, for obvious reasons. Because it 
is the intent of the author of the resolu
tion to seek, for all practical purposes, 
unanimity in support of the administra
tion's position. 

I have not addressed what some have 
called linkage, conditioning the nego
tiations either on Soviet behavior of one 
kind or another or any other state of 
affairs between our nations. That would 
necessarily involve the Senate in, I think, 
protracted and prolonged debate in what 
we should negotiate, what the terms of 
the agreement ought to be, and what is 
in the best interest of the United States. 
And we would end up here for hours, if 
not days, in effect, reconducting the de
bate over SALT II. 

I want to assure the distinguished Sen
ator from Maine not only that I under
stand and appreciate and respect his 
position, but that, in his case, as in the 
case of those on this side of the aisle, 
others who have taken rather strong 
positions for or against SALT II agree
ment or how negotiations are to be un
dertaken, that this resolution does not 
address that issue. 
· It does not address the issue of link
age. It does not address the question of 
whether you are in the linkage school 
of thought or the antilinkage school of 
thought. In fact, the Senator from Colo
rado has taken the point of view that 
there is linkage, but it is a rather reverse 
k:nd of linkage under which we sh')uld 
negotiate these agreements precisely 
because of the way the Soviets behave 
not in spite of, or not to postpone while, 
but rather because the Soviets behave 
the way they do that we need, in fact, 
limitations on the nuclear weapons. 

All I can say to the Senator from 
Maine is the resolution is pure, it is 
simple, and it is straightforward. It 
does not prejudice, condition, or other
wlse affect in any way one individual 
Senator's views on the terms or condi
tions for conducting nuclear arms limi
tations. It is merely to put the Senate, as 
an institution, behind the administra
tion and, more importantly, behind the 
policy of this country for the past num
ber of years and several administrations 
and both political parties that it is in our 
interest to go forward, under whatever 
conditions, with these negotiations. 

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

·KASTEN). The Senator from Maine. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, let me just 
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mention a few of the concerns that I 
had initially which I think have been 
removed. 

First of all, it was my reaction that we 
might, in fact, be lending our support 
to a resolution endorsing the President's 
articulated policy and yet implicitly re
jecting the underlying method of achiev
ing that particular goal of arms control. 

I was concerned that such a resolution 
could be interpreted as Senate dissatis
faction with the pace of the formulation 
of the Reagan arms control policy; that 
it might be interpreted as a sign of frus
tration with U.S. rearmament and de
sire to substitute negotiations; as a sign 
of impatience that it could undermine 
U.S. negotiating strategy and positions; 
that it did not mention and stress the 
importance of theater nuclear force 
modernization and other efforts to rees
tablish the military balance in conjunc
tion with the efforts to seek arms control 
agreements; and that we did not men
tion, and I thought we should mention, 
that the Senate resolution would also 
at least take into account that arms con
trol cannot be negotiated in a vacuum 
and that we cannot ignore Soviet be
havior around the world. 

Now, after discussing this are some 
length with Senator HART, I think he has 
alleviated my own concerns in this re
gard. 

It is this Senator's position that I 
could certainly lend support to President 
Reagan's approach to arms control, 
which this resolution does do. It does 
also show that the United States is com
mitted to rearmament in the face of So
viet military buildup and that rearma
ment does not preclude arms control dis
cussions; that it, in fact , could ease some 
of the pressure that our European allies 
currently feel in the way of a commit
ment to theater nuclear force moderni
zation and under what circumstances. 

So if it is, in fact, the intention of 
the Senator from Colorado to allow each 
individual Senator to reserve his own 
judgment as to under what circum
stances arms control should go forward 
at what time, at what point in time, and 
nonetheless lend his support to the ulti
mate goal of achieving arms control 
limitation. I certainly could lend my 
support to that and be happy to join 
him in cosponsoring this amendment. 

Mr. HART addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Senator 

from Maine has absolutely stated the 
effect of this resolution or this amend
ment. Clearly, there is no implicit agenda 
or impFcit meaning or understanding 
about what the terms of the agreement. 
stand for. It is a doctrine of law that I 
think speaks for itself, as it says what it 
says. It is a resolution for the Senate to 
support the efforts of this administra
tion to go forward. The administration 
will have to determine its own policies 
and under what conditions they are going 
forward on. 

This is not an attempt on the part of 
the sponsors of this resolut ion to insinu
ate any hidden agenda on the part of this 
Senator, who strongly believes in this 
effort, or any other Senator. 

On that basis, I would certainly wel
come the cosponsorship of the Senator 
from Maine. I urge the support of the 
manager of the bill and the spokesman 
for the minority side. I think it does put 
the Senate on record as supporting the 
policy of this country for the past num
ber of years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I have no 
objection to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. STENNIS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. STENNIS. I understood the Sena

tor to have offered a substitute to the 
amendment. 

Mr. COHEN. No. 
Mr. STENNIS. We are satisfied with 

the Hart amendment, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senator from 
Maine <Mr. CoHEN) be added as a co
sponsor, as well as the Senator from 
California <Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) , and the Sen
ator from Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have a 

question of the Senator from Colorado. 
The proposed amendment does not 

contain any reference to linkage. As I 
understand it, during my absence from 
the floor, there was a discussion of a 
clause which reads: 

Whereas, the proper timing and format of 
such arms control negotiations are , of neces
sity, linked to the overall status of Soviet
American relations and the trends in mili
tary balance. 

Would the Senator care to put into the 
RECORD his feelings with respect to the 
addition of that clause? 

Mr. HART. As the colloquy between 
the Senator from Colorado and the Sen
ator from Maine indicated, it was not 
necessary, in fact, to insert that language 
because the amendment does not preju
dice the case one way or the other. What 
the Senator from Colorado intended to 
do in offering this amendment was to 
avoid prolonged debate in the body about 
the terms under which negotiations 
should take place. There are separate 
points of view and there are divisions. 

I view linkage as somewhat different. 
It is the linkage of Soviet behavior that 
necessitates negotiation of limitations. 
It is what causes the Soviets to behave 
the way they do that we negotiate in
stead of that we not negotiate. 

By inserting that language, what 
would be invited is a prolonged debate 
about under what conditions we should 
negotiate and when we should not. 

Mr. TOWER. A Senator who does be
lieve in linkage would not be inconsist
ent in supporting the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. HART. That is correct. 
Mr. COHEN. My view of linkage is en

tirely different from that of Senator 

HART's. I think we look at it as, Is the 
glass half full or half empty? I believe 
I am saying this correctly, that the Sen
ator would fav.or resuming arms nego
tiation because of their interventionist 
behavior and arms expansion. I would 
argue to the contrary. I think what has 
been arrived at here is simply a state
ment that we support the President's ul
timate goal of resuming arms control 
negotiations. 

As far as this Senator is concerned, 
that should not be done until such time 
as the President is satisfied that the 
conditions and climate are ripe for a 
productive discussion with the Soviet 
Union. The Senator from Colorado 
would take a different view. This 
ail_lendment is broad enough to cover the 
somewhat inconsistent and contradic
tory viewpoints. 

Mr. HART. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. For the RECORD I will 

submit a draft of a substitute amend
ment which would take care of my con
cern. However, in view of the willing
ness of the managers to accept Senator 
HART's amendment I will not press mine 
but will vote "no" on the voice vote. 
While I commend the Senator from Col
orado for urging the Senate to consider 
the subject, I believe that a hurried con
sideration of thts important matter dur
ing consideration of the defense authori
zation bill is inappropriate. 

This matter deserves a fuller debate. 
It should be the subject of hearings be
fore the appropriate committees and 
subcommittees and then it should be 
considered by the full Senate. 

A sense-of-tlhf)-Senate resolution or 
amendment, if it is to mean something 
should be the result of careful consid
eratio"1. It should be the result of Sen
ate action after Senators have reviewed 
the issues and heard the arguments. 

Mr. President I ask that my draft of a 
substitute amendment be inserted in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the draft 
language was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas, the President of the United 
States has stated his willingness to pursue 
and negotiate equitable and verifiable nu
clear arms control agreements with the So
viet Union, and 

Whereas, the Foreign Ministers of a num
ber of European governments have urged the 
government of the United States to resume 
nuclear arms limitation talks with the So
viet Union in parallel with the NATO thea
ter nuclear force modernization plan of De
cember 1979, and 

Whereas, the Secretary of State of the 
United States recently negotiated a commu
nique with the Foreign Ministers of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organlza.tion which 
stat ed that "the allies stress the value of 
stabillzin~, eauitable and vertifiable arms 
control through limitations on Soviet and 
U.S. strategic arms", and 

Whereas, t he proper timing and format for 
such arms control neg-otiations are of neces
sity linked to the overall status of Soviet
American relations and trends in the mlll
tary balance , 

Now, therefore, be it resolved , That it is the 
sense of the Senat e to support the President 
in reopening m1clear arms control talks to 
enhance our national security, and that the 
Senate and the President should work to
gether and take every step possible to achieve 
the President's goal of resuming nuclear 
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arms control talks when the world situation 
permits. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the name of the Sen
ator from Illinois <Mr. DixoN) be added 
as a cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name and 
that of Senator GARN be added as co
sponsors of the amendment adopted 
earlier which was cosponsored by Sen
ator HART and Senator CoHEN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HART. I move adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (UP No. 97) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is 4:35 
p.m. The last hour or more, we really 
have not accomplished very much. I un
derstand that negotiations have been 
underway in an attempt to arrive at a 
time certain for a vote tomorrow. 

Notwithstanding that, I am advised by 
people ~n both sides that they are having 
great difficulty in obtaining consent of 
Senators to call up amendments. There 
are 25 amendments on this list, and it is 
our hope that we will be able to finish 
this bill tomorrow. I believe it is ab
solutely i~perative that we do that. 
However, m order to do it, we will have 
to have Senators come to the floor and 
offer their amendments. 

Mr. President, I certainly do not in
tend to be arbitrary or to press unduly 
but at some point, if we do not have Sen~ 
ators offer their amendments this after
no~m, I am going to ask the Chair for 
th1rd rea<;Iing on this bill-if not today, 
then tomght some time-because it is 
absolut~ly essential that we get on with 
the busmess of the Senate. 

Perhaps I made a mistake yesterday 
when I granted consent for committees 
to meet during the course of the day to
day. It is important for committees to 
meet as well-and I recognize that-if 
they are to d? the business of the Senate 
for the remamder of this year. 

Mr. President, we have to have an 
amendm.ent called up, and in a moment 
I am gomg to suggest the absence of a 
{e~0~~~· It is my present intention to 

a quorum go live, in order to have 

Senators ·on the floor so that we can try 
to arrange a sequence of amendments. 

We have now wasted about 2 hours. 
The time has not actually been wasted, 
because negotiations are going on in both 
cloakrooms and in offices around the 
Capitol; but we have not accomplished 
as much as we must accomplish if we are 
to try to finish this bill tomorrow. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum, and it may very well be a live 
quorum before it is concluded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative cleTk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I observe 
that the Senator from Maine is in the 
Chamber, and I have been told that he 
has an amendment to offer. I believe we 
are prepared now to proceed to the con
sideration of his amendment. 

I hope that Senators who hear me will 
now make arrangements to be on the 
floor and offer their amendments this 
afternoon. As soon as the Senator from 
Maine finishes with his amendment if 
there is no other amendment availabl~ I 
will once again suggest the absence or' a 
quorum and permit it to go live, if neces
sary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ThP. Sen
ator from Maine. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 99 

(Purpose: To prohiblt the Department of De
fense from entering into contracts with 
any offeror or contractor who has been de
barred or suspended by any other agency) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an unprinted amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Maine (Mr. CoHEN) pro
poses an unprinted amendment numbered 
99. 

Mr: COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following: 

PROHIBITION AGAINST DOING BUSINESS WITH 
CERTAIN OFFERORS OR CONTRACTORS 

SEc. 806. (a) The Department of Defense 
shall not solicit offers from, nor award con
tracts to, nor extend contracts with, nor, 
when approval of the award of a subcontract 
is required, approve the award of a subcon
tract to an offeror or contractor which to 
its knowledge has been debarred or sus
pended by another agency unless-

( I) (A) the debarment of such offeror or 
contractor by all other agencies has been 
terminated or the period of time specified for 
such debarment has expired; or 

(B) the period of time specified by all 
other agencies for the suspension of such 
offeror or contractor has expired; or 

(2) the Department of Defense determines 
that there is a compelling reason to solicit 
an offer from, award a contract to, extend 
a contract with, or approve a subcontract 
with such offeror or contractor and transmits 

a notice to the Administrator of the General 
Services Administration at the time of such 
determination describing such determina
tion. 

(b) The Administrator of the General 
Services Administration shall maintain each 
notice received pursuant to subsection (a) 
in a file available for public inspection. 

(c) For purposes of this section-
( 1) the term "debar" means to exclude, 

pursuant to established administrative pro
cedures, from Government contracting and 
subcontracting for a specified period of time 
commensurate with the seriousness of the 
failure or offense or the inadequacy of 
performance. 

(2) the term "suspend" means to disqual
ify, pursuant to established administrative 
procedures, from Government contracting 
and subcontracting for a temporary period 
of time because a concern or individual is 
suspected of engaging in criminal, fraudu
lent, or seriously improper conduct. 

(3) the term "offeror" means any person 
which submits or intends to submit an offer 
on a contract; 

(4) the term "contractor" means an offeror 
which has submitted an offer on a contract 
and has entered into a contract with the 
Department of Defense; 

(5) the term "contract" means a written 
agreement for the procurement of goods or 
services, including amendments and modi
fications thereto, between the Department of 
Defense and a contractor; and 

(6) the term "person" has the same mean
ing as in section 551 (2) of title 5, United 
States Code. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Miss Susan Col
lins, of my staff, have the privilege of 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, the De
fense Department will spend more than 
$70 billion on procurement during fiscal 
year 1982. To help safeguard the tax
payers' investment in these procure
ments, my amendment prohibits DOD 
from knowingly-and I stress the word 
"knowingly"-contracting with busi
nesses that have performed badly on pre
vious Federal contracts unless there is a 
good reason for doing so. 

This amendment is cosponsored by my 
distinguished colleague, Senator LEVIN, 
who has been in the forefront of effort-s 
to evaluate and strengthen Federal con
tracting procedures. In fact, this pro
posal stems from hearings, initiated by 
Senator LEVIN, which were held in March 
before the Senate Oversight of Govern
ment Management Subcommittee, which 
I chair. 

I wish to recognize the diligent and 
thoughtful efforts of the Senator from 
Michigan in reviewing Federal procure
ment policies. I am also pleased to have 
Senator PRYOR as a cosponsor. 

Our amendment would simply require 
the Department of Defense to recognize 
actions taken by other agencies against 
contractors because they have defrauded 
the Government, performed poorly on 
Federal contracts, or have been indicted 
or convicted. It would prohibit DOD from 
soliciting offers from, awarding contracts 
to, or extending contracts with a con
tractor that DOD knows has been sus
pended or debarred by another Federal 
agency, unless a compelling reason war
rants the contract. 

I emphasize the latter condition-un-
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less a compelling reason warrants the 
contract. 

A debarment excludes a contractor 
from Government contracting for a spec
ified period, usually not exceeding 3 years, 
while a suspension temporarily disquali
fies a contractor, pending an investiga
tion. The purpose of these procedures is 
not to punish the contractor, but rather 
to protect the Government. 

There are, of course, cases in which the 
Defense Department would be justified in 
contracting with a business, despite the 
fact that another agency has found the 
firm to be an unsatisfactory performer. 
In such cases, the Department of Defense 
could proceed with the award of the con
tract as long as there is a compelling rea
son to do so. 

Certainlv, reasons of national secu
rity or sole source would be compel
ling, and either would be sufficient justifi
cation for awarding a contract to a firm 
suspended or debarred by another 
agency. Defense Department officials 
would merely have to file a statement 
with the General Services Administration 
outlining their reasons for contracting 
with the firm. 

Mr. President, I believe that two ques
tions concerning this amendment should 
be addressed. 

First, why is this amendment needed? 
It is needed because the evidence clearly 
demonstrates that the Government does 
not adequately protect itself from unde
sirable contractors, thus jeopardizing its 
investment in millions of dollars and con
tracts each year. 

Although the vast majority of con
tracts and contractors perform both hon
estly and admirably on Government 
work, there is a small minority which do 
not. To assure the best performance and 
fullest return on its investment, the Gov
ernment must effectively eliminate those 
contractors who have defrauded the Gov
ernment, proven to be irresponsible, or 
demonstrated in other ways that they are 
bad actors with whom the Government 
should refrain from doing business. 

Administrative debarment and suspen
sion procedures are supposed to protect 
the Government from these irresponsible 
parties. However, the Oversight Subcom
mittee's examination of these procedures 
revealed that the Federal Government 
has not acted efficiently nor vigorously 
to cease its business relationship with 
firms that clearly have lacked integrity in 
their past dealings with the Government. 
The failure of some agencies, such as 
DOD, to accord presumptive validity to 
other agencies' debarments and suspen
sions contributes to this very problem. 

Testimony before the subcommittee in
dicated that the Defense Department 
sometimes disregards the findings of 
other Federal agencies that a contractor 
is in fact a poor performer. Let me give 
one such case. In one such case, the Army 
and the Air Force awarded more than $12 
million in contracts to a company that 
had been suspended by the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 
And now, DOD is experiencing its own 
problems with the company-problems 
that could have been avoided, had DOD 
honored the NASA determination of the 
firm's undesirability. 

It is important to understand that 
agencies do not invoke their suspension 
and debarment procedures very lightly. 
In every agency, these procedures are 
used as a last resort and are employed 
infrequently. In fact, over half of the 
agencies surveyed by the subcommittee 
had not suspended a single contractor 
during the last 5 years. The firm that 
DOD contracted with subsequent to its 
suspension by NASA was the only con
tractor NASA suspended during the last 
5 years. 

So, I mention this to underscore the 
point that it is not a procedure that is 
lightly invoked, but it is one that should 
be given presumptive validity by all 
departments, by all agencies in this 
Government. 

To underscore how serious a debar
ment or suspension is, I shall briefly list 
some of the grounds for these procedures. 
A firm may be debarred for: Embezzle
ment, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification 
or destruction of records, an offense in
dicating a lack of business integrity di
rectly affecting the question of present 
responsibility to perform on the contract, 
or serious violations of contract provi
sions, including a willful failure to per
form. 

That is for debarment. Those are 
pretty serious offenses. 

A firm may be suspended while an 
agency investigates any of the charges 
that are grounds for debarment. So, we 
are not discussing very minor problems 
that would lead to a firm's disqual.ifica
tion for bidding on contracts. 

The second question that needs to be 
addressed is: Will this amendment im
pose an onerous burden on the Defense 
Department and interfere with its legiti
mate and desirable procurements? 

Mr. President, this amendment is not 
burdensome. If DOD decides to go ahead 
with a contract, despite the presence of 
a suspension or debarment, it can do so. 
All that would be required is for the 
Department to explain its reasons in a 
written statement filed with the General 
Services Administration. There is noth
ing in this amendment that precludes 
DOD from awarding a contract to a firm 
of its choice as long as it is justified. 

The amendment will, however, insure 
that DOD grant presumptive validity to 
the debarments and suspensions of other 
agencies. I thi.nk, frankly, that it is ironic 
that the Defense Department refuses to 
honor other department's debarments 
and suspensions when, recognizing the 
importance of avoiding undesirable con
tractors, it currently requires that sus
pensions and debarments by one of its 
own services be binding on all of the 
others. For example, a firm debarred by 
the Navy cannot receive a contract from 
the Air Force. 

Mr. President, no one is more cog
nizant of the urgent need to rebuild our 
national defense than am I. I strongly 
favor the increases in the defense budget 
necessary to insure that our defense pos
ture is second to none. The increased 
levels of spending requested by the 
President and recommended by the 
Armed Services Oommittee in this bill 
are absolutely imperative in my judg
ment. 

We who believe in a strong national 
defense, however, have a special obliga
tion to insure that these extra dollars 
are not wasted because of inefficient and 
undesirable contracting procedures. In 
my judgment, Secretary Weinberger 
shares this concern as is indicated by 
his emphasis on improving and strength
ening DOD's procurement policies. 

The constituency in this country for 
increased defense spending wm be lost 
if the Defense Department is exempted 
from the scrutiny tha~t is applied to other 
agencies in our search for waste and 
fraud. 

In my judgment, this amendment will 
benefit the Defense Department by alert
ing its contracting officials to the dangers 
of contracting with proven irresponsible 
or fraudulent contractors and by provid
ing them with the statutory authority to 
a void such contrac·ts unless compelling 
reasons justify their award. 

I urge accept1ance of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank 

the . Chair. 
First of all, let me commend Senator 

COHEN for the strong position he has 
taken in this matter and for his kind 
words relative t·o my role. 

On March 12 a;nd 13 of this year, the 
Governmental Affairs Subcommittee on 
Oversight of Government Management 
held hearings ·on the adequacy of the 
Federal debarment and suspension pro
cedures and practices in protecting the 
Federal Government from fraudulent or 
badly performing contractors. Senator 
CoHEN who so eloquently described the 
need for this amendment chairs that 
subcommittee and I 'am ranking minority 
member on th·at subcommittee. 

Those 2 days of hearings culminated 
a year's investigation into several cases 
where one Federal agency debarred or 
suspended fraudulent or misperforming 
contractors, but where other Federal 
agencies continued to contract and do 
business with those very same contrac
tors. 

In one instance, an instance which 
Senator CoHEN also alluded to, NASA 
had suspended a company from doing 
further business with it for a period of 
18 months, pending a criminal investi
gation, and had even instituted a civil 
suit against the company for fraud 
claiming over $800,000 in damages. Dur
ing our hearings, NASA described in 
detail the painstakingly thorough and 
professional investigation it conducted 
before suspending that company. 

Yet, the Department of Defense pro
ceeded to award three contracts worth 
over $12 million to that same firm after 
the NASA suspension and in full aware
ness of it. On each of these contracts, 
there were other eligible, capable bid
ders. Nonetheless, the Army and the Air 
Force sat in front of us during those 
hearings, and offered no reason whatso
ever for refusing to heed the clear warn
ing the NASA suspension should have 
triggered. 

I was amazed by the cavalier treat
ment the Defense Department gave that 
NASA suspension, and presumably, any 
debarment or suspension by another 
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Federal agency. I find this treatment 
especially ironic because the Defense De
partment treats a debarment or suspen
sion by any of its services as automati
cally binding throughout the Defense 
Department. 

As a result of this and other evidence 
at the hearing, the subcommittee arrived 
at several specific recommendations to 
address this and other concerns raised. 
One of the subcommittee's principal 
findings and recommendations was that 
all Federal agencies should consider sus
pensions and debarments by other Fed
eral agencies presumptively valid. Ac
cordingly, agencies would refuse to con
sider the award of any contracts to a de
barred or suspended contractor unless 
written reasons are stated showing that 
the services of that particular contractor 
are necessary and in the best interests 
of the Government. 

The amendment which Senator CoHEN 
and I are offering today is intended to 
create that presumption. Nothing in this 
amendment is intended to curb the De
fense Department's existing authority to 
do business with a debarred or suspended 
contractor where, for example, national 
security so requires, or where that con
tractor is the sole source for a particular 
product or service. 

This amendment's requirements are 
simple and straightforward. Where the 
Defense Department knows of an exist
ing debarment or suspension, but con
siders itself compelled to contract with 
that contractor nonetheless, the Defense 
Department simply notes the reason for 
that decision and makes the reason 
available, through the GSA, for public 
knowledge. 

Nothing in this amendment is intended 
to compromise or endanger the Defense 
Department's interest in protecting and 
fortifying the Nation's security. On the 
contrary, this amendment provides the 
Department with a statutory tool to fur
ther protect itself from contracting with 
fraudulent or misperforming firms. Our 
national security is only as strong as the 
quality of the goods and services we pro
cure to fortify ourselves. The need for 
honest and high quality workmanship 
can be no more compelling than where 
the effectiveness of our military hard
ware and the lives of our armed per
sonnel are at stake. 

It is out of this concern for efficient 
procurement methods and for an effec
tive national security effort that we offer 
this amendment. It is our belief that 
better use of our defense procurement 
dollars will lead to a better effort to 
protect our Nation's defenses. 

Mr. President, again I commend the 
Senator from Maine for his strong posi
tion in this matter, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Texas wish the floor? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, the Senate is about to approve 
$136 billion for military procurement in 
fiscal year 1982. 

The bill authorizing this sum is the 
principal component of a defense budget 
which, if the President's request is fol
lowed, will amount to $226 billion in 
budget authority and will result in $189 
billion in actual outlays during the year 
beginning October 1, 1981. 

Actual spending will increase in incre
ments ranging from $26 billion to $45 
billion over the next 5 years and will · 
reach $343 billion in fiscal year 1986-
again assuming approval of the plan put 
forth by the President. 

In budget authority-which provides 
funds to be obligated and spent over 
several years, and which is the amount 
actually voted by the Congress-the 1982 
total of $226 billion represents an in
crease of $45 billion, or 25 percent, over 
the figure for fiscal year 1981, the cur
rent year. 

These are enormous figures. 
I shall vote in favor of passage of this 

legislation. I do so because it is impera
tive that we not permit the United States 
to fall into a position of military inferi
ority vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, which 
has been conducting and is continuing 
the most massive program of armament 
in human history. 

However, as we approve this legislation 
to upgrade the defenses of the United 
States, we must bear in mind that the 
economy of this Nation is an integral 
part of our national security. 

Military strength must go hand in 
hand with economic strength. The 
weapons we are approving today will do 
little good if we permit the continuing 
deterioration of America's economic 
strength. I say again that our military 
and economic strength must go hand in 
hand. 

Over the course of history, nations 
have been destroyed from within as well 
as from without. In some cases military 
defeat has only confirmed an economic 
dry rot which already was a fact. 

So in rebuilding our defenses, we can
not neglect the necessity to rebuild our 
economic strength. 

In all honesty, we must recognize that 
the defense program we are launching 
today carries with it certain economic 
risks. 

I believe that with good management 
these risks can be minimized-but they 
must not be ignored. 

First, there is the risk of increased in
flationary pressures. As defense industry 
competes with other sectors for scarce 
materials, capital and skilled labor, some 
tightening in these markets will inevita
bly take place. Extremely careful man
agement will be needed to avoid huge 
price and wage increases. 

Second, there is the risk that the Con
gress, while approving an expansion in 
defense, will fail to enact the necessary 
reductions in the growth of other Federal 
spending. The result of that would be an 
acceleration of deficit financing. That, 
in turn, would mean more inflation. 

Third, there is the risk that a huge in
fusion of funds into defense programs 
will result in inefficiencies, waste, mis
management and even outright fraud. 
This point needs to be stressed. 

The Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, Mr. David Stockman, 
has said that there is a huge waste in 
the Department of Defense, and that his 
agency soon will go after it. 

At the same time, the Deputy Secre
tary of Defense, Mr. Frank Carlucci, has 
announced a program to combat waste 
at the Pentagon. 

I welcome the initiatives of Mr. Stock
man and Mr. Carlucci. The record shows 
that there have been huge cost overruns 
in many defense procurement pro
grams-far exceeding the general infla
tion rate~so it is clear that close vigi
lance is needed. 

In fact, I believe there should be a 
thorough review of Defense Department 
procurement practices. 

The Secretary of Defense and his as
sociates, and the officials of each of the 
services, must realize that in being 
granted huge new sums to safeguard our 
national security, they are being given a 
trust by the American taxpayer. 

It is the solemn duty of these officials 
to spare no effort to guard against any 
squandering of the funds that have been 
entrusted to them. 

By the same token, the Congress--and 
particularly the members of the Com
mittees on Armed Services and Appropri
ations-must accept . the responsibility 
for close oversight of the program now 
being authorized. 

As a member of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, I accept my share of 
that responsibility. 

We must have a strong defense. 
But a strong defense is one which is 

efficient and effective. 
Our security must not be measured in 

dollars spent on defense, but rather on 
what these dollars buy. 

I say again, weapons will not defend 
this Nation if we do not have economic 
strength. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WARNER) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to accept the amendment of the 
Senator from Maine. I do have some con
cerns about it. I understand the thrust 
of it, and I think the thrust is absolutely 
correct and one with which no one quar
rels. However, despite whatever reserva
tions I might have, I am prepared to ac
cept the amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Maine. 

I have discussed the matter with the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi, 
and I believe he is disposed to accept it 
also. I will yield to the Senator from 
Mississippi. 
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Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
This is the amendment that we were 
talking al;lout. Does it have a number? 

Mr. COHEN. If the Senator will yield, 
it is an unprinted amendment to this bill 
and it is entitled Prohibition Against 
Doing Business with Certain Offerers or 
Contractors. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is the one that 
Senator LEVIN is a cosponsor of? 

Mr. COHEN. That is correct, and 
Senator PRYOR. 

Mr. STENNIS. We have been over that, 
Mr. President. Senator PRYOR is on that 
amendment, too. I think in its present 
form, we can take the amendment, and 
I so recommend. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the statement of the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

If the Senator will yield to me for one 
moment, I would like to commend the 
Senator from Maine for bringing this 
matter to the attention of the Senate. I 
applaud him for his effort in th!s area. 

I also commend the distinguished Sen
ator from Michigan <Mr. LEVIN) for his 
initiative in this matter. Senator CoHEN 
and Senator LEVIN have explored this 
issue as chairman and ranking m!nority 
member of the Subcommittee on Over
sight of Government Management of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee on 
which I serve. They have been in the 
forefront of congressional efforts to pro
tect the American taxpayer from waste
ful, unnecessary Government spending. 
In the last Congress they worked vigor
ously to eliminate the fourth quarter 
spending problems that have plagued 
the Federal procurement system, not for 
the last few years but for the last few 
decades. Today they are proposing legis
lation in an area of procurement and 
management which can only be charac
terized as the primary means the Gov
ernment has to protect itself from irre
sponsible and dishonest contractors. I 
am proud to join them in this effort. 

During the Jast Congress, I had an op
portunity to carefully review the Gov
ernment's procurement of consultant 
services as well as work with Senator 
LAWTON CHILES in an investigation of 
Federal agency purchases of office equip
ment and supplies. I am convinced that 
the Federal Government has not lived up 
to its responsibilities to the taxpayers. 
Federal contract expenditures, which 
~ow exceed $100 billion are not merely 
1ssues for Federal agency managers to 
handle-the Congress must take action 
if we are to bring the Federal Govern
ment under control. 

I believe that proper and wel1 thought
~ut procurement procedures can go far 
m making sure that most firms the Gov
ernment chooses to contract with are 
reputable and capable. Nevertheless, 
there must also exist an effective means 
to prevent the further award of con
tracts where this process has failed or 
w!J.ere ~he ?ontractor has not lived up to 
his obligatiOns. It is important to have 
such remedies available to the Govern
ment because my investigation and those 
of Senators CHILES, CoHEN, and LEVIN 
last year have shown that unacceptable 
contracting practices are more wide-

spread than any of us might have 
imagined. 

Today, more and more firms apparent
ly consider the Government to be easy 
pickings for overbillings, fraudulent 
substitution, misperformance, or even 
nonperformance. While no system can 
totally prevent such activities, it. is ap
palling that the Government literally ties 
its own hands through inaction, incon
sistent treatment by different agencies, 
and lack of communication. These prob
lems were fully explored in hearings 
earlier this year by the Oversight of 
Government Management Subcommit
tee. We found that despite suspension of 
companies by a Federal agency, the De
partment of Defense continued to award 
contracts and 8pend taxpayer dollars by 
doing business with those same com
panies. This must end. 

I am pleased that this amendment is 
before the Senate and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I add 
that it appears to me to be a good 
amendment and I commend the Sena
tors for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <UP 99) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 100 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, Senator 

JEPSEN has an amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask that 
it be immediately considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa (Mr. JEPSEN) for 

himself and Mr. ExoN, proposes an unprinted 
amendment numbered 100. 

Beginning on page 65, line 8, strike out 
all through line 5, page 66, and renumber 
the following sections accordingly. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Nebras
ka (Mr. EXON). 

.Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my 
fnend from Iowa. I have joined Sena
tor JEPSEN in this amendment. We have 
discu~sed this and feel that the subject 
of. this amendment might more appro
pri~tely be placed in some other legis
latiOn at another time. Therefore to 
allow the bill to move along, I have 
agreed to the amendment that Senator 
JEPSEN just offered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to accept this amendment. The 
~eason that I am prepared to accept it 
Is that some Senators have raised the 
question of the suitability of this provi
sion regarding the selective service and 
access to social security records ap
pearing in this bill. I think, out of de
ference to Senators who feel that this 
should perhaps be considered as an in-

dependent issue, this is the proper course 
for us to take. Therefore, I am prepared 
to accept the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Iowa and the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
ask what was said about the proposition 
that this proposal belong more properly 
on some other bill? I thought I caught 
that. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, it is my 
view that it could be an independent 
bill, or could be part of another bill deal
ing with similar matters; that is, per
sonnel matters. 

Mr. EXON. If I could be recognized or 
someone will yield to me, Mr. President, 
I should be glad to respond to the Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, after dis
cussion with members of the Committee 
on Armed Services, it. was our feeling 
that to move this bill along, the subject 
of the amendment could well be handled 
in a separate bill or in some other man
ner. That was the recommendation of 
the chairman of the committee. We de
cided to go along with him. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senators for 
working on the matter. That is entirely 
agreeable to me. That language to which 
the Senator from Oregon objected comes 
out of the bill onto this amendment. I 
have no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, before we 
act on the amendment, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum cal be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, what is 
the pending ouestion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Iowa, 
which is cosponsored by the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. TOWER. Vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <UP No. 100) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
been authorized to exoress the apprecia
tion of the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) for the action 
just taken in striking this section of the 
bill. This was a section that was of spe
cial concern to the Senator from Oregon 
and has been for a long, long time. Ex
tensive negotiations were undertaken 
during the course of this day, and they 
resulted in the action just taken by the 
Senate, which has now been reconsid-
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ered and tabled. The effect of that is to 
make that decision of the Senate per
manent and irrevocable on this measure. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ore
gon could not be present on the floor be
cause he is presently in the Energy 
Committee, engaged in the offering of 
an amendment to a bill now pending in 
that committee. I talked with him on 
the telephone, and he asked me to make 
these remarks on his behalf, expressing 
his thanks to the Senator from Iowa 
<Mr. JEPSEN), to the Senator from Ne
braska <Mr. ExoN), to the minority 
manager of the bill, the ranking minor
ity member of the committee, Senator 
STENNIS, and to the distinguished chair
man of the committee, Senator TOWER. 
Without that action, it would not have 
been possible to move to attempt to find 
a time certain to dispose of this measure. 

Mr. President, I express my personal 
appreciation to all Senators, but I espe
cially give my appreciation to the Sena
tor from Oregon for permitting us to 
proceed in this way in his absence, while 
he was necessarily in the Energy Com
mittee attending to other details. 

Mr. HATFIELD subsequently said: 
Mr. Pre3•ident, I understand that the dis
tinguished majority leade•r, Senator 
BAKER, has already honored my request 
to thank those who participated in 
the negotiations regarding my original 
amendment. I would like to take this 
opportunity to reiterate my grati•tude for 
the fairness and flexibility which was 
demonstrated by my good friends , Sena
tors BAKER, JEPSEN, EXON, and TOWER. It 
is precisely this kind of cooperative spirit 
which enables the U.S. Senate to travel 
through tlhe stormy waters of political 
disagreement and emerge with its struc
tural integrity. Few governments are 
worthy of comparison; far fewer can 
even claim that civility and tolerance 
have a place in their system. 

The amendment to withdraw lan
guage requiring that draft registrants 
submit their social security numbers 
and to give the Selective Service vir
tually unlimited access to other Gov
ernment data banks may seem insig
nificant upon initial examination. I sub
mit that it is such seemingly small steps 
which threaten the erosion of basic lib
erties the most. We tend to engage in ex
tended debate and discussion when the 
issues require constitutional mod1fica
tion or the creation of a new act. Yet we 
take a rather casual view of giving this 
director or that person a special excep
tion. This is why I indicated that inclu
sion of this language would compel me 
to offer many amendments and to en
gage in extended discussion. I am pleased 
that my colleagues, including those who 
disagree with my position, have agreed to 
allow this matter to have the discussion 
and proper attention that it deserve-.. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I thank the Senator 
for handling this matter in our maior 
committee and in our hearings. He had 
this matter very much on his mind. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I see that 
the distinguished minority leader is in 
the Chamber. The action that was just 
tak~n removes the section of the bill 
which created difficulty for the Senator 

from Oregon, as I have just explained. 
He now has indicated that he has no 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest to proceed to establish a time cer
tain to dispose of this bill on final pas
sage tomorrow. 

Mr. President, so far as I know, that 
is the last remaining clearance on this 
side, and I ask the distinguished chair
man of the committee whether he ha~ 
any other requirements or requests. 

I inquire of the minority leader 
whether he would be agreeable to a time 
certain, to vote at 5 p.m. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. TOWER) indicates to me that he has 
no further clearance requirements. 

I ask the distinguished minority leader 
if he is in a position now to hear the 
unanimous-consent request Lhat I wish 
to make in that respect. 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent · that the Senate vote on final 
passage of this bill tomorrow, no later 
than 5p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, that re
quest was cleared earlier on this !:lide of 
the aisle, and I know of no change on 
the part of any Senator's viewpoint in 
that respect. Therefore, there is no ob
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank all 
Senators, and I especially thank those 
who have worked diligently in the course 
of the last 2 hours to arrive at this 
agreement and in taking the actions 
necessary to make the agreement possi
ble. It is evidence of diligence and a con
cern for the general business of the Sen
ate which reflects credit on every Mem
ber. 

I thank the Senator from Nebraska, 
the Senator from Iowa, the chairman, 
the ranking minority member of the 
committee, and all others who were in
volved in these negotiations. 

Mr. President, according to the list I 
have available to me, there still are some 
15 amendments to be dealt with which 
have been made known to the leadership 
on both sides. 

I announced earlier that we are going 
to be in late tonight, but now that we 
have a time certain to vote on this meas
urP-, tomorrow at 5, I put Senators on 
notice that if they do not come to the 
floor and offer their amendments within 
the next half hour or so, I see no point 
in the Senate remaining in session late. 
I do not want to cut anybody off. We 
have waited around most of the after
noon for Senators to present their 
amendments. 

I hope that those who hear me in the 
Chamber and those who may hear these 
remarks in their offices, on the communi
cation system, will notify their Members 
that it is urgent that they come to the 
floor and offer their amendments; be
cause if those amendments are not of
fered within a reasonable time, by 6: 15 or 
6:30, and if we are not going to get other 
amendments and make good progress, I 
do not intend to ask the Senate to re
main in session late. 

I urge all Senators who have amend
ments remaining to come to the floor and 
offer them at this time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I hope we 
can at least clear up a couple of more 
amendments tonight. Could we try to 
get a couple of amendments before we 
quit? 

Mr. BAKER. We are not going to set a 
time for quitting. I still hope we can stay 
in session late. But I am not going to 
keep the Senate in session late just to 
have quorum calls until the next speaker 
arrives. 

Members will have a problem tomor
row if they do not offer their amend
ments tonight, because with 15 amend
ments still on the list, if we go out at 
6: 15 or 6:30, there is going to be pande
monium tomorrow when Senators try to 
offer their amendments. 

I hope Senators will come to the floor 
now, or as soon as reasonably possible, 
~nd offer those amendments, because it 
1s very difficult to expect the Senate to 
wait around for that. 

I observe that the minority leader is 
smiling, and all I can say is that all I 
know about trying to make the Senate 
perform I have learned from him. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, while 
the leaders are here and the managers of 
the bill are here, they can be very per
suasive about these amendments. 

There is an amendment by the Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. ScHMITT) relat
ing to the MX, in which there is ~ great 
deal o.f interest. It would take some time 
to argue, but there is a great deal of 
interest in it, and I think it would go to 
a rollcall vote if it were called up. 

Senator NuNN has an amendment that 
I do not believe will be complicated, al
though the language has been difficult to 
put together, and it is going to have 
some appeal. 

I am bold enough to suggest that if 
those two amendments are set for tomor
row morning, it will assure that those 
who have to leave later in the afternoon 
will be here to vote on those two amend
ments, which I consider the major 
amendments. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I will talk 
to Senator ScHMITT and see if we can 
get him to act on his amendment at the 
earliest possible time. 

There is also another amendment by 
Senator WALLOP which is of some sig
nificance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If Sena
tors will kindly use those microphones, 
those not in the Chamber cannot hear. 

Mr. TOWER. I am hopeful we can dis
pose of Senator WALLOP 's amendment 
this evening. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I report to 
the distinguished chairman and ranking 
minority member that in the course of 
my frustration this afternoon in trying 
to get amendments offered I talked, I 
believe, to every Member on this side 
whose name appears on the list, and let 
me make this report if I may. 

The distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming <Mr. WALLOP) is probably going to 
be in a position to offer his amendment 
yet this afternoon. I have urged him to 
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do so, and I believe he may be in the 
Chamber before very long. 

I have talked to the distinguished oc
cupant o.f the chair and to other Sena
tors associated with the amendment that 
he may offer, and I hope that that might 
be possible to dispose of yet this after
noon or this evening. 

I have talked to the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico <Mr. DoMENICI) 
and I hope that he might be able to pro
ceed with his amendment as well. I think 
there is some possibility that the com
mittee might be even favorably disposed 
to accepting that amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
which amendment is that? 

Mr. BAKER. I urge the Senator to 
come to the Chamber. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Which 
amendment is that? 

Mr. BAKER. That is the Domenici 
amendment No. 10 on my list. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. I urge him to come to the 

Chamber before something bad happens 
to that predisposition. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. And the Senator from 

Rhode Island <Mr. CHAFEE) is here in 
the Chamber. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am just here for a 
colloquy. 

Mr. BAKER. I urge him to consider 
his amendment as well. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am waiting patiently. 
Mr. TOWER. The Senator from Rhode 

Island and I are going to engage in a 
colloquy. 

The Senator from Arkansas is pre
pared to offer his amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. I end my report then with 
the hope that the Senator from Arkansas 
might offer his amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I join the dis

tinguished minority leader in expressing 
the hope that Senators who have amend
ments will come to the Chamber and call 
up their amendments because as the Sen
ator from Tennessee has stated time to
morrow will end at no later than 5 p.m., 
and if Senators have not called up their 
amendments by then there will be a 
crush on the time, and in order that Sen
ators might have adequate time for de
bate of their amendments I hope that 
they will take advantage of the hour now. 
The majority leader has indicated that 
the Senate could be in late tonight, rea
sonably late, and on this side of the aisle 
we have informed Senators of that possi
bility. Se they are prepared I am sure. 

So in order that Senators will have an 
opportunity to get their amendments up, 
have adequate time to debate them be
fore the final vote on the measure tomor
row, it would be well if they took advan
tage of this particular hour today and 
the Senate could act on an amendment 
or on amendments. 

So I join the distinguished majority 
leader in expressing the hope that Sena
tors will act accordingly. 

I am ready to yield the fioor. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 

the minority leader, and I am especially 

grateful for his assistance and admoni
tion to all Senators. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who seeks 

recognition? 
Mr. PRYOR and Mr. CHAFEE ad

dressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas is recognized. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am glad 

to yield to my friend from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I have a 

colloquy that I wish to engage in with 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee which will take about 4 
minutes. 

Mr. PRYOR. I am proud to yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 
THE 1OTH TRIDENT 

Mt:'. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I wish 
to address these remarks to the dis tin
guished chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 

As the chairman knowns my constit
uents from Rhode Island and my col
leagues from the neighboring State of 
Connecticut are, of course, deeply con
cerned about the situation involving the 
partial authorization of the lOth Tri
dent ballistic missile submarine. Electric 
Boat is the largest private employer in 
my State and the second largest private 
employer in the State of Connecticut. 

In the committee's report, and I wish 
to read to the distinguished chairman, it 
says as follows on page 67 with regard 
to the lOth Trident: · 

The committee is . . . recommending the 
deferral of authorization for the tenth Tri
dent submarine. The committee is, however, 
authorizing an additional $75 million for 
procurement of prefabricated sections and 
compcnents for this vessel. Authorization of 
these funds, together with the $207.8 m11-
11on previously authorized for long-lead 
items, should insure that this ship could be 
delivered to the Navy at approximately the 
same time as if it had been fully authorized 
in fiscal year 1982. This additional funding 
will also maintain the integrity of the pres
ent work force and subcontractor structure. 
The co!:mittee also recommends a furtrer 
$35 million for procurement and prefabl'ica
tion of simllar items for an 11th Trident sub
marine in order to preserve the currently 
planne1 submari1:1 e construction schedules 
and achieve economies of scale. 

Mr. President, the failure to fully au
thorize the lOth Trident, as I mentioned, 
has us deeply concerned and may pose a 
number of extremely undesirable con
sequences, such as the disruption in pro
duction at the shipyard's two principal 
facilities, Quonset Point in my State and 
Groton, Conn., the possibility of lay
offs of skilled workers at these sites; and, 
most importantly, a delay in delivery 
to the Navy of the Trident ballistic mis
sile submarines. 

I ask my distinguished colleague from 
Texas if it is his understanding that 
these undesirable consequences are not 
likely to be experienced? 

Mr. TOWER. I thank my friend from 
Rhode Island for his remarks and the 
questions he has raised. 

Our committ~e was extremely con
cerned in its deliberations on the lOth 
Trident that we not compound the ex-

isting problems with the Trident con
struction program as we took whatever 
steps were deemed necessary to insure 
that the enormous sums involved in 
the Ohio-class submarine program were 
efficiently and wisely managed. 

As a result, the committee has pro
vided the funds the Senator has de
scribed for the lOth Trident-expressly 
for the purpose of maintaining the cur
rently planned delivery date for this 
submarine of May 1988. These funds are 
to be expended for the procurement of 
those important components and pre
fabrication of necessary elements of a 
Trident submarine normally undertaken 
at this point in the ship's construction. 
It was the committee's intention in au
thorizing these additional funds that 
work would proceed on the lOth Trident 
submarine in basically the same way 
and at the same pace as would have been 
the case had it been fully funded in 
fiscal year 1982. 

Furthermore, the committee has rec
ommended the authorization of an ad
ditional $35 million in long-lead funds 
for procurement of similar items for 
the 11th submarine, to permit the reali
zation of economies of scale as materiel 
for two submarine are bought simul
taneously. 

The committee feels these steps will 
insure that the Trident submarine pro
gram moves forward at a pace consistent 
with sound program management and 
will help to minimize the chance of a 
recurrence of the many problems which 
have been encountered in the course of 
construction of other ships of this class. 
But most importantly, the committee 
has been assured by the Navy that, if 
this level of funding is provided, in the 
absence of other difficuW.es. the action 
taken by the committee should not re
sul.t in any delay of delivery of the lOth 
Trident submarine to the fleet. 

May I say that if it should happen that 
we are off the mark on this, I am cer
tainly prepared to go through the sup
plemental process for any additional 
fundtng th::J.t might be reauired. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the dis tin
guished chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee for those remarks. 

I ask him one further question. 
In the committee report it says in the 

quote which I read that "this additional 
funding will also maintain the integrity 
of the present work force and subcon
tractor structure." As the distinguished 
chairman knows, it is absolutely essen
tial in order to get maximum efficiency 
and the lowest cost in these yards that 
a consistency in the level of the work 
force be maintained. 

So I ask mv distinguished colleague if 
it is his judgment that the funding which 
has been provided for this lOth Trident 
will indeed maintain the integrity of the 
present work force and the subcontrac
tor structure? 

Mr. TOWER. That is certainly the in
tent of the committee, and I can say 
to the Senator from Rhode Island that I 
personally would not want to do any
thing to jeopardize the integrity of that 
work force because it is a vital part of 
our defense industrial base. By the same 
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token, the Trident program is vital to 
our national security. Therefore, the 
committee's intent has been properly 
read by the Sen a tor from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I appreciate very much 
those remarks. They are reassuring. I 
would like to amplify a little bit on the 
final comment made by the distinguished 
chairman a few minutes ago regarding 
the possibility of a supplemental if the 
funding now authorized proved to be in
adequate or incorrect. It is my under
standing that the House Armed Services 
Committee intends to place language in 
their committee report to the effect that 
if their projections with regard to the 
level of this funding proved to be incor
rect, then they would expect to use the 
supplemental authorization process as a 
means of adding to the moneys currently 
authorized. 

Do I understand that that is the dis
tinguished chairman's intent also, should 
this situation arise? 

Mr. TOWER. Yes, that is my intent 
and, incidentally, I made that commit
ment to the Secretary of the Navy per
sonally. I might note further that the 
contract will not be let until about Oc
tober 1982 so we will have ample time to 
act if it is required that we do so. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Again I want to thank 
the distinguished chairman for these re
marks. I believe, and it is my hope, that 
the problems which may have arisen as 
a result of the decision not to fully au
thorize the lOth Trident will be taken 
care of by the committee's decision to 
authorize a smaller sum of money and 
to depend on the supplemental authori
zation process in the event of future dif
ficulties. Again, I thank the chairman. 

Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I want to thank the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
for permitting me to intervene. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 101 

(Purpose: Relating to sole source 
contracting) 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR) 
proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 101: 

On page 53, strike lines 18 through 20 and 
reletter all subsequent subparagraphs of 
subsection (b) (2). 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, the 
amendment I have today is an amend
ment striking subparagraph <F) of sec
tion 908 <b) (2) which relates to sole
source contracting of the Department of 
Defense. 

This amendment would simply delete 
one subparagraph that I feel is very 
detrimental to the spirit not only of good 
business, but also to the spirit of this 
whole section 908 that relates to sole
source contracting by the Department of 
Defense. I think that if this subpara
graph remains in the committee bill, if 
it becomes the law, it is going to open a. 
door that is going to be very large, and 

we are going to find ourselves basically 
destroying the intent of the contracting 
and bidding procedure that should be 
carried out, even in the Department of 
Defense. 

Under the proposed requirement for 
contracts in section 908(a) of the legis
lation, sole-source contracts over $100,000 
may only be awarded after: First, notice 
of intent is published in the Commerce 
Business Daily; second, expiration of 30 
days; third, consideration of bids re
ceived during those 30 days; and fourth, 
a Secretary of Defense designee approval. 

Mr. President, section 908(b) (1)-I do 
not want to get too technical here-pro
vides for a waiver for national security 
reasons. This section is not the section 
I object to because I think under certain 
conditions we do have to impose national 
security requirements if the Department 
of Defense is going to run its business 
properly and keep the defense network 
of this country strong. 

But, Mr. President, where I do find 
great concern is in section 908(b) (2). 
It provides additional exceptions, and 
one of those additional exceptions is 908 
<b) (2) <F> which provides an exception 
for: 

Procurement of personal or professional 
services, to the extent that a determination 
is made that only one source can provide 
the desired service; 

Mr. President, that language, I think, 
is much too broad. I think this language 
is going to give the Department of 
Defense too much leeway in sole-source 
contracting, especially very large sole
source awards which are given constantly 
not only by this Department, but by de
partments and agencies throughout the 
Federal Government. 

I think this exception should be de
leted for two reasons: First, there is a 
substantial problem in this area of con
tra·cting, as we have learned from our 
investigation over the last few years 
into tlhe Government's use of consulting 
services, in contracts to purchase per
sonal and professional services. In fact, 
a recent GAO report, which came out on 
March 31, 1981, has confirmed the seri
ousness of ~these problems at the Depart
ment of Defense, and the overuse of sole
source awards. 

The second reason why I feel section 
(F) should be deleted, Mr. President, is 
because I find this section to be totally 
inconsistent with the purposes of the 
entire section 908. Section 908(a) pro
vid'es very wisely that sole-oource a wards 
should be tested by the market, and if 
a better proposal comes forward, then 
the Government's interest is served. 

Section 908(b) (2) (F) removes the 
market and returns the authority to pro
curement and program officials to deter
mine how many sources can provide the 
service. 

I think this section is inconsistent with 
the spirit of proper contracting, and I 
think it gives entirely too much leeway 
for the Department of Defense to award 
sole-source contracts when it is not in 
the area of national security matters. 

Mr. President, we have also found in 
this recent GAO report of March 31, 
1981, that sole-·source awards are the 
rule rwther than the exception. In a 
study prepared by GAO reviewing sev-

eral hundred contracts in the Depart
ment of Defense, GAO found that 82 
percent of the contracts reviewed at 
random were awarded sole source with
out any competition whatsoever. The 
primary factors cited by GAO in this 
particul·ar situation were-and I will list 
three of those--continuous contractual 
relations; second, large numbers of un
solicited proposals; and third, the in
V'olvement 'Of former employees in con
tract performance. 

The fact that 82 percent of the con
tract awards were sole-source awards 
is, I think, a very sad commentary on 
DOD's commitment to cost minimization, 
and I consider it, and I think many of 
our colleagues consider it, to be a great 
disservice to all taxpayers, especially 
when it has been stated that an average 
of 20 percent of a contract's cost can 
be saved by competition, and 20 percent 
at DOD represents a substantial amount 
of taxpayer money. 

When we see these facts and these fig
ures, Mr. President, it gives me great 
concern that section (F) appears to be 
left in this particular legisl'ati·on author
izing Department of Defense appropria
tions. 

If this section remains in the legisla
tion I think it will really take the lid 
off contracting by DOD; it will give the~ 
a blank check to get around the require
ments relating to sole-source contract
ing. 

In fact, Mr. President, I think if section 
(F) remains we are not going to have 
very many competitive bids in the De
partment of Defense because this section 
is a hole big enough, I think, to drive 
a Mack truck through. 

We have the provision in there, once 
again, Mr. President, that would protect 
our national security interests, and that 
designation, of course, would come from 
the Secretary of Defense, and I have no 
problem whatsoever with that section. 
But it is section <F) that I attempt to 
eliminate with this amendment, and I 
certainly hope my colleagues will look 
favorably upon this attempt to save the 
taxpayers what I believe to be millions 
and millions of dollars. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 
· The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BAKER). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I believe 
my amendment is pending at this time. 
I want to introduce a clean amendment, 
changing a few words. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may withdraw my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. ARM
STRONG). Unanimous consent is not re
quired. The amendment is withdrawn. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 102 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR) 
proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 102. 

on page 53, line 19 after "lees," insert t~~ 
following: "in an amount less t:ihan $·500,000 . 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, basically, 
what this amendment does is to help re
strict the number of sole-source awards 
in the area of personal and professional 
services that the Department of Defense 
can authorize and can implement. 

I would like to say, Mr. President, that 
in the last several moments we have had 
the total cooperation of the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, Senator TOWER, and his 
staff in -wo-rking out the cha-ng-e -in this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I would also like to state 
to my colleagues that the chairman of 
the Armed Serv~ces Committee, Senator 
ToWER, has also acknowledged the need 
to tighten up in this particular area of 
sole-source contracting, and that he will 
hold hearings later in th ~s session of 
Congress relative to this specific issue. 

I want to say how grateful I am to the 
dist!nguished chairman for that accom
modation. I think it will be something 
most worthwhile. I hope the chairman 
will notify me when such hearing does 
occur. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would 
like to confirm what my distingu!shed 
neighbor from Arkansas has said. It is 
our intent to hold hearings on this mat
ter. We certainly welcome the sugges
tions of the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas who has maintained an intense 
interest in th;s matter, I believe ever 
since he has been in the Senate. I be
lieve he started getting into this matter 
on the first day he was here. 

We are all aware of his good work in 
this area. We look forward to cooperat
ing with him when the time comes. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, if the 
chairman would allow me, I would also 
commend Senator LEVIN, who has done 
a gr.eat deal of work on th1s entire sec
tion 908, which relates to the awarding 
of sole-source contracts. Senator LEVIN 
has taken an intense interest in this 
area, as has the distinguished chairman 
of the committee. 

I also commend the ranking minority 
member, Senator STENNis of Mississippi. 
He has done a magnificent job in bring
ing this to our attent!on once again and 
accommodating us in the effort to 
tighten up on some of these contracts 
that not only the Department of De
fense is award!ng on a sole-source basis 
but, of course, are awarded throughout 
the entire Federal Government. 

I thank my distinguished colleague 
for accommodating us. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to accept the amendment of the 
Senator from Arkansas. I yield to the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think 
the alterations which have been made 
here are helpful and highly desirable in 
this section of the law. I am glad to sup
port the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHAFEE). The question is on agreeing to 

the amendment of the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

The amendment <UP No. 102) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President. I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to call the roll. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum ~air e rescinded. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UP AMENilMENT NO. 103 

(Purpose: To authorize $30 million for the 
Air Force and $20 mllllon for DARPA for 
space-based laser weapons research and to 
direct the Air Force to establish a Program 
Management Office and to provide a de
tailed systems definition report to the 
Armed Services Comml ttees) 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. WALLOP), 
for himself and Mr. Schmitt , proposes an un
printed amendment numbered 103. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 22, line 10, stril"e out "$9,130,100,-

000" and insert Jn lieu thereof "$9,160,100,-
000". 

On page 22 . line 11 , strike out "$1,Q35,550,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$1,955,550,-
000". 

On page 28, after line 25, insert the follow
ing new section: 

SPACE-BASED LASER WEAPONS 
SEc. 207. The Secretary of the Air Force 

shall establish n. Program Management Office 
for air-borne and space-based laser weapons 
programs. Such office shall conduct a detailed 
systems definition of the space-based laser 
weapons program which shall include costs, 
schedule, and identification of risks. Upon 
completion of the systems definition study, 
the Secretary shall submit a report to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives containing 
the results of such study. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, in addition to 
Senator ScHMITT, the names of the fol
lowing Senators be added as cosponsors 
of this amendment: Senators WARNER, 
GOLDWATER, SYMMS, EAST, HELMS, HATCH, 
ARMSTRONG, DOLE, LAXALT, SIMPSON, 
INOUYE, HAYAKAWA, and TOWER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WALLOP. The amendment that Is 
at the desk represents a compromise on 
the part of Senators TOWER, WARNER, 
ScHMITT, and myself to try to acceler
ate the program to build a space laser 
weapon, and to accentuate the conscious
ness of the U.S. Defense Establishment 
with regard to the need for laser weap
onry. 

The committee did not decide what to 
do about laser weaponry. It purposely 
left this question for the full Senate to 
decide. 

In addition to my cosponsors, many 
others in this body feel that we should 
put a laser weapon in space as soon as 
possible. 

We in this body are not alone in 
thinking a laser weapon should be 
rushed to completion. President Ronald 
Reagan has expressed a similar wish to 
two Members of this body: Senator 
ToWER and Senator ScHMITT. 

We learned from a four-column head
line in the Washington Post on Decem
ber 26, 1980, that President-elect Reagan 
"expressed a strong interest in the pos
sibility of developing a laser defense 
against ballistic missiles attack." I have 
written to the Fresident, asking him to 
reaffirm his position. But due to the 
press of time and other matters, we have 
not yet had a direct response and must 
rely on the newspaper reports of his fa
vorable reaction to it. 

The reason President Reagan report
edly gave for favoring space lasers is pre
cisely the reason I gave thi.s body last 
year when I proposed an amendment 
nearly identical to this. The importance 
of ballistic missiles defense: the Gov
ernment of the United States does not 
now have either the intention or the 
means to protect the American people in 
case of missile attack. Even the worst 
detractors of laser weaponry a~ree that 
laser weapons-of the type we know how 
to build--Jbased in space could destrov 
any missiles the Soviets have ever built 
or now know how to build. This Govern
ment owes it to this country's citizens to 
try its utmost to protect their lives. 
Therefore, in the name of our cospon
Rors. and of the President, I urge my col
leagues to make a commitment to the 
goal of space laser defense, and to au
thorize the money to back up that coon
mitment. The moneys represented by 
this compromise are a token of that 
commitment. 

The original amendment that I had 
proposed to offer was an advanced and 
cohesive program to support both 
DARPA and the Air Force in order to 
accelerate the development of these 
weapons as soon as possible. The orig
inal amendment sought $250 million. By 
compromise we have now scaled back 
that request to around $50 million. I 
happen to think that is too little, but I 
think it is better to have a commitment 
and a token amount than to leave the 
question lie for another year. 

The goal of space defense is within our 
grasp-if we will seize it . Unfortunately 
it is also within the Soviet Union's grasp, 
and we know that whilP. we are not doing 
our utmost to sei7;e it, thev are. Last vear 
the New York Times quoted a national 
intelligence estimate to the effect that 
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the Soviets were expected to test a laser 
weapon in orbit by the middle of this 
decade. As of today our own space laser 
program still aims at a possible on-oro1t 
demonstration by as far out as 1992. 
Unless Congress mandates otherwise, the 
bureaucracy, true to its habits, will stay 
on this course-until of course the 
Soviets actually put a laser in orbit. 
Then there wlll be a commotion bigger 
than the one which followed the launch
ing of Sputnik almost 24 years ago. But 
by that time we may well be too far be
hind in this vital field. 

And the public will take great umbrage 
at a body which had knowledge of the 
advanced state of this technology and 
decided on a political basis not to ae
velop an accelerated program, knowing 
that we had that option laid in front 
of us. 

By the time a Soviet weapon would be 
orbited certain choices before us w·n be 
terribly unpleasant. Seymour Zeiberg 
who was one of tne Carter actminl.:;~ra.
tion's great detractors of this concept 
nonetheless felt that if the Soviets were 
to put such weapon in space the only 
thing we could do is to shoot it down. 

I fail to understand why we would 
risk going to war to destroy a weapon 
when we can shoulder a much smaller 
risk and indeed orbit our own in ad
vance of the Soviet weapon. Our tech
nology is in my estimation that far 
advanced. 

The other option we would have in 
addition to shooting it down is simply 
to acquiesce to Soviet dominance in 
space, an equally unlikely and unpalat
able concept. 

But today we have a much better 
choice and another one, and that is to 
build our own laser system as fast as 
possible in the hope of being there first 
or at le2.st not far behind. 

It is possible for this country to meet 
or beat the Soviets' schedule in space 
laser weaponry. Indeed, high technology 
is this country's great strength. All ex
perts agree that in order to kill a liquid
fueled missile-made of aluminum-a 
chemical laser of the type we propose 
building must deliver some 200 to 600 
joules per second. To do that at a range 
of 3,000 to 5,000 miles the laser must put 
out at least 5 megawatts of power. Well, 
the laser, the building of which we want 
to accelerate, was designed to put out 5 
megawatts of power. But, along the way, 
so many improvements have been made 
that the engineers working on it con
fidently project that it will put out per
haps double that amount of power. 

To kill a missile 3,000 to 5,000 miles 
away, plain mathematics says that one 
must be able to point the weaDon to an 
accuracy of two-tenths of a millionth of 
a degree. But I have seen with my own 
eyes a machine that routinely does much 
better than that. To kill a missile 3.000 to 
5,000 miles away with a chemical laser 
one must focus the beam with a laser
resistant mirror at least 4 meters in 
diameter. There has never been any 
doubt about our ability to build such a 
thing. Most of the research has gone into 
ways of doing it more cheaply and with 
a set of materials far more easHv man
ageable than glass. The research has paid 
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off to the point that a major aerospace 
company has proposed a fixed-price con
tract for delivery of a segmented 10-
meter laser mirror in 5 years. 

The po.nt I am trying to make here is 
that we are at a crossroads in this coun
try. We have spent money, dollars after 
dollars and billions and billions, for 
weapons whose only consequence is to 
kill people. Now we have within our 
capability the possibility of developing 
weapons whose only real role in the world 
is to kill the things that kill people. 

The American t:·Ublic might be well dis
tressed to find out that all the billions 
and billions we spend on defense provides 
us with no defense but only offense. On 
the other hand, this is an opportunity to 
put into space a laser weapon to destroy 
the things that do damage to our people. 
Here we have the chance to make a com
mitment to the American people at last 
to try to defend them against some of the 
horrors of the nuclear holocaust. To do 
less than this is an irresponsible act. 

Those who have opposed the acceler
ated development of laser weapons cite 
the risk. When you ask them the risk, the 
risk is that there would be a few dollars 
spent that might not be retrievable. But 
no one talks about the other risk, the rlsk 
of not belng able to get there and not 
being able to defend our people against 
the kinds of attack that we know is 
within the technical capability of the 
Soviets to mount. 

The lasers which we propose to build 
with this money are not going in space 
to melt down Moscow, Kiev, or Lenin
grad or anything else in space. The only 
and sole function they will have is to 
destroy missiles as they leave the atmos
phere of the Earth and enter space. 

Space is the ideal environment for a 
laser weapons system. It has so many 
advantages over the earthbound, too nu
merous to enumerate here. Also, the sys
tem that I have proposed in the "Dear 
Colleague" letter which Members have, 
could provide us with a significant capa
bility for a'r defense. This would not be 
a partial defense, but a significant abil
ity to eliminate long-range aircraft as· 
threats to the people of the United 
States. In addition, even a few laser sta
tions in orbit would begin to attenuate 
the missile threat, sea launched and land 
launched as welL 

So in my offering this amendment I 
wish to thank Senator WARNER. Senator 
TOWER, and Senator SCHMITT for work
ing with me to achieve at least this min
imal acceleration over the proposals that 
were there. 

In the year's time that this budget will 
be in operation, I hope that the Defense 
bureaucracy will have come back to us 
fully more ready to make recommenda
tions in the ultimate interest of the de
fense of the United States than they 
have hitherto made. 

My own disappointment is that we 
were not able to get our recommenda
tions out and under consideration fast 
enough to go the full route that we orig
inally proposed. 

I understand where we are now. My 
disappointment is tempered by the fact 
there has been good-faith bargaining on 
the part of the managers of the bill, both 

the majority and minority, and I hope 
that the Members of the Senate will see 
fit to add this most important contribu
tion to the defense of the United St·ates. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WALLOP. I am .happy to yield to 
my colleague from New Mexico. 

Mr. ScHMITT. Mr. President, I do not 
think there are words enough to compli
ment the distinguished senior Senator 
from Wyoming tor his initiatives and 
efforts along this line, which is not just 
a technological initiative but is one of 
the most fundamental philosophical ini
tiatives to be taken by anyone in the 
li.S. Senate in matters related to the de
fense of the United States and, in fact, 
the defense of mankind, because what 
he is de·aling With is an alternative to 
what Sakharov, the famous Russian dis
sident, .has referred to as essentially the 
insane policy of holding innocent hos
tages in order to prevent war. 

What the Senator from Wyoming and 
this Senator and many others are in
creasingly aware of is that the tech
nological revolution through w.hich we 
are passing is providing new str·ategic 
policy options that, as the President 
himself fully recognizes, will in the not 
too distant future make it possible to 
make weapons of mass destruction ob
s?lete, to provide a strategic policy op
tiOn_ based on the principles of the pro
tectiOn of human beings rather than 
their mass destruction. 

Clearly a major component of this 
technological revolution that bears on 
this matter is that of laser weapons 
technology in the broadest sense of that 
expression as it relates to spaceborne 
and airborne systems, and as it relatEs 
to the very broad base of space trans
portation technology we have seen s::> 
spectacularly and flawlessly demon
strated in the last month with the flight 
of the spaceship and the aircraft com
bined named Columbia. 

When one puts in a general intuitive 
way all of these new technological ef
forts, which have been amazingly pre
served in a declining defense budget 
over the last few years, one begins to 
see at least intuitively that we are on 
the. verge of the kinds of technological 
policy breakthroughs that the Senato:
from Wyoming is referring to. 

However, if I would pick one thing 
th<:~t has been lacking it is an adminis
tration up until now that fully perceives 
th3 opportunity in front of mankir.cl.. 
and certainly in front of the United 
States of America, and has laid out in a 
systematic way, in a way that we are 
more than capable of doing, a program 
by which we get from here to that time 
in which truly all mankind will be bet
ter served than it is today by the pro
liferation of weapons of mass destruc
tion. 

So the amendment, the compromise 
amendment, that has been agreed to, I 
think, although the funding level is not 
where the Senator would desire or even 
feel that could be absorbed within the 
current technological efforts, does take 
another step that is extremely imDor
tant, and it directs the Department of 
Defense to prepare the kind of program 
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plan that has been lacking that makes it 
so difficult for the committee of juris
diction as well as the Senate as a whole 
to know in their own heart that the:::e 
funds can be well spent and are aimed 
at a conclusion and not just a continu
ing and indefinitely advancing certain 
technological initiatives. 

I can tell you in my own home State of 
New Mexico, the center of the laser 
weapons for research by the Air Force 
and a locus of a great deal of the laser 
weapon research being done by th?. 
Navy, that great progress is being made, 
remarkable progress. 

The test program for the airborne 
laser system is on schedule, is doing V€ry 
well, and the test objectives are being
ach:eved in each test. 

I expect that to continue, and under 
the proposal of the Senator froTY' 
Wyoming I think can be accelerated. 

Mr. President, this is an extremely im· 
portant initiative, and I hope at thi~ 
time next year we will be in a position 
not discussing this issue on the Senate 
floor and in the cloakrooms but having 
persuaded and having them persuade 
themselves on the Armed Services Com
mittee that, indeed, this is the direction 
that we must proceed in. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, as has 
been indicated, this amendment has 
been worked out, I think, in a spirit of 
goodwill with all of us appreciating the 
objectives of Senator WALLOP's amend
ment. Again I want to join others in 
commending him for all of his intense 
efforts on this. He has worked on this for 
a long time and devoted more effort and 
energy than anyone else in the Senate on 
this particular issue, and I think we all 
owe him our thanks for that. 

In that it has been worked out, we are 
prepared, or I am prepared, certainly to 
accept it, and I believe that Senator 
STENNIS has been consulted. I might say 
that there will be a rollcall vote on this 
matter so I would suggest if we could 
bring the debate to a conclusion fairly 
early Senators can have some idea of 
when to call their wives and tell them 
to put the soup on. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. STENNIS. What evidence does 

the Senator have now or of what official 
approval in backing and in money from 
the Department of Defense or some 
agency of Government? Just go over that 
brefty, please. 

Mr. WALLOP. Well, I have been a 
visitor to many of the space contractors 
that have been working on the various 
segments of this weapon. We have had 
other conversations with the defense 
plants. 

Mr. STENNIS. Pardon me, I mean it is 
not in the budget, as I understand, but 
do you have some evidence or assurance 
from some Department of Defense--

Mr. WALLOP. We have had conversa
tions with the Defense Science Board. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield I can answer the 
question. 

Mr. STENNIS. The RECORD ought to 
show it. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, we cannot put every
thing in the RECORD because there has 
been some classified information trans
mitted to us, but we will try to assure 
the Senate. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, the space-based laser 
task force headed by Dr. Foster has con
sidered the precise issues presented by 
Senators WALLOP and SCHMITT. 

The head of it, Dr. Foster, met with 
me and with Senator WALLOP and others 
several days ago, at which time we basi
cally defined the parameters of a pro
gram designed to meet the objectives as 
set forth by the Senator from Wyoming. 

I ask unanimous consent that a cer
tain paragraph that I have marked here 
be printed in the REcoRD, which de
scribes tasically Dr. Foster's viewpoint 
with respect to the program, and also 
a memorandum containing my own 
points. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

In our view. it is too soon to attempt to 
accelerate SBL development toward inte
grated space demonstration for any mission, 
particularly for ballistic missile defense. We 
do find good progress, and promise that SBL 
will prove to be of use for some missions. All 
of these require further R&D, and a push to
ward integrated on-orbit demonst rations 
would seriously endanger this necessary work. 
Finally, we feel that the Services should be 
more strongly involved, and part icularly that 
the Air Force should be in charge of space 
component experiments, such as TALON 
GOLD. A great deal of mission analysis and 
full systems study must be done , in concert 
with technical developments . before we will 
know the potential for accomplishing SBL 
missions; we strongly suggest that these be 
performed by competing teams, again with 
Service involvement. 

SPACE-BASED LASERS 

High energy laser weapons research has 
received extensive funding in the last two 
years and lasers will inevitably be deployed 
as weapon systems in the near future. 

Space-based ballistic mi:;-sile defense has 
captured much public att ention but t he ear
liest applications for high energy laser weap
ons are likely to ground- and air-based. 

In the 21st Century directed energy weap
ons such as s'Jace lasers are almost inevi
table, but achie·rement of an effective space
based ballistic missile defense system is far 
more difficult and expensive than the most 
extreme enthusiasts admit. 

Numerous technical, doctrinal and weapon 
systems difficulties need to be resolved. Con
C "rnin~ the S'?ace-based BMD mission , criti
cal deficiencies in our ability to determine 
technical feasib111ty exist in laser power op
tics , pointing and tracking, integration and 
beam control, laser lethality, fire control size 
and weight constraints, field availability / vul
nerability and cost and cost effectiveness. 
For the least demanding space-based mis
sions of ASAT and DSAT laser power and 
optics present major uncertainties as to tech
nical feasibility but not critical deficiencies. 

In FY81 the SASC requested a space laser 
feasibility study. That study was conducted 
by the Office of the USDR&E, reviewed by Bill 
Perry and Dick DeLauer, reviewed again by a 
Defense Science Board appointed by the 
Reagan Administration. The Defense Science 
Board has concluded that the potent-ial util
ity of space-based lasers is significant and 
that an average of $50 million per year 
should be added to the space-based laser 

program. However, the DSB concluded unani
mously that it is too soon to attempt to 
accelerate space-based laser development to
wards integrated space demonstration for 
any mission, particularly for ballistic missile 
defense. 

Concerning space-based laser options, the 
space laser study considered four options: 

(1) Continue present program. 
(2) Across-the-board increase in technol

ogy investment. 
(3) Early space demonstration of concept 

plus additional advanced laser research. 
(4) Restructured program to deploy rug

gedized, weaponized prototype of limited 
capab111ty space laser weapon by end of 
decade. 

The Defense Science Board's conclusions 
support a program between Options 1 and 2. 
That is, address most critical technology 
concepts first to determine feasibility and 
approach. 

The D~fense Science Board concluded 
many attractive space-based laser missions 
such as ASAT and air defense can be per
formed more cheaply by other technologies 
such as miniature homing devices and 
ground-based lasers. 

Commitment to Manhattan-type projects 
or maximum acceleration requires commit
ment to chemical lasers when shorter wave
length lasers such as eximer lasers may offer 
far more cost effective approaches only a 
few years later. 

Once technical problems for space-based 
BMD lasers are resolved tremendous systems 
and operational considerations remain. For 
example, space laser sensors and weapons 
are vulnerable to the measure/ countermeas
ure syndrome. 

Some advocates have suggested that space 
lasers will make offensive weapons obsolete 
thus providing a new arms control regime. 
In fact offensive and defensive weapons 
always work together and in this case ad
versaries, unwilling to live without an of
fensive capability, would undoubtedly plan 
to attacl{ space lasers with ASAT systems 
including other space lasers so as to free 
their offensive forces. 

First space laser deplovments will have a 
powerful psychological effect , but are likely 
to have less revolutionary military effect for 
some years to come. However, it should be 
recognized that the other technologies for 
space warfare will arrive long before space 
lasers are deployed. 

Mr. WARNER. So I wish to assure the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
that we have been in consultation with 
the Department, there is documentation 
in the RECORD. It is for that reason that 
the chairman of the committee has indi
cated that the committee desires to in
corporate it in the legislation. 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, that puts it in the 
REcORD to that extent, and I accept that. 
I want the Senator from Wyoming to 
hear this. You have been in all these 
negotiations and you have got a figure 
now. What are you asking for? 

Mr. WALLOP. The figure now is $50 
million. 

Mr. STENNIS. I see. Very well. I be
lieve I have some other questions, Mr. 
President, but I look with favor on this 
project, as I understand it. 

Where are you going to get the money 
though? Let me ask the chairman, Sen
ator ToWER, where is it going to come 
from in the bill? Are you going to make 
room for it somewhere else? 

Mr. TOWER. We have had some dis
cussions on this. We believe we can iden
tify some areas. We have also discussed 

-
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this with DOD so we can identify areas 
where we can achieve offsets so that we 
can keep our bill under the budget mark. 

What I would like to do at some point 
tomorrow is to discuss with the dis tin
guished former chairman of the commit
tee some of these offsets, and we will 
probably come in with an amendment 
later in the consideration of the bill that 
will keep us under the budget amount. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. I 
like the project. I think there is justi
fication for it. I am willing to support it. 
I feel that I can speak for the others, 
although if others show up on this side 
who are opposed to it they can freely 
express themselves. 

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that Senator CoHEN be added as a 
cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WALLOP. And Senator GARN, I 
think, is already a cosponsor of the 
amendment, but I ask unanimous con
sent that he be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WALLOP. I nsk unanimous con
sent that tv.TO pages of my "Dear Col
league" letter or four pages of the letter 
which I sent around be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remark~. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. WALLOP. I ask unanimous con

sent that the Senator from Rhode Island 
<Mr. CHAFEE) be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

[EXHIBIT 1) 
EXCERPTS 

Let me exnla.in in det?il what. thP. amend
ment I was to have proposed was about. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE AMENDMENT 

The additional money would be spent as 
follows: 

DARPA 
$60 million-to accelerate and redirect 

the main on(Yoing space laser programs for 
cylindrical chemical lasers, pointer trackers, 
and large optics, in order to achieve space
quallfied hardware by FY 1985. 

$45 million-to accelerate the following 
efforts, which are currently barely funded: 
(a) develop computers and software for c3 

and fire control, (b) develop sensors for 
8/Cquisition of targets using ongoing DARPA 
and Air Force programs, (c) large, segmented 
adaptive metal-carbon-s1llcon mirrors, (d) 
advanced resonators, and optical coating fa
c1llties, and (e) development of follow-on 
advanced, high-brightness chemical lasers. 

$40 m1llion-to accelerate development of 
free-electron lasers, excimer lasers, X-ray 
lasers, and visible lasers. 

$7.5 milllon-to fund DAPRA's role in sub
scale and full-scale testing of balilstic mis
siles and strategic aircraft (with and without 
countermeasures) to determine the precise 
interaction between lasers and targets. 

Subtotal-$152.5 mlllion. 
Air Force 

$7.5 million-to fund the Air Force space 
division's role In sub-scale and full-scale 
testing of balllstics missiles and aircraft 
(with and without countermeasures) to de
termine the precise interaction between las
ers and targets. 

$40 milllon-to fund efforts subsequent to 
the cuneut Sl'l'T to integrate the elements 

ot the DARPA triad into battle-capable sys
tem, leading to a design decision as early as 
practicable. 

$30 million-to design and develop a bat
tle management system for sp81ce-based las
ers, ground support systems, and the means. 
by which the laser spacecraft wm interact 
with the launch vehicle. 

$20 m1llion-to initiate design for meas
ures to enhance the survivability of space 
lasers, including preparation for under
ground testing for nuclear effects. 

Subtotal-$97.5 mlllion. 
WHY THIS IS NECESSARY 

By all rights, the Department of Defense 
should have asked for this money and this 
authority. The fact it did not is a reflection 
of a historic bias built into bureaucracies 
against doing new things. In recent years, 
the tendency in DOD has been to drag out 
innovation, to be terribly careful, to study 
problems to death. (The MX is a perfect 
example. We started talking about a 10 war
head counterforce missile in 1966, about the 
time the Soviets started on the SS-18. The 
SS- 18 was fully deployed last year. Our MX 
may make it in 1990, by which time many 
say it will be obsolete.) In our defense es
tablishment there is also a long-standing 
bias against defensive weapons. For fifteen 
years, our national strategy has been Mutual 
Assured Destruction. We have intentionally 
avoided doing anything serious about the 
Soviet Union's ability to wreak destruction 
on the United States. Ten years ago we had 
a good, though imperfect, ABM system. In
stead of expanding and improving it, we 
abandoned the field. Today, antiballistic 
missile technology is much, much superior to 
what it was ten years ago. Today also there 
is solid evidence that the Soviet Union is 
doing everything it can to prepare for 
fighting, surviving and winning a war. Its 
programs in ABMs and lasers are sever:.\1 
times as big as ours. It makes no sense for 
us to persist in our foolish concentration 
on spending money to kill Russians while 
wholly neglecting preparations to save Amer
ican lives in the event of war. 

The bureaucracy, true to form, is drag
ging its feet on this matter. But this should 
not deter us from doing our duty. 

HOW SPACE LASERS: WOULD WORK 

If our laser satellites could hover over the 
Soviet missile fields and the submarine pa
trol areas, only a few would be needed . But 
since they must orbit the earth, we must 
put into space enough satellites so that at 
any given time the right number will be in 
the right position. What that number is 
depends on how much protection we want, 
and on the actual power of the lasers we 
actually put into orbit. (We can afford to 
discuss openly what satellites of any given 
power would do. Of course once we determine 
precisely what we will do, we should exercise 
the greatest secrecy about the lasers' actual 
capability.) For example, as few as four 
"primitive" 5 megawatt/ 4 meter lasers 
would destroy every single long-range 
bomber launched against us, and a signifi
cant proportion of Soviet submarine-launch
ed ballistic missiles. But they could only 
](111 some 50 ICBMs. Twenty-four 5/4s 
would sive us protection against just about 
all SLBMs, protection against all SS-18s, 
plus a few other missiles. But twenty-four 
ten-megawatt, ten meter lasers would kill 
Soviet ICBMs-even assuming they ware 
twice as hard as they are-at a rate of two 
per second. That would mean that we would 
kill one thousand boosters during a coordi
nated 5-minute launch (plus 250 second burn 
time) . If Soviet missiles are made like nor
mal liquid fueled missiles, that is, painted 
or anodyzed aluminum, we would get them 
all . 

Chemical lasers work best in space. The 
laser light is produced by a chemical reaction 

(no external power is needed) under ex
tremely low pressure. On earth we need huge 
machines to create such an environment. In 
space it is there for free. Also, in space there 
is no turbulence to affect the perfect st111-
ness the platform needs for accuracy, and 
no impediment whatever to the beam which, 
of course, propagates at the speed of light. 

WHEN WE CAN EXPECT RESULTS 

r..s with anything new, there are no facts 
concerning final completion dates, only 
projections. Moreover, almost everything de
pends on how hard one tries. 

Reca.ll the Ballistic Missile Program of the 
late 1950s and early 1960s. In those days the 
U.S. government did things differently. The 
technical unknowns were far greater then 
than they are now in the case of space lasers. 
Ye-t the first Thor squadron and the first 
Polaris boat were in o;>eration respectively 
three and a half and just over four years 
after contracts were let. The moon program, 
a much more complex thing, took eight 
years. 

Today, DARPA's very cautious estimate is 
that the first weapon could fly by 1987. 
People in industry who are familiar with the 
ways things used to be done believe we could 
squeeze a year or possibly more out of that. 
At that point we might have a five megawatt 
laser or a ten megawatt laser, or somewhat 
more, or-though unlil{ely, somewhat less. 
We could have a four meter mirror or a ten 
meter mirror. The technology is that far 
along. 

The worst detractors, the people in DOD 
who have been fighting against accelerating 
laser weapons, estimate that a fleet of ten 
megawatt, ten meter lasers could be in orbit 
in fifteen years . I believe ten or eleven years 
is more likely, but only if we really work at it. 

COST 

La.st year DARPA estimated the total cost 
of the first 5/ 4 laser battle station at $2.2 
billion. Today, I understand a study done by 
a grcup headed by the opponents of the sys
tem cites $5 billion. I do not think the truth 
lies in between. Last year the chief opponent, 
Dr. Seymour Zeiberg, handed me a similar 
cost estimate, based on an incompetent 
method-comparing the weight of the pro
posed lasers with the weight and cost of 
other high-technology satell1tes. But 40 % of 
a laser's satell1te weight can be cheap fuel. 
A significant percentage will be relatively 
cheap structures, and not-prohibitively
expensive optics. Highly expensive electron
ics will form t:1e smallest part of the system. 
I will stick to the $2 to $3 billion range. By 
the way, one can tell the intentions of the 
DOD bureaucracy by noting that they quote 
the sc::try cost of $50 billion for the system's 
whole "life cycle." We do not quote the price 
of a submarine that way. If it costs a billion 
to develop it and buy it, that is what it costs. 
If we start adding in the salaries of mainte
nance workers twenty years from now we are 
talking about something else. 

ARGUMENTS 

There is no argument about how space 
lasers would affect the ABM treaty. That 
treaty stn..tes explicitly that when weapons 
based on "other physical principles" "are 
created", the U.S. and the Soviet Union will 
dis~uss how they might be limited. We are 
only obliged to talk. 

The detractors in the defense bureaucracy 
( lil{e th;, Englishmen who argued against 
radar almost & half century ago on the 
ground that "the bomber will always get 
through") believe that the Soviets could al
ways insulate their missiles against laser 
radiation. They admit that the lasers we are 
building could destroy any missile the Sovi
ets have already built or are now planning 
to build. But they suggest that we not build 
lasers unt il we can build them powerful 
eno;1r;h to d~stroy missiles J 00 times as hard 
as the Soviet's missiles are now. Well, simple 
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insulation will not work. Recall how the in
sulation on the shuttle fuel tank ripped off 
in flight . As for building missiles out of the 
same materials that warheads are made of, 
let them try. I doubt they will succeed. But if 
they do, I hope we will have developed better 
lasers by then. And even if somehow we have 
not, we will have made obsolete the Soviet 
Union's strategic rocket force which has 
taken that poor country one generation of 
hard labor and privation to provide. That 
alone would be worth the cost. 

However, the main reason for building 
space lasers is that they are purely defensive 
weapons we need to safeguard our lives and 
homes. We know the Soviets are working 
harder than we are on lasers. We dare not 
let them win. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to yield the floor. 

Mr. HAY AKA W A addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from California. 
Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, I 

would like the privilege of asking the 
Senator from Wyoming and the Senator 
from New Mexico some questions about 
this development that is being encour
aged by this appropriation and this 
program. 

It is often said that the answer to 
problems created by technology is more 
technology. According to the descriptions 
of this new laser technology, as described 
to me by Senator ScHMITT and Senator 
WALLOP, this is really not a weapon to be 
directed against human beings or human 
construction and human buildings, so 
much as a weapon directed against other 
weapons, is it not? 

Mr. SCHMITT. The Senator from Cal
ifornia is entirely correct and, certainly, 
philosophically, it makes a lot more sense 
than what we have been doing. 

Mr. HAYAKAWA. That gives me a 
great sense of relief. I have not had this 
laser weapon described to me, but it is 
kind of a mistake in calling it weaponry, 
because you think of weaponry as some
thing you use against human beings. Es
sentially, it is a weapon to be used 
against other weapons, weapons of the 
second order and, therefore, it is not a 
weapon at all in the first sense of the 
word "weapon," is that correct? 

Mr. SCHMITT. Yes; the Senator is far 
more able at semantics than the Senator 
from New Mexico, who is somewhat more 
at home in the language of rocks. But he 
is exactly correct. 

I do not know what the right term is, 
but it is a defensive weapon. These kinds 
of systems are designed primarily to 
make obsolete the principal weapons of 
mass destruction. Now, that does not 
mean that some of those weapons of 
mass destruction might not be carried in 
manned craft, such as airplanes, as they 
are today. 

But, nevertheless, the intent is far 
more in the direction the Senator from 
California describes than what has been 
the intent of the weapons produced un
der a policv that is commonly referred 
to as "mutually assured destruction," 
which is the son of massive retaliation. 

Mr. HAYAKAWA. And the whole con
cept of mutually assured destruction al
ways seemed to me, as the initials imply, 
M-A-D, as mad; total madness. 

But I wonder if it is not my obligation 
to put my semantic mind on the question 
of a new terminology to describe an anti
weapon weapon? 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I hope 
that the Senator can come up with a 
word other than "weapon." I think that 
would be very helpful. 

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Because, if I may 
call attention to journalistic labels in 
this respect, the headlines can very well 
say that another more sophisticated 
weapon is being authorized by the leg
islation, which I have had the honor to 
cosponsor, and, therefore, I think we 
should use a term such as "antiweapon · 
weapon" to describe exactly the purpose 
of this laser technology. 

Mr. SCHMITT. The Senator is cor
rect. I hope that this dialog has helped 
others to understand what we, and par
ticularly the Senator from Wyoming, 
are trying to embark upon is a whole 
new framework in dealing with the prob
lems of national defense and, in fact, the 
defense of mankind. 

Mr. HAYAKAWA. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
for helping to clarify this whole concept 
to me. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield? 

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Yes, I yield the rest 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
not want our colleagues to come to the 
floor under any misapprehension. This 
is a weapons system which can be used 
offensively and defensively and human 
life can be lost as they use it. Let there 
be no mistake about it. 

Mr. SCHMITT. If the Senator would 
yield, I think the point the Senator from 
California is trying to make is that it is 
not a weapon that is directed against 
large numbers of people; it is not a 
weapon of what one would call mass de
struction. That is not its intent and de
sign. And certainly in that regard he is 
correct. 

The Senator from Virginia is also cor
rect in that some weapons of mass de
struction are carried by manned craft 
and everybody should be aware of that. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, this is in the research 
and development stage and at this time 
the full extent of it cannot be judged. 

PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Kansas supports this amendment 
because it addresses the long-term prob
lems our national security must deal 
with and will provide the future flexi
bility that will give us options when it 
comes time to make the k\nd of difficult 
and costly decisions we face this year. 
This amendment would add to the total 
DOD budget, but the Senator from Kan
sas has supported it on the assurance 
that this cost will be offset by other 
items in the DOD authorizat;.on bill to 
be worked out by the distinguished 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, and that the administration will 
be including this program in the next 

budget request for follow-on years. The 
space laser is a technologically sound 
system that can be made available by 
the end of the decade at enormous and 
positive implications for our strategic 
posture. 

The proposed amendment would allow 
a greater coordination and better devel
opment of ongoing laser and space
related programs. It looks toward a sys
tem that would place lasers into orbit, 
under the most basic scenario as few as 
four primitive 5-megawatt lasers, which 
would destroy every single long-range 
bomber launched against the United 
States and a significant proport~on of 
Soviet submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles. If a system using 24 !O-mega
watt lasers were employed, it would kill 
Soviet ICBM's-even assuming that they 
were twice as hard as they are now-at a 
rate of 2 per second. Such a capability 
would make nuclear ballistic attack 
much more remote, and would go a long 
way toward ending a senseless missile 
arms race. 

Laser systems placed in a space orbit 
have significant advantages of reliability 
and performance. Chemical lasers work 
best in space. The laser's light is pro
duced by chemical reaction under ex
tremely low pressure. In space there is 
no turbulence to affect the perfect still
ness that the platform needs for accu
racy, and no impediments to the speed
of-light beam. For the same system on 
Earth to create such an environment, 
huge and enormously expensive ma
chines must be used. 

Time and cost are essential questions. 
The defense advanced research projects 
agency <DARPA) estimates that the 
first 5 to 10 megawatt laser with a 4 to 
10 meter mirror weapon could fly by 
1987. To develop and purchase the first 
"5/4" la.c;er battle station, DARPA esti
mates that that cost will be $2 to $3 bil
lion. The Department of Defense esti
mates a whole life cycle cost of $50 bil
lion for a fully deployed system. 

SOVIET LASERS DEVELOPED 

Today, there is solid evidence that the 
Soviet Union is doing everything it can 
to prepare for fighting, surviving, and 
winning a strategic ballistic missile war. 
Its programs in ABM's and lasers are 
several times as big as our own. There is 
even some indication that they may 
have developed an operational land
based laser weapon capable of putting 
low-orbiting U.S. spy satellites out of 
action. 

Ten years ::tgo the TTnited States had 
a good, though imperfect, ABM system; 
instead of expanding and improving it, 
we abandoned the field. Today, antibal
listic missile technologv is much more 
superior to what it was 10 years ago. 
Yet, our practical capabilities are se
verely limited by our failure to keep our 
ABM current. The devices that will gen
erate the laser power and the po\nting 
devices are being bunt · and are exceed
ing techn;cal expectations. The lasers 
being pronosf'd can shoot down any cur
rent or planned Soviet missiles. Today, 
the political situation is changed. Presi
dent Reagan has spoken favorably of 
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space lasers. Twelve of the 52 Senators 
who opposed this amendment last year 
were swept away in President Reagan's 
mandate last November. 

It is time for this country to move 
ahead with the research, development, 
and planning for the modern systems 
we will require over the long term. If we 
do not make efforts for logical contin
gencies and systems ftexibilitv now, we 
will be faced with huge catchup costs, 
fewer options, and serious weakness to 
our national security posture in the fu
ture, just as we find ourselves today af
ter years of procrastination and delay 
over the B-1 bomber, the MX, Trident, 
and other n9ti0nal securi.ty proposals. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Wyoming <Mr. WAL
LOP) . The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, before the 
:first name is answered, there will be no 
more rollcall votes tonight after this one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from New York <Mr. D'AMATO), 
and the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS), are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
BRADLEY), the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
CANNON), the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
CHILES), and the Senator from Lousiana 
<Mr. JOHNSTON) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEP
SEN). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 91, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 115 Leg.) 
YEA8-91 

Abdnor Glenn 
Andrews Goldwater 
Armstrong Gorton 
Baker Grassley 
Baucus Hart 
Bentsen Hatch 
Blden Hawkins 
Boren Hayak.awa 
Boschwttz Heflin 
Bumpers Heinz 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Ho'llngs 

Harry F., Jr. Huddleston 
Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey 
Chafee Inouye 
Cochr-an Jackson 
Cohen Jepsen 
Cranston Kassebaum 
Danforth Kasten 
DeConcini Kennedy 
Denton La"<:alt 
Dixon Leahy 
Dodd Levin 
Dole Long 
Domentci Lugar 
Durenberger Matsunaga 
Eagleton Mattingly 
East McClure 
Exon Melcher 
Ford Metzenbaum 
Gam Mitchell 

NAY8-3 

Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Williams 
Zorinsky 

Hatfield Proxmire Tsongas 
NOT VOTING-6 

Bradley Chiles Johnston 
CBIIlnon D'Amato Mathias 

So Mr. WALLOP's amendment <UP No. 
103) was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 104 

(Purpose: To adjust funds authorized for 
certain purposes and to authorize the Air 
Force research and development account 
to be credited with $60,000,000 realized 
from the foreign sale of aircraft) 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas (Mr. TowER) pro

poses an unprinted amendment numbered 
104. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanmious consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with, and that 
the Senate may proceed to consider the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
ob 'ection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 22, line 9, strike out "$6,155,001,-

0:JO" and insert in lieu thereof "$6,163,401,-
000". 

On page 22, line 10, strike out "$9,160,100,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$9,195,300,-
000". 

On page 22, line 11, strike out "$1,955,550,-
00-!)" and insert in lieu thereof "$1,958,6CO,
OOO". 

On page 22, between lines 20 and 21, insert 
the following new subsection: 

(c) In addition to the funds authorized 
to be appropriated in subsection (a) for the 
Air Force, there is authorized to be credited 
to the Air Force account for research and 
development, to the extent pr~ided for in 
appropriation Acts, the sum of $60 ,300,000 
realized before the date of the enactment of 
this Act from the sale certain aircraft to the 
Arab Republic of Egypt. Any such funds so 
credited shall remain available for obligation 
by the Air Force until September 30, 1983. 

On page 29, line 10, strike out "'$17,490,300,-
0:JO" and insert in lieu thereof "$17,474,300,-
000". 

On page 29, line 13, strike out "$21,929,949,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$21,917,749,-
000". 

On page 29, line 16, strike out "$19,274,420,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$19,256,420,-
000". 

On page 29, line 18, strike out "$4,881,551,-
0::JO" and insert in lieu thereof "$4,883,851,-
000". 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 
amendment that I am offering on behalf 
Of Senator GOLDWATER, Senator STENNIS, 
Senator JACKSON, and myself accommo
dates the recommendations o.f the Sen
ate Select Committee on Intelligence on 
the fiscal year 1982 intelligence budget. 

Normally recommendations made by 
the Intelligence Committee are incorpo
rated routinely in the defense procure
ment authorization bill during markup 
by the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee. However, this year the Armed Serv
ices Committee completed its markup 
somewhat ahead of the Intelligence Com
mittee and this amendment is nece.ssary 
to adjust certain amounts within the 
bill to accommodate the :final action of 
the Intelligence Committee. 

The net effect of the amendment is to 
add $2.8 million to the bill which still 
leaves us under President Reagan's 
budget recommendation. The details of 
the changes are classified and I would 
be pleased to discuss them in detail-in 
private-with any Senator who wishes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I believe 
this matter has been settled satisfac
torily. I concur in the way it was done 
by the chairman of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator .from Texas <UP No. 104). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MELCHER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the tabJe wa.s 
agreed to. 

IMPORTANCE OF TRIDENT 
PROGRAM 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, as we con
sider the 1982 defense authorization bill, 
I would like to share some concerns I 
have about our shipbuilding program, 
concerns I believe are shared by many of 
my colleagues. 

The bill before us today does not c6n
ta:n the authorization for a lOth Trident 
nuclear submarine that was requested by 
the administration. I believe it is a mis
take to delete this funding from the 1982 
defense authorization bill. 

Even though the delivery date for the 
lOth Trident lies at the end of this dec
ade, there is too much at stake for our 
Nation to let this important program 
slip back. Our strategic weapons "Triad" 
of missiles, bombers, and Polaris/ Posei
don nuclear submarines is becoming out
dated, and the Trldent submarine is the 
only strategic modernization program 
currently in the construction phase. The 
Trident is the most survivable and effec
tive submarine ever built-the true capi
tal ship of the future. We need to get the 
Tridents into service as quickly as pos
sible, and deleting the authorization for 
the lOth Trident does not advance that. 
purpose. 

I am encouraged, at least, that the 
committee added an additional $75 mil
lion in ''longlead" funding for this ship. 
This amount, along with previously au
thorized long-lead funding, will allow 
some work to begin on the hull sections 
for the lOth Trident, and hopefully will 
prevent a breakup of the highly skilled 
work force which builds these ships. 

Wide fluctuations in employment levels 
at our shipyards, created by changing 
signals on the part of the administra
tion or the Congress, have a devastating 
effect on productivity. The time th"'.t is 
spent reassembling a skilled work foz:ce 
after huge layof1s prevents the ship
builder from staying on delivery sched
ules expected by the Navy, and drives up 
the ultimate cost to the taxpayers. 

As my colleagues know, the Trident 
program has had its problems in the 
past, but I am encouraged that recent 
reports from the Navy indicate that these 
problems are fully capable of resolution, 
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and that prospects are good for delivery 
of the lead Trident, the USS Ohio, before 
the end of this year. Delaying the au
thorization of future Tridents is not an 
answer to problems which have occurred 
in the past, and I re,sret the actiOn 
which has been taken by the committee 
in regard to the lOth Trident. In my 
view, there is no single issue more im
portant to our national defense than the 
expansion of our nuclear-powered sub
marine fleet . 

I hope the committee, in any supple
mental bills this year and in next year·s 
authorization bill, will insure that the 
Trident program moves ahead. The sig
nal that we should be sending to the 
rest of the world is that we are prepared 
to get on with the important work of 
building submarines, and advancing a 
critical strategic modernization program. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I do not 
believe there is anything else we can deal 
with on S. 815. Therefore, I am prepared 
to yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the distinguished ma
jority leader, the Senator from Ten-
nessee. 

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENTS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there are 
two unanimous-consent requests with 
respect to the limitation of time on 
amendments that will be offered to this 
bill on tomorrow which I would like to 
propose and which have been cleared. 

I ask unanimous consent that on an 
amendment to be offered by Mr. LEVIN to 
reduce 0. & M. funds there be a time 
limitation of 1% hours, to be equally di
vided. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
that request has been cleared on this 
side of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obiection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on an amend
ment to be offered by the Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. NuNN), to add language 
on notification of unit cost increase, 
there be a 1-hour time limitation, to be 
equally divided. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There is no 
objection on this side of the aisle to that 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I should 
like to report that today the Senate has 
really done a very good job in moving 
this bill. I know of only six more amend
ments to be offered to this measure on 
tomorrow. 

It appears very likely that, in view of 
the progress we have made today, we can 
meet, without any difficulty, our time for 
final passage of not later than 5 o'clock. 

In that view, Mr. President, in a few 
moments I am going to ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate recess until to
morrow morning, and I do not anticipate 
that we will be in Friday. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. It was our intention to 

ask unanimous consent that an amend-

ment to be offered by either Senator 
NuNN or Senator LEVIN be made the 
pending business in the morning. Has 
that matter been resolved? 

Mr. BAKER. I believe it has not been 
resolved. 

The minority leader informed me a 
moment ago that we have tried and it 
cannot be resolved. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am ad
vised that the distinguished Senator 
from New York and the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan will offer an 
amendment perhaps tomorrow on May
bank and are willing to accept a 1-hour 
time limitation. 

I inquire of the minority leader if that 
is correct. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is agree
able. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I make 
that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, we have 
made good progress, and I believe there 
is now no practical difficulty in obtain
ing final passage, without crush of time, 
by 5 o'clock tomorrow. In that view, it 
is not my expectation that we will be in 
on Friday. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. We have made fine 

progress today, with splendid coopera
tion from all sources. However, we need 
something certain now with respect to 
these amendments being taken up. We 
cannot just wait tomorrow and keep 
waiting. If the leadership will continue 
to urge Senators to come in in the 
morning and get started, that will help. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I assure 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi that I will do my best to find some 
a.mendments we can make the pending 
question before the Senate at 10 o'clock 
tomorrow. 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY 
ORDER FOR A RECESS UNTIL 9; 15 A.M . 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today it stand 
in recess until 9:15a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the distinguished minority leader 
would be agreeable to reduce the time 
f.or the two leaders under the standing 
order or would he prefer to leave it as 
it is . 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is quite 
all right. 
ORDER FOR THE REDUCTION OF THE LEADERSHIP 

TIME 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on tomorrow 
the time allocated to the two leaders un
der the standing order be reduced to 5 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF SENATOR JEPSEN 

ON TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that after the recog
nition of the two leaders under the stand
ing order, as modified, the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa, the present occupant 
of the chair <Mr. JEPSEN), be recognized 
for not to exceed 15 minutes on a special 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
ORDER FOR RESUMPTION OF CONSIDERATION OF S . 

815 NOT LATER THAN 10 A.M. ON TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re
turn to the consideration of the pending 
measure not later than 10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
ORDER FOR A PERIOD FOR THE TRANSACTION OF 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS ON TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business during any time available for 
that purpose after the recognition of the 
two leaders under the standing order and 
fulfillment of the special order heretofore 
ordered and in that routine morning 
business Senators may be permitted to 
speak for not more than 2 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS, AT THE CON
CLUSION OF BUSINESS ON THURS
DAY, UNTIL 12 NOON MONDAY, 
MAY 18,1981 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, when the 
Senate completes its business on Thurs
day I ask unanimous consent that it 
stand in recess over until 12 noon on 
Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the majority leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 

THE SENATE'S AGENDA 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, under 

these circumstances, then, the Senate 
wi 11 not be in session on Friday and 
we do expect a number of votes on 
1:hursday and there is at least a possi
bility of vo·tes then on Monday. 

Mr. President, I yield to the minority 
leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I thank the majority leader. 

May I inquire as to whether or not 
the majority leader is in position to state 
what the business of the Senate on Mon
day will be? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I cannot 
at this time. There are a number of 
measures that might be eligible and I 
will confer with the minority leader at 
the first opportunity to try to arrange 
a schedule of the Senate on which we 
can both agree. 

It had been my intention to proceed 
t·o the reauthorization of the Federal 
Election Commission, but after consulta-
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tion it is mutually agreed, I believe, that 
we should not proceed to that at this 
moment. 

So I would not expect that to be an 
item of business before the Senate on 
Monday. 

I would hope that the supplemental 
appropriations bill would be eiigible on 
Tuesday. I have conferred with the dis
tinguished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee, the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD), who indicates 
that he hopes to be able to file that bill 
and the report tomorrow. 

I will later explore with the distin
guished minority leader the possibility of 
trying to make that eligible on Tuesday 
because I think it is essential that we 
deal with that measure before we recess 
over for the Memorial Day recess at the 
end of that week. 

But other than the appropriations bill, 
the supplemental appropriations bill 
which includes the continuing resolu
tion, supplemental appropriations and a 
recession package, other than that for 
next week I do not foresee major legis
lation which wlll be dealt with by the 
Senate. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I thank the majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I modify 
that statement to one extent. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I hope by 

now we could have an agreement on the 
time certain and circumstances under 
which we can consider by consent the 
Crowell nomination. I still hope we can 
reach tha1t agreement on tomorrow and 
that, of course, would be a measure that 
we would hope to dispose of next week 
as well. 

There may be other items on the Cal
endar of General Orders and on the Ex
ecutive Calendar that we can reach and 
if we can, I hope that we will agree to do 
so. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may I 
inquire of the distinguished minorlty 
leader if he is in position to clear item3 
on the Executive Calendar which we 
might be able to deal with this evening? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the nominations under Department o~ 
State are cleared on this side of the aisle· 
the nominations under Department of 
the Interior are cleared on this side of 
the aisle; one nomination under Depart
ment of State is cleared, that being John 
H. Holdridge, to be an Assistant Secre
tary of State; nominations under De
partment of Energy, the first two, are 
cleared on this side of the aisle. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate now 
go into executive session for the purpose 
of considering certain nominations on 
t!lat calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Senate proceed to the considerat:on 
of the nominatwns appearing under De
partment of the Interior on page 2 Oi 

tne Executive Calendar. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Kenneth L. Smith, of 
Oregon, to be an Assistant Secretary of 
the Interiol". 

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the nom
ination was confirmed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of G. Ray Arnett, of Cali
fornia, to be Assistant Secretary for Fish 
and Wildlife. 

NOMINATION OF RAY ARNETT 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the Sen

ate Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee held a hearlng on the nomination 
of G. Ray Arnett to be Assistant Secre
tary tor Fish and Wildlife and Parks, De- \ 
partment of the Interior on April 8, 1981. 
The witnesses on behalf of Mr. Arnett 
were Senators TED STEVENS of Alaska 
and S. I. HAYAKAWA of California and 
Representative NORMAN SHUMWAY Of 
California. 

Mr. Arnett is nominated to fill a key 
line position in the Department of the 
Interior, responsible for management 
and policy for the National Park Service, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, historic pres
ervation and the other recreation func
tions of the Department. 

As will be presented, Mr. Arnett has 
made a cons:derable personal sacrifice in 
the steps he has taken to avoid any con
flict of interest, or appearance of con
flict of interest. Mr. Arnett is in compli
ance with the Ethics Act and committee 
rules on financial disclosures. Let me be 
specific. 

Mr. Arnett spent 20 years as an area 
geologist for ARCO before becoming the 
director, Californ'a Department of Fish 
and Game under then-Governor Reagan. 
He has served as president of the Na
tional Wildlife Federation. 

Mr. Arnett has taken the following ac
tions to avoid conflicts of interest: 

First, sold stock in Columbia Gas Co., 
Standard Oll of California, Cities Service 
and Conoco; 

Second, recused himself from any de
cision regarding Appalachian Power Co. 
pending before the Department because 
he owns stock in the parent company, 
American Electric Power. 

Third, recused himself from any law
suits or administrative decisions involv
ing the National Wildlife Federation and 
the Department which were initiated 
while he was a director of the organiza
tion. 

Fourth, agreed to resign as an officer 
in the National Wildlife Federation, the 

National Rifle Association, and the Wild
h:te Le~:;is~atiVe ..t'Und. o.c America. 

Mr. x-resHient, I ask unammous con
sent to have tne ctocuLnentatwn 01 these 
points prmted. in the .1\.ECORD at th1s time. 
Tnis mcmaes ail pertinent cop1es of the 
committee form, financlal dlsc.~.osure 
statement, and letters. 

There being no ObJection, the material 
was orctered to oe pnnted in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Name: Arnett, George Raymond. 
Position to which Department of the In

terior nominatea: Ass1scant t:>ecretary, Fish, 
Wildli1e and Parks. 

Date of nomination: March 23, 1981. 
Date of birth: · 14 June 1924. 
Place of birth: Quantico, Virginia. 
Marital status: Divorced. 
Name and ages of children: Charlene 

Louise Parkinson, 31, G. R. "Chip" Arnett, 
Jr. 29; Sharon Elaine Arnett, 24; James 
Randall Arnett, 17. 

Education: U.C.L.A., 1941-42; U.S.C., 1945-
49. 

Employment record: U.S.G.S. (Summers 
1946-47-48) Geological Field Assistant, 
Alaska and Pacific Northwest, 1949-69 ARCO 
(nee Richfield Oil Corporation) Area Geolo
gist, Division Geologist, P.R. Director; West
ern Region; 1969-75 Director; Department of 
Fish and Game, State of California; 1975-
Dec. 1980 Executive V.P.; World Beefalo As
sociation, Dec. 1980-Jan. 1981 Executive V.P.; 
International Beefalo Association; Jan. 1981, 
Present Staff Assistant, Immediate Office of 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

Military service: Enter all military service 
if not included above: service, dates, rank, 
type of discharge. 1942- 46 U.S.M.C.-1st 
Lieutenant, Honorable; 1946-52 U.S.M.C.
Captain, Honorable. 

Honors and awards: 
Sigma Gamma Epsilon (Honorary Earth 

Science Fraternity). 
Society of the Sigma XI (Honorary Re

search Fraternity). 
Skull & Dagger, University of Southern 

California. All Men's Honor Society. 
Boy Scouts of America, Eagle l:::icout. 
Sportsmen Council of Southern California, 

Award of Merit. 
Izaak Walton League, California Division, 

Award of Merit. 
City of Bakersfield (CA), Proclamation 

"December 2, Ray Arnett Day". 
City of Bakersfield (CA), Meritorious Serv

ice Award. 
County of Kern (CA), Sportsman Service 

Award. 
County of Sacramento (CA), Special Cit2.

tion of Merit. 
California State Legislature, Resolution of 

Commendation 
California Department of Fish and Game, 

1967 Certificate of Appreciation. 
Bakersfield (CA) Chamber of Commerce, 

Outstanding Service Award. 
California Rifle & Pistol Association, Award 

of Merit. 
California Rifle & Pistol Association, Out

standing Public Service Award. 
California Wildlife Federation, 1975 Sports-

man Conservationist of California. 
Memberships: 
Professional: 
California Department of Fish and Game, 

Director ( 1969-1975). 
American Association of Petroleum Geolo

gists, Reg. No. 1258. 
American Institute of Petroleum Geolo

gists. 
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Oalifornia Advisory Commission on Marine 

and Coastal Resources. 
California Board of Registration for Geolo

gists, Reg. No. 1500. 
California Condor Advisory Committee. 
California Environmental Quality Study 

Council. 
California Marine Advisory Committee. 
California Institute of Marine Resources. 
California-Oregon Goose Lake Compact 

Commission. 
California State-Federal Interagency Group 

(Water Development). 
California Wildlife Conservation Board. 
Colorado River Wildlife Council (7 states). 
International Association of Fish and Wild-

life Agencies. 
International Oceanographic Foundation. 
Pacific Flyway Council. 
Pacific Marine Fisheries- G<:lmmission. 
The Wildlife Society. 
San Diego-La Jolla (CA) Underwater Park 

Advisory Committee. 
Society of Exploration Geophysicists. 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricul

tural Conservation Practices Committee . 
u.s. Department of State Fishing Industry 

Advisory Committee. 
U.S. Department of State International 

North Pacific Fisheries Commission. 
U.S. Department of State International 

Trawl Fisheries Committee . 
Western Association of State Game and 

Fish Commissioners ( 13 states and 2 Cana
dian provinces) . 

Zoological Action Committee. 
Conservation/ Sportsmen organizations: 
National Wildlife Federation; President, 

Vice President, Regional Director, Life Mem
ber. 

National Wildlife Federation Foundation, 
Board Member. 

Wildlife Conservation Fund of America, 
Chairman of the Board. 

Wildlife Legislative Fund of America, 
Chairman of the Board. 

Mzuri Safari Foundation, Conservation 
Projects Advisory Board Member. 

Game Conservation International, Director. 
Wilderness Leadership School, Board of 

Governors. 
World Wilderness Congress; President, In

ternational Committee. 
Kern Wildlife Federation, Director. 
Kern County (CA) Fish and Game Protec

tive Association, Director. 
Californians for Conservation and Recrea

tion, Director. 
California Wildlife Federation, Director

at-Large. 
Ducks Unlimited Advisory Board, Kern 

County (CA); member. 
California State Chamber of Commerce, 

Natural Resources Committee; member. 
International Order of St. Hubert, Knight 

Commander. 
National Rifle Association of America, Life 

member. 
California Rifle and Pistol Association, Life 

Member. 
National Rifle Association of America, 

Hunting and Conservation committee; mem
ber. 

Civic: 
Bakersfield (CA), Police Department, Com

missioner. 

Children's Home Society of California, 
Director. 

Kern County (CA), Taxpayers Association, 
Director. 

Kern County (CA), Cancer Society, Direc
tor. 

Kern County ( CA) , Tax Coordinating 
Council , Director . 

A.I.D. United Givers, Director. 
Trade Club of Greater Bakersfield (CA), 

Director. 
Kern County (CA), Y.M.C.A.; Chairman, 

Special Gifts. 
Kern County (CA), Council B.S .A.; Direc

tor and Organization Extension Chairman. 
Petroleum Club of Bakersfield (CA), Presi

dent and Director. 
Greater Bakersfield (CA), Chamber of 

Commerce, President and Director. 
B.S.A., Sierra Council, Special Interest Ex

ploring, Chairman. 
Junior Achievement of Bakersfield (CA), 

B-oard of Governors. 
R. M. Pyles Boy's Camp, Director. 
S.P.E.B.S.Q.S.A., Inc., Bakersfield (CA), 

Cllapter, President. 
Social: 
Free and Accepted Masons of California, 

Libertas Lodge No. 466. 
Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite of 

Freemasonry, Bakersfield (CA) , Consistory. 
A.A.O.N.M.S., Al Makikah Temple, Los An

geles (CA) . 
Royal Order of Jesters, Court No. 119. 
Kappa Sigma Fraternity, Delta Eta Chapter 

(University of Southern California). 
University of Southern California Alumni 

Association, Life Member. 
Arkansas Traveler, State of Arkansas Gov

ernor A ward. 
Honorary Okie, State of Oklahoma Gover

nor Award. 
Kentucky Colonel, State of Kentucky Gov-

ernor A ward. 
Saints and Sinners. 
Silver Dollar Club. 
Published writings: 
"Geology of Lytle Creek" (M.S. Thesis). 
"The Compass" (technical journal). 
Weekly newspaper column carried in nu-

merous newspapers and sportsmen publica
tions submitted from 1969-1975. 

Future employment relationships: 
1. Indicate whether you will sever all con

nections with your present employer, busi
ne3s firm, association or organization if you 
are confirmed by the Senate. Yes. 

2. As far as can be foreseen, state whether 
you have any plans after completing govern
ment service to resume employment, affilia
tion or practice with your current or any 
previous employer, business firm, association 
or organization. No. 

3. Has anybody made you a commitment 
to a job after you leave government? No. 

4. (b) If you have been appointed for an 
indefinite term, do you have any known 
limitations on your wlllingness or ability to 
serve for the foreseeable future? No. 

Potential conflicts of interest: 
1. Describe any financial arrangements or 

deferred compensation agreements or other 
continuing dealings with business associates, 
clients or customers who will be affected by 
policies which you will influence in the posi
tion to which you have been nominated . 
None. 

2. List any investments, obligations, lia
bilities, or other relationships which might 
involve potential conflicts of interest with 
the position to which you have been nomi
nated. None. 

3. Describe any business relationship, deal
ing or financial transaction (other than tax
paying) which you have had during the last 
10 years with the Federal Government, 

whether for yourself or relatives, on behalf 
of a client, or acting as an agent, that might 
in any way constitute or result in a possible 
conflict of interest with the position to 
which you have been nominated. None. 

4. List and describe any lobbying activity 
during the past 10 years in which you have 
engaged for the purpose of directly or in
directly influencing the passage, defeat or 
modification of any legislation at the na
tional level of government or for the purpose 
of affecting the administration and execu
tion of national law or public policy. 

As California Director, Department of Fish 
and Game, there were occasions where I 
testified before Senate/ House committees to 
influence legislation affecting my area of re
sponsibility. Also, as an executive officer in 
various organizations (NWF, WCFA, etc.) 
there may have been occasions when an
other member testified on issues, reflecting 
the views of the organization. 

5. Explain how you wm resolve any poten
tial conflict of interest that may be disclosed 
by your responses to the above items. By 
whatever appropriate measures are available 
to me. 

6. Explain how you will comply with con
flict of interest laws and regulations appli
cable to the position for which you have 
been nominated. Attach a statement from 
the appropriate agency official indicating 
what those laws and regulations are and how 
you will comply with them. By recognizing 
the laws and regulations and complying 
fully. 

Financial statement: 
1. Attach a copy of your Executive Per

sonnel Financial Disclosure Report (SF 278) . 
2. List sources, amounts and date<> of au 

anticipated receipts from deferred income 
arranbements, stock options, uncompleted 
contracts and other future benefits which 
you expect to derive from previous business 
relationships, professional services and firm 
memberships or from former employers, cli
ents, and customers. Amounts should be in
dicated by the categories established for re
porting income on Form SF 278, Schedule A. 
Atlantic Richfield Retirement Plan-$249.49/ 
mo. after age 65 

3. Are any assets pledged? No. 
4. Are you currently a party to any legal 

action? No. 
5. Have you ever declared bankruptcy? No. 
6. Have you filed a Federal i :1eome tax 

return for each of the last 10 years? Yes. 
7. Has the Internal Revenue Service ever 

audited your Federal tax return? If so, what 
resulted from the audit? Yes. Satisfactorily 
resolved. 

BIOGRAPHY 

G. RAY ARNETT 

G. Ray Arnett is an avid sportsman and 
outdoorsman who has aevoted much of 
his life to the con~ervation, preservation 
and enhancement of wildlife. As a geolo
gist, he roamed America's wild country and 
foreign countries exploring for petroleum. 
Later he was appointed by Governor Ronald 
Reagan to head the California Department 
of Fish and Game, where he served with 
distinction for seven years. He has served 
as a director of the National Wildlife Fed
eration for 17 years, and two te·rms as presi
dent, retiring from that position in 1978. 
He has been affiliated with numerous state 
and national com:ervation organizations. He 
was one of the founders, and currently 
ser··es as Chairman of the Board of the 
Wildlife Legislative Fund of America, and 
its companion organization, the Wildlife 
Conservation Fund of America. 

Personal data: Office address-Department 
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of the Interior Office of the Secretary, As
sistant Eecreta;y for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, 18th and C Streets, Room 3156, Wash
ington, D.C. 20240, phone: 202-343-4416. 

Birthdate and place-June 14, 1924; 
Quantico, Virginia. 

Children-Charlene Louise Parkinson, 
daughter, age 31; G. R . "Chip" Arnett, Jr., 
son, age 29; Sharon Elaine Arnett, daughter, 
age 24; James Randall Arnett, son, age 17. 

Grandchildren-G. R. Arnett III, age 2 
yrs. 8 months. 

Mllltary service: 1942-1946, U.S.M.C. Joined 
as a Private at outbreak of WW II, served 
in South and South Central Pacific theater 
of operations; received field commission and 
returned from overseas to Officer's Candidate 
School (University of Southern California 
V-12 Program); awarded 2nd Lieutenant 
commission; honorable discharge, 1946. 
USMGR 1946-1950; 1950-1952 recalled to 
active duty during the Korean Conflict. 
Honorable discharge, 1952; resigned Cap
tain commission, 1952. 

Hobbies: Hunting, Fi!!hing, Dog Training, 
Skin Diving, S.P.E.B.S.Q.S.A., Inc. 

Education: Grade schcols in Virginia and 
California, Graduate of Point Lorna High 
School, San Diego, California, 1941-1942 
U.C.L.A., Basic Engineering, 1945-1949 U.S.C., 
Undergraduate and Graduate School. 

February 19, 1981. 

MEMORANDUM 
To Director, Office of Government Ethics. 
From Acting Department Ethics Counselor. 
Subject Opinion Memorandum for Mr. 

George Ray Arnett, Nominee for Assist
ant Secreuary-Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks. 

The following four statutory prohibitions 
are extended by Departmental regulations 
(43 CFR § 20.735-13(c)) to the Assistant 
Secretary-Fish and Wildlife and Parks and 
to other Secretarial officers: 

(a) the Bureau of Mines (30 U.S.C. § 6), 
(b) the Bureau of Land Management (43 

u.s.c. § 11)' 
(c) the U.S. Geological Survey (43 U.S.G. 

§ 31(a) ), and 
(d) the Bureau of Indian Affairs (18 U.S.C. 

§ 437). 
This regulatory extension is made to en

compass those Department level officials who 
may exercise supervision over or influence 
decisions made by employees and officials in 
each of the affected bureaus. Four of the fi
nancial security interests held by Mr. 
Arnett-Columbia Gas Company, Standard 
Oil of California, Cities Services and Conoco-
are therefore subject to the prohibitions set 
forth in 43 U.S.C. § 11 and 43 U.S.C. § 31 (a). 
These companies and their subsidiaries con
duct extensive operations on federal I1ands 
leased from the Department of the Interior. 
To comply with Departmental regulations, 
Mr. Arnett has agreed to sell or transfer these 
securities upon confirmation by the Senate. 
Evidence of such sale or transfer has been re
quested and will be made a part of Mr. 
Arnett's file. 

The Appa11aohian Power Company is a sub
sidiary of American Electric Power Company, 
Inc. Appalachian Power Company currently is 
suing the Department of the Interior on a 
matter related to the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act Amendments of 1976. This matter is 
within the purview of the position for which 
Mr. Arnett is being nominated. To avoid 
conflicts of interest under 43 CFR § 20.785-15 
and in U.S.C. § 208. Mr. Arnett is recusing 
himself from any participation in the suit 
involving Appalachian Power. Mr. Arnett is 

preparing a letter of recusal for issuance to 
his staff. A copy of that letter will be made a 
part of his official file. 

Mr. Arnett's statement states that he is an 
officer in six national or international orga
nizations. The following three of the six 
organi:zJations are frequently involved in ac
tivities which overlap with and are directly 
related to the work performed by the Assist
ant Secretary-Fish and Wildlife and Parks: 

(a) the National Wildlife Federation 
(NWF) 

(b) the National Rifle Association (NRA) 
(c) the Wildlife Legislative Fund of 

America (WLFA) 
As an officer in these or~ani:zations Mr. 

Arnett would be expected to actively support 
and work for the positions advocated by each 
organization. However, these organizations 
are often involved with suits against the 
Department of the Interior or with cam
paigns advocating points of view which are 
opposite to those of the Department. 

We hiave advised Mr. Arnett that, in our 
opinion, his continued membership in these 
organizations is appropriate but that reten
tion of his officership positions will create the 
appearance of giving preferential treatment 
to spe:ial interest groups, and being com
plete independence or impartiality, contrary 
to 43 CFR § 20.735-31 (b) (2) and (4). Mr. 
Arnett agreed that continued pa-rticipation 
as an officer in each of these organizations 
may adversely affect the confidence of the 
public in the integrity of the Government. 
Therefore, Mr. Arnett has agreed to resign 
his officer positions in the NRA and the 
WLFA upon confirmation by the Senate. He 
also will resign his officer positi·on in the NWF 
effective April 1, 1981. Mr. Arnett has agreed 
to recuse himself from serving as an officer 
in the NWF on matters related to the De
partment of the Interior and from partici
pating on matters involving the NWF as the 
Assistant Secretary-Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks between now and April 1, 1981. 

Ba!;ed on the actions of resolution stated 
in this memorandum I have signed the cer
tifioation block of Mr. Arnett's SF-278. Please 
call me at 343-3932 should you have any 
questions. 

GABRIELE J. PAONE. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.C., April 7, 1981. 

Recusal Statement of G. Ray Arnett, Nomi
nee for Assistant Secretary for Fish and 
Wildlife and Parks. 

If confirmed as Assistant Secretary for 
Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department of 
the Interior, I would recuse myself from liti
gation and administrative proceedings where 
Appalachian Power Company is a party or 
applicant, other than the formulation or 
promulgation of a ruling of general applica
tion. 

G. RAY ARNETT. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.C., May 1,1981. 

Hon. JAMES A. McCLURE, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natu

ral Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : I Wlll recuse myself 
from participation in any .aspect of litiga
tion in Federal or State Court and any ad
ministrative proceedings, other than the 
formulation or promulgation of a rule of 
general application, involving the adjudica
tion or decision of .a specific matter such as 
an application or appeal within the Depart
ment of the Interior or any other Depart
ment or agency of the Federal Government 

when the National Wildlife Federation is a 
party or applicant, provided that such liti
gation or proceeding was initiated during 
the time I was a Director of the Federation. 

Sincerely, 
G. RAY ARNETT, 

Assistant Secretary-designate 
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS, 
OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT, 

Washington, D.C., March 24, 1981. 
Hon. JAMES A. McCLURE, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural 

Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: In accordance with 

the Ethics in Government Act of 1978, I en
close a copy of the financial disclosure report 
filed by George R. Arnett. President Reagan 
has nominated Mr. Arnett for the position of 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks at the Department of the Interior. 

We have reviewed the report and have also 
obtained advice from the Department of the 
Interior concerning any possible conflict in 
light of the Department's functions and the 
nominee's proposed duties. We have been 
advised that Mr. Arnett has agreed to dispose 
of his interests in Columbia Gas Company, 
Standard Oil of California, Cities Service and 
Conoco, Inc. 

Appalachian Power Company, a subsidiary 
of J~merican Electric Power Company, Inc., 
in which Mr. Arnett holds an interest, is cur
rently suing the Department of the Interior 
on a matter within the purview of the posi
tion for which Mr. Arnett is being nomi
nated. We have been informed that Mr. 
Arnett will disqualify himself from any par
ticipation in the suit involving Appalachian 
Power Company. 

Finally, we have been advised that, upon 
confirmation, Mr. Arnett will resign as Chair
man of the Board of the Wildlife Legislative 
Fund of America and as Director of thl'l 
National Rifle Association. He will also, on 
April 1, 1981, resign his position as Director 
of the National Wildlife Federation (NWF), 
and he will disqualify himself from serving as 
an officer in the NWF on matters related to 
the Department of the Interior and from 
participating, as the Assistant Secretary for 
Fish and Wildlife and Parks, in matters in
volving the NWF, between now and April 1, 
1981. 

Subject to the above conditions, we believe 
that Mr. Arnett wlll be in compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations governing 
conflicts of interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. JACKSON WALTER, 

Director. 

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE REPORT 
Name: Arnett, George R. 
Title of position: Assistant Secretary for 

Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
Department or agency: Department of the 

Interior. 
Address: 2714 Country Club Blvd., Stock

ton, Calif. 95204. 
Name of congressional committee consider

ing nomination: Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

Title of position(s) and date(s) held: 
None. 

Comments of the agency ethics official are 
provided in the February 19, 1981 opinion 
memorandum to the Director, Office of Gov
ernment Ethics. 

Valuation methods on Sched A per Gabe 
Paone (DOl); also checkmarks on page 2, 
Sched A means ditto. World Eeefalo As
sociation Salary for 1980 was $29,250. 
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INCOME AND INTERESTS IN PROPERTY-GEORGE R. ARNETT (SCHEDULE A, P. 1) 

Income 

Type of income 
Category of amount or value Interests in property-

Identification Dividends Other (specify) 
None (for less 

than $101) $101- $1, 000 

valuation of assets 
Actual amount---------
only if "other" Valuation 

specified method $1,001- $5,000 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

ARNETT, GEORGE R., ASSISTANT SECRETARY, FISH, WILDLIFE AND PARKS, DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, (SCHEDULE A, PAGE 2) 

Type Amount Value Type Amount Value 

Mid Continent TeL ____________ Dividends ____ less than $1,000 .... (H) S1, 000- $5,000. 
Nevada Power ______________________ do __ __________ do _____________ (H) $1,000-$5,000. 

Standard Oil of Calif .• - -------- -- Dividend;_ ___ less than n, 000 ____ (H) $1,000-$5,000. 
Telefonos de Mexico _________________ do _______ less than $100 ______ (H) less than $1,000. 

Norfolk & Western ___ ________________ do _______ less than $100 ______ (H) $1,000-$5,000. Union Electric ________ _______________ do ____________ do ___ ---------- Do. 
Phila. National Corp _________________ do ____________ do _____________ (H) $1,000-$5,000. Estero Calif. 5)/g bonds due Aug 1, 
Quaker Oats . _______________________ do ____________ do _____________ (H) $1, 000-$5, 000. 
Security Pacific ___________________ ___ do _______ less than $1, 000 ____ (H) $1,000-$5,000. 

2000. _____ do ___ ____ less than $1, 000 .. __ (C) $5,000-$15,000. 
La Mesa, Calif. 6 percent bonds 

Southwestern Pub. Service ___________ do __ __________ do _______ ______ (H) $1,000-$5,000. due Feb. 1. 1991. __ __ _ do _________ ___ do_____________ Do. 

POSITIONS HELD 

Name and address o! organization, type o! 
organization, position held, !rom (mo. yr.): 

National Wildlife Federation, conserva
tive education. Past President and Director 
!rom 1962 to March 1948 to present. 

Wildlife Legislative Fund of America, 
Sportsman, Chairman o! Board !rom May 
1978 to present. 

National Rifle Association, Sportsman, 
Member and Director from 1979 to present. 
World Breeders Association, Inc. , Cattle 
Breed Registry, Exec. V.P. and Director from 
1975 to Dec. 1980. 

World Wilderness Congress, International 
Comm., Conservation, President from 1977 
to present. 

Wilderness Leadership School, Con. Edu., 
Director from 1977 to present. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is my 
distinguished honor to offer this state
ment of introduction and support for 
Ray Arnett as Assistant Secretary for 
Fish and Wildlife and Parks at the De
partment of the Interior. 

Ray has had some 30 years of expe
rience in conservation management and 
environmental concerns. He is a strong 
supporter of States rights. He has been 
especially supportive of Alaska's prob
lems and concerns. 

Ray has been president of the Nation
al Wildlife Federation, and has served 
as director of the California Department 
of Fish and Game. Further, Ray has 
been chairman of the Wildlife Legisla
tive Fund of America and has served on 
the board of the National Rifle Associa
tion. 

I have known and associated with Ray 
Arnett for many many years. I am proud 
to call him my friend. It would be diffi
cult to find another as well qualified for 
this job. I hope that the Senate will move 

expeditiously on his confirmation. It is 
essential that we get Ray in place quick
ly to insure conscientious handling of 
our Nation's wildlife and parks resources. 

We are experiencing a crucial junc
ture in the history of our natural r ?- 
sources. The Department of the Interior 
is striving to truly implement the multi
ple-use doctrine in land management. 
Clearly, such an effort requires a strong 
sense of propriety and balance at the top 
of the land management hierarchy. 

Ray Arnett is the type of indiv ~du9 l 
possessing the ideal combination of skills 
and bacl{ground to enable circumsrect 
consideration of each of the various re
sources under the purview of Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks. 

Again, it is my honor to introduce Ray 
and I trust that the Senate will provide 
the broad support that Ray Arnett de
serves. 

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the nom
ination was confirmed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table wa3 
agreed to. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

the nomination of William Stewart Hef
felfinger, of Virginia, to be an Assistant 
Secretary of Energy <Management and 
Administration). 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources on May 12 favorably reported 

the nomination of William S. Heffelfin
ger to be Assistant Secretary for Man
agement and Administration. 'Ihe vote 
was 18 to 0. Mr. Heffelfinger appeared 
before the committee at the nomination 
hearing held on April30. 

The position of A~sistant Secretary 
for Management and Administration is 
a new position within the Department 
of Energy. The major functional respon
sibilities to be included in this office are 
personnel management, organization 
and systems analysis, manpower plan
ning and analysis, budget and financial 
management, contracting and procure
ment, administrative services, manage
ment information and ADP systems, 
equal employment programs and the ac
tivities of the Technical Information 
Center located at Oak Ridge, Tenn. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have some material printed in 
the RECORD on Mr. Heffelfinger. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NOMINATION OF WILLIAM S . HEFFELFINGER 

The nominee has responded to the written 
questions submitted by Members of The 
Committee and has complied with the Com
mittee rules on financial disclosure and other 
matters. I believe that all questions regard
ing the nominee's qualifications have been 
resolved satisfactorily and I am prepared to 
recommend his nomination favorably to the 
Senate for prompt confirmation. 

Mr. Heffelfim•er has comulied with all re
quirements of the Committee and I am satis
fied that the information he has provided 
the Committee is accurat e and complete. 

Testimony of one outside witness raised 
several allegations against Mr. Heffelfinger 
regarding his conduct as a F ederal Official. 
Each of these allegations and several ot hers 
have been the subject of formal investiga-
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tion and review by the Department of En
ergy Inspector General and the Justice De
partment's Public Integrity Section in the 
Criminal Division. 

Each of these past allegations was dis
missed without any formal criminal or ad
ministrative sanctions being applied to Mr. 
Heffelfinger. 

I have carefully reviewed the various re
ports and correspondence related to this mat
ter. I have also reviewed information pro
vided by the White House Legal Counsel, 
including the FBI summary report. 

I am satisfied that the decisions of the 
Justice Department and the Energy Depart
ment not to apply any sanctions was based 
on a substantial and thorough review of all 
the past allegations made against Mr. Heffel
finger, including those of the witness in the 
hearing. The witness also introduced an al
leged statement of a White House official 
regarding Mr. Heffelfinger. 

I am satisfied that there was no prejudice 
to Mr. Heffelfinger in the actual statement 
of the official, based on an interview of the 
official. 

Finally, the witness suggested that the 
committee contact a lengthy list of indi
viduals regrading Mr. Heffelfinger's activi
ties. 

The staff has reviewed th~ list and indicates 
that many of the individuals actually sup
port Mr. Heffelfinger's nomination while most 
of the rest have been involved in the past 
allegations against Mr. Heffelfinger, which 
have been disposed of by the Justice De
partment review. 

In conclusion, I am fully prepared to rec
ommend Mr. Heffelfinger's confirmation with
out any reservation, based on all the infor
mation available to the Committee at th!.s 
time. Additionally, our review supports t he 
conclusion that Mr. Heffelfinger is a wo:;·thy 
public servant. 

Mr. McCLURE. In his testimony be
fore the committee, Mr. Heffelfinger de
scribed his experience as an administra
t-or and expressed his belief that he is 
prepared to effectively carry out the re
sponsibilities of the Assistant Secretary 
for Management and Administration. 

I note that Mr. Heffelfinger has served 
as Director of Administration at the De
partment of Energy since October 1977 
when DOE was established. 

In this position, he has been the Secre
tary of Energy's principal adviser on the 
Department. Mr. Heffelfinger is also re
sponsible for providing leadership in the 
following areas: Personnel management, 
administrative services, automatic data 
processing, telecommunications manage
ment. facilitv planning and support, and 
industrial relations. 

Prior to his DOE appointment. Mr. 
Heffelfinger served briefly as Associate 
Administrator for Management and Ad
ministration at the Federal Energy Ad
minhtration, one of the Denartment's 
predecessor agencies. He also served as 
Director of the Transition Administra
tive Operations Office during the estab
lishment of the Department. 

In 1969, Mr. Heffelfinger joined the De
partment of Transportation as Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Administration. 
In 1971, he became Assistq,nt Secretary 
for Administration at DOT, a post he 
held until 1977. 

Early in 1989, he served as staff assis
tant to the Assistant Secretary for Water 
and Power Development at the Depart
ment of the Interior. 

Mr. President, on behalf of the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources, 
I recommend Senate approval of the 
Presidential nomination of William S. 
Heffelfinger for the position of Assistant 
Secretary for Management and Admin
istration of the Department of Energy. 

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the nomi
nation was confirmed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Robert C. Odie, Jr., of 
Virginia, to be an Assistant Secretary 
of Energy (Congressiona,.l, Intergovern
mental, and Public Affairs). 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources on May 12 favorably reported the 
nomination of Robert C. Odie, Jr. to be 
Assistant Secretary of Energy for Con
gressional, Tntergovernmental, and Pub
lic Affairs. The vote was 18 to 0. Mr. Odle 
appeared before the committee at the 
nomination hearing held on April 30. 

Mr. Odie, for the past 5 years , has 
been employed by International Paper 
Co., as its Washington Corporate Affairs 
Representative. During the Nixon-Ford 
administrat;ons, he served from 1973 to 
1976 as Deputy Assistant Secretary at 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that certain material be printed in 
the RECORD with respect to Mr. Odie. 

There being no object1on, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NOMINATION OF ROBERT 0DLE 

The nominee has responded to the written 
questions submitted by Members of the 
Committee and has complied with the Com
mittee rules on financial disclosure and 
other matters. I believe that all questions 
regarding the nominee's qualifications have 
been resolved satisfactorily and I am pre
pared t o recommend his nomination favor
ably to the Senate for prompt confirmation. 

Mr. McCLURE. In past years, the De
partment of Energy has been the subject 
of substantial and virtually constant 
criticism from the Congress. If the De
partment of Energy is to function ef
fectively, it must imurove its perform
ance in a number of areas, including 
communication with the Congress. That 
point was addressed by Mr. Odie in his 
testimony before the committee. He 
stated: 

I want to assure you, that 1f confirmed, I 
will manage my organization. I have man
aged before, and I want to assure you that 
your telephone calls will be returned, your 
m !ill answered, your inquiries promptly han
dled, and that we will be available to you 
and your staffs at your convenience. And 1! 

you or your staffs ever have any problem of 
any kind in dealing with us, I would hope 
you would let me know quickly. There is 
simply no excuse for sloppy work, unneces
sary delay, lethargy, or failure to follow up 
on the part of those in Congressional Affairs 
at the Department, and neither the Secre
tary nor I will tolerate it. 

Mr. President, on behalf of the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources, 
I am pleased to recommend Senate ap
proval of the Presidential nomination of 
Robert C. Odie for the position of Assist
ant Secretary of Energy for Congres
sional, Intergovernmental and Public 
Affairs of the Department of Energy. 

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the nomi
nation was confirmed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate re
turn to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR ALL COMMIT
TEES TO FILE REPORTS ON MAY 
15 BETWEEN 9 A.M. AND 7 P.M. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe 

these requests have been cleared with 
the other side. 

I ask unanimous consent that all com
mittees have the authority to file reports 
on Friday, May 15, between the hours of 
9 a.m. and 7 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR THE BUDGET COMMITTEE TO 

HAVE U NTIL 7 P.M . ON MAY 15 TO FILE CON

FERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE CONCURRENT RES
OLUTION 115 

Mr. BAKER. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on the Budget have 
until 7 p.m. on Friday, May 15, to file a 
conference report on House Concurrent 
Resolution 115, the first concurrent re3-
o!ution on the budget for fiscal year 1982. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR CONFERENCE REPORT ON 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 115 BE 

PRINTED AS A SENATE REPORT 

I ask unanimous consent that the con
ference report on House Concurrent Res
olution 115 be printed as a Senate report. 

The PRESIDTNG OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FEDERAL SPENDING 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, last night 

the Senate passed the first concurrent 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1982 bY 
a vote of 78 to 20. I supported this land
mark budget resolution which is the sec
ond step the Senate has taken toward 
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implementing the President's economic 
recovery program. 

On April 2, the Senate passed-with 
my full support-the reconciliation in
structions resolution which directs con
gressional committees to report back to 
us with $87 billion in savings over a 3-
year period. The reconciliation resolu
tion is our way of getting a handle on 
spending and setting an overall goal and 
lid on spending for fiscal years 1981, 
1982, and 1983. Congressional commit
tees have the leeway to decide which 
specific programs they will cut, but they 
will not be allowed to spend more than 
the limits we set in the reconciliation 
resolution. 

Since our April 2 vote, Senate commit
tees have proceeded to package the 
spending cuts as directed by the recon
ciliation resolution. The Governmental 
Affairs Committee on which I sit, for ex
ample, voted to make a number of 
changes in civil service retirement and 
other Government spending programs, 
saving the taxpayers nearly $5 billion. 
Our committee actions include limiting 
Federal retirees to one cost-of-living ad
justment a year, instead of two, thereby 
saving $510 million; reducing Postal 
Service subsidies by $632 million; limit
ing Federal employee pay raises to 4.8 
percent, saving $3.7 billion and reducing 
the District of Columbia's loan authority, 
saving taxpayers $74 million. 

Our governmental affairs savings will 
be packaged with those made by other 
committees and will be considered bv 
the Senate as one bill. It is the major 
implementing legislation for the Presi
dent 's budget cuts and I am optimistic 
that it can be sent to the President by 
early summer. 

Now we are embarked on the second 
leg of the budget: The fiscal year 1982 
budget resolution. Unlike the reconcHia
tion instructions resolution, which is a 
one-time reduction in spending over 3 
years, this fiscal year 1982 resolution sets 
targets for committees as they work on 
next year 's spending. This resolut;on is 
mandated by the Budget Reform Act of 
1974 and is prepared annually by con
gress as part of its budget process. The 
reconciliation instructions are reflected 
in the target spending figures in the reso
lution, showing the $36.9 billion that will 
be saved in fiscal year 1982. In other 
words, this resolution shaves off nearly 
$37 billion in spending, reducing the pro
jected fiscal year 1982 deficit by that 
much. 

Furthermore, this budget puts us on 
the track to the balanced budget that 
President Reagan has requested for 1984. 
This will not be a budget balanced 
through tax increases. It will reduce 
spending and the role of the Federal 
Government in the economy, as revealed 
in the following fi1gures, which show Fed
eral spending in terms of gross national 
product. 

Federal spending as percent of GNP 

Percent 
~seal 1981----- - ------ - - - -- -- - - ------ 23.3 
~seal 1982- - --- - - - ----- -- ------- ----- 21.9 Fiscal 1983 _______ _____ __ ______ ______ _ 20.3 

Fiscal 1984- -- - - - -- ----- - -- - - - -------- 19.3 

In short, we will move forward with 
reduced spending as we move forward 
with sequentially smaller deficits each 
year. This is the appropriate way to bal
ance the budget, not through tax in
creases. This budget makes the Federal 
Government pull in its belt at a time 
when all Americans are doing the same. 
To show the significance of th 's budget, 
we have only to look at the fiscal year 
1981 budget, which grew by 14.3 percent 
over the previous year. The budget be
fore us charts a different course, and 
grows by only 5.5 percent. This is key, 
because it is the first time in recent years 
that the Federal budget has not grown 
faster than the rate of inflation itself. 
This fiscal year 1982 budget is a signal 
that we intend to halt inflation at its 
source: · Federal spending. 

Mr. President, I want to point out that 
an important part of this budget is the 
room it allows for the Finance Commit
tee to shape a tax cut that will spur pro
ductivity and reduce inflation. This 
budget allows the full tax cut that Presi
dent Reagan has recommended. 

I have voted during the course of de
bate against amendments that would 
have constrained the Finance Committee 
from recommending the kind of tax cut 
that is best for the country. These 
amendments-offered by my distin
guished colleagues from South Carolina 
and New York-would have limited us 
to a very small tax cut and would have 
precluded the Senate from enacting the 
Reagan program. We need to have the 
space to forge the type of tax cut the 
economy needs and it is surely prema
ture to determine the size and shape of 
the tax cut now. 

In supporting the Budget Committe's 
resolution, I would like to note that there 
is room for some improvement in the 
distribution of budget cuts. I twice voted 
for amendments that would have made 
the budget reductions more equitable 
vis-a-vis my own State of Illinois. One 
of the amendments I supported would 
have cut $200 million in spending from 
water projects and transferred it to mass 
transit and education programs. This 
was a sensible amendment that reduced 
an area little impacted by budget cuts
the water projects program-and redis
tributed the funds to two areas heavily 
impacted by the budget cuts. Unfortu
nately, this amendment did not pass, but 
had it been accepted by the Senate, it 
would have had absolutely no impact on 
total spending; it only rearranged the 
priorities of the Budget Committee. 

Mr. President, one of the most signifi
cant amendments that the Senate de
bated in the past week was Senator 
RIEGLE's amendment regarding social 
security. The Senate Budget Committee's 
resolution assumes that Congress will 
change the cost-of-living adjustment 
<COLA) for social security, SSI, railroad 
retirement, veterans' pensions, and civil 
service retirement. The committee also 
assumes that Congress will change the 
timing of COLA payments. The commit
tee's preference for making savings was 

to base COLA payments on either the 
Consumer Price Index or a wage index, 
whichever is lower. The Budget Commit
tee projected annual savings of nearly 
$8 billion a year from this change. 

During debate on this amendment, it 
was made quite clear that many Sen
ators did not agree with the specific 
change assumed by the Budget Commit
tee. What was clear was the nearly uni
versal view that the social security sys
tem could not remain solvent in the 
present form. 

There is a pending financial break
down in the social security system and 
Congress will have to address it during 
this session. Present benefit and con
trlbution formulas are seriously out of 
line and reform is needed. Over this 
point there is little debate. 

What is a matter of debate is the way 
in which the system will once again be 
put on a sound footing. We in Congress 
would shirk our responsibility if we did 
not face the fact that reforms must be 
made. Senator RIEGLE·s amendment did 
not assume this kind of reform in the fu
ture and I voted against it for this rea
son. I would like to avoid cutting the 
social security budget as much as any 
other Senator, but this is no longer a 
realistic goal and it would be untruthful 
to take such a stance. 

Let me say that the administration 
endorses the savings required by the 
Senate Budget Committee's resolution, 
but opposes an adjustment in the COLA. 
In other words, the President agrees that 
these reforms must be made, but dis
agrees with the Budget Committee over 
the s'Jecific changes. The President will 
send to Congress in the verv near future 
his own recommendations for social se
curity reform which will, in turn, meet 
the targets set by this resolution. 

Furthermore, the Senate Finance 
Committee will hold extensive hearings 
on social securitv, sounding out all groups 
that have an interest in its sound man
agement. I am reserving judgment on 
particular proposals until Congress has 
made a thorough study of the impact 
each will have on our senior citizens. It 
is only fair , however, to acknowledge 
that changes must be made. This resolu
tion makes this truth clear. 

Mr. President, in summary, I want to 
note that this budget resolution sets 
targets to guide committees through 
their legislative proceedings this summer. 
It is not the end of the budget process, 
but only the beginning. It is a good, solid 
step toward fiscal responsibilit-y and it is 
an important part of the anti-inflation 
program the President presented us in 
March. The tax cut has yet to be reported 
from any congressional committee and 
this resolution leaves its shape and size 
open to · debate. In a similar vein, social 
security reforms and their shape have 
yet to be determined. Other, specific pro
grams will be remolded during the 
normal legislation process, guided by this 
resolution but not constrained to any 
one proposal. 

I congratulate mv good friend from 
New Mexico, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, for bringing this resolution 
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forward. It is a strong resolution stem
ming from the Budget Reform Act of 
1974. That law originated in the Govern
mental Affairs Committee and I am 
proud to have been a coauthor of that 
law. It is moving us toward a balanced 
budget, under the able leadership of 
Chairman DOMENICI. 

A NEW ASSESSMENT OF TV 
PRODUCERS 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, last 
weekend I was privileged to attend the 
"Proliferation of Pressure Groups in 
Primetime Symposium." This symposium 
was comprised of a discussion group of 
approximately 50 to 60 persons. It was 
composed of leading television and movie 
producers, writers, televi3ion advertisers, 
and other officials involved in the pro
duction and distribution of movie and 
television programing in the United 
States. The symposium addressed the ef
fect of pressure groups on what is shown 
on TV during prime time. Two Members 
of Congress participated-my distin
guished colleague, Congressman PETER 
RoDINO of New Jersey and myself. AB a 
member of the Senate Communications 
Subcommittee, I considered myself more 
of an observer than a participant be
cause the field of prime time TV pro
graming is essentially new to me. 

My impressions of TV prime time pro
ducers and programers was somewhat 
vague when I went to this conference. I 
suppose, like the image of Congress, a 
few bad apples have spoiled the image of 
the majority. Nevertheless, as a result of 
the symp·osium, I was reassured that 
these producers and writers are sincere 
people who are trying their best to pro
duce the kind of pro15raming that is 
appropriate for America. I was abso
lutely impressed at the sincerity, objec
tivity, intelligence, and sensitivitv that 
came forth in our workshops and dis
cussions. The writers and producers 
want to do what is right. The adver
tisers want to do what is right. None 
favors any type of Government censor
ship. But they want to work out the 
problems within the industrv and with 
the pressure groups. I left with a totally 
new view of the dedication and quality 
of people who are involved in television 
programing. Sometimes we in the U.S. 
Senate feel we have to strua<l'll'! ~ p-roQf; 

deal over our decisions. I found that 
these producers struggle as much as we 
do over what to put or not to put on 
TV, to show life as it is or life as it should 
be, or life as it is in some segments and 
various other options that they have to 
consider. 

I was also imprec:;sed at the candor of 
the persons in this symposium. There 
was almost universal agreement that 
there is a problem in terms of certain 
displays of sex and violence on TV. This 
symposium hooefully will be a first step 
in resolving the problem of TV pro
graming. 

The conference speak~'>r.c:; ranv.ed from 
such diverse persons as WHliam Rushel'. 
editor of the Nat~onal Review to my old 
Harvard Law professor, Alan Dersho-

witz-who is certainly one of the most 
distinguished constitutional lawyers in 
the country. I was pleased to meet and 
get better acquainted with people such 
as John Mitchell, the president of the 
Academy of Television Arts and Sciences 
and Grant Tinker, chairman of the Cau
cus of Producers, Writers, and Directors. 
I was also able to talk in depth with per
sons such as television producer, Lillian 
Gallo. I do not meet people in their fields 
of work in my normal day's work. Thus 
the symposium was refreshing for me. 

I went away reassured that in the pri
vate sector there are many people strug
gling to make the right decis~on. I wish 
the symposium that I witnessed could be 
duplicated in the current struggle be
tween A.T. & T. and the publ:shers' 
groups over who gets to distribute the 
new technologies in communications. I 
also wlsh that the private owners of 
cable, newspapers, and TV could get to
gether on the i3sue of croc:;s-owPership, 
monopolies and diversity of distribution. 
I was so reassured that there are many 
people out there who can solve these 
problems better than having Govern
ment intervention. I am op~osed to Gov
ernment regulation and Government in
tervention except where it is drastically 
needed. 

Mr. President, I wanted to share the 
experience of this symposium with my 
fellow Senators. I went to this particular 
symposium as a skeptic, very frankly, 
thinking I might be hearing self-serving 
statements from the industry. Instead, I 
heard very sincere, dedicated. Americans 
struggling with some of the most com
plex issues of our time in a very intel
ligent manner. I returned to Washing
ton reassured that we are going to solve 
and meet the problems of the communi
cations explosion we are now experi
encing. 

Also, it reassured my conviction that 
in our work, the Senate Communications 
Committee should urge private groups 
and private individuals to work out the 
problems that are facing the communi
cations industry rather than passing 
laws and getting the Government more 
involved. I hope there are more sym
posiums such as the one sponsored last 
weekend by the Academy of Television 
Arts and Sciences and the Caucus of 
Producers, Writers and Directors. I urge 
my colleagues to listen in whenever 
possible. 

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS WEEK 
Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, Pres

ident Ronald Reagan proclaimed the 
week of May 10 as National Small Busi
ness Weel(: in recognition c;>f the impor
tance of small business to our national 
economy. In a special ceremony today 
at the White House, he will perc;onally 
congratulate small business award win
ners from every St:::~te who are here to 
represent their fellow small business men 
and women in weeklong activities. Rep
resenting a broad spectrum of busi
nesses-manufacturing; nurseries; re
cycling plants; franchisers' laundries; 

and a fashion emporium, they exemplify 
the highest achievers in the small busi
ness sector who started their businesses 
with little capital; a Federal loan-in 
some cases-and a lot of ambition and 
hard work. 

Among the winners are several small 
innovators who developed creative new 
processes or who expanded their existing 
businesses through ingenuity. For exam
ple, the California Small Business Person 
of the Year is Frank Cobb, president of 
Sandyland Nursery, in Carpinteria. With 
the help of his wife and a partner, Mr. 
Cobb founded this firm in 1966, special
izing in chrysanthemum plants. These 
plants normally blossom in the fall. By 
controlling the sunlight in his green
house with dark panels, Mr. Cobb was 
able to produce plants that bloom year 
around. Production is now 54,000 plants 
per week; they are marketed through 10 
grocery chains with outlets in every 
State, and sales amounting to about $4 
million a year. 

Another California winner is David 
Powless, named as the 1981 innovation 
advocate of the year. President of Oneida 
Materials Co. in Fontana, Mr. Powless 
presents a classic example of how the 
private sector and Government can work 
together to develop important innova
tion. With a creative idea from a com
mitted individual, cooperation and 
assic:;tance from three Federal agencies, 
and financial assistance from the private 
sector, the process of recycling hazard
ous steel production waste was developed. 
The process converts iron oxide waste 
from steel mills in to fines or briquettes 
that can lle used again in steelmaking 
furnaces. The Oneida plant can process 
50,000 tons of waste per year and is the 
only plant in the Nation recycling its 
iron oxide waste. 

The Senate Small Business Committee 
held a hearing this morning on the need 
for continued Federal assistance to in
novators. Under discussion was the 
Small Business Innovation Research Act 
of 1981 <S. 881), which I am pleased to 
cosponsor. Since small, innovative busi
nesses have been shown to be the most 
efficient users of research and develop-
ment funds, as well as the moc:;t prolific 
source of major innovations. this legis
lation would require oualifying Federal 
agencies to spend at least 1 percent of 
their total R. & D. budget to fund small 
innovators. It reouires no additional Fed
eral money, and the proposal is modeled 
after the National Science Foundation 
small business innovation research 
proarams. 

Mr. President, I congratulate all the 
small business award winners partic
ipating in Small Business Week, and I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD the winners from my State 
of California: 

There being no obiection, the names 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

WINNERS 

STATE SMALL BUSINESS PERSON 

Mr. Frank Cobb, president, Sandyland 
Nursery Company, Inc., Carpinteria, Cali
fornia . 
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ADVOCATE WINNER 

Mr. cecile Scaglione , financial writer, the 
San Diego Union, P.O. Box 191, San Diego, 
California 92112 . 

Ms. Frances J. Grice, executive director, 
Operation Second Charge, 341 West 2nd 
Street, San Bernardino, California 92401. 

Mr. David Powless, president-founder, 
Oneida Materials Company, Fontana, Cali
fornia. 

CONTRACTOR OF THE YEAR 

Willa Brokenbaugh Parties, Inc., 4853 
South Crenshaw Boulevard, Los Angeles, 
California 90043. 

Ms. Willa Brokenbaugh, president. 
Nominated by: Sacramento Air Logistics 

Center, Sacramento, California. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 1:50 p.m., a message from the House 

of Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Berry, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3376. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the Federal Election Commission for 
fiscal year 1982. 

At 5:34p.m., a message from the House 
of Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Gregory, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House disagrees to the 
amendments of the Senate to the con
current resolution <H. Con. Res. 115) re
vising the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal year 1981 
and setting forth the congressional 
budget for the U.S. Government for the 
fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984; agrees 
to the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon; and appoints Mr. JoNEs of 
Oklahoma, Mr. SIMON, Mr. MINETA, Mr. 
MATTOX, Mr. SoLARZ, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
GEPHARDT, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. GRAMM. Mr. 
LATTA, Mr. REGULA, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
FRENZEL, Mr. KEMP, and Mr. MARTIN of 
North Carolina as managers of the con
ference on the part of the House. 

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON CALENDAR 
The following bill was read twice by 

unanimous consent, and placed on the 
calendar: 

H.R. 3376. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the Federal Election Commission for 
fiscal year 1982. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with ac
companying papers, reports, and docu
ments, which were referred as indicated: 

EC-1162. A communication from the Act
ing Director of the Defense Security Assist
ance Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report on the Department of the Navy's 
proposed letter of offer to Japan for defense 
articles estimated to cost in excess of $25 
million; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-1163. A communication from the Act
ing Director of the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency, transmitting a draft of 

proposed legislation to extend the national 
flood insurance program under the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968; to the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1164. A communication from the Vice 
President for Government Affairs of the Na
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the average number of passengers and the 
on-time performance of each train operated 
by the Corporation for the month of March 
1981; to the Committee on Commerce, Sci
ence, and Transportation. 

EC-1165. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice 
that the Commission wlll be unable to ren
der a decision in Investigation and Suspen
sion Docket No. 9179, Cancellation of Inter
mediate Routing, Michigan Northern Ran
way, and requesting a 60 day extension of the 
deadline; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1166. A communication !rom the Act
ing Administrator of the Energy Informa
tion Administration, Department of Energy, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en
titled "Demonstrated Reserve Base of Coal 
in the United States on January 1, 1979"; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

EC-1167. A communication from the Vice 
President of the Federal Land Bank of Co
lumbia and Federal Intermediate Bank ot 
Columbia, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report of the Farm Credit Re
tirement Plan, Columbia District, for the 
year ended August 31, 1981; to the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1168. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to au
thorize appropriations for alcohol abuse and 
alcoholism research; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1169. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Senate, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a statement of the receipts and ex
penditures of the United States Senate for 
the period October 1, 1980 through March 31, 
1981; ordered to lie on the table and be 
printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memorials 

were laid before the Senate and were re
ferred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM-103. A resolution adopted by the As
sembly of the Kenai Peninsula Borough, 
Alaska, urging the Congress to amend the 
Federal Bankruptcy Act to make the filing 
of bankruptcy more difficult and to minimize 
the potential for abuse: to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

POM-104. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Indiana: 
to the Committee on the Judiciary: 

"RESOLUTION 

"Section 1. The General Assembly of the 
State of Indiana requests the Congress o! the 
United States to propo.se the following 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States: 

"ARTICLE 

"Section 1. The Government of the United 
States shall not engage in any business, pro
fessional, commercial, financial or industrial 
enterprise except as specified in the Consti
tution. 

"Section 2. The constitution or laws of any 
State or the laws of the United States shall 
not be subject to the terms of any foreign or 
domestic agreement which would abrogate 
this amendment. 

"Section 3. The activities of the United 
States Government which violate the intent 
and purpose of this amendment shall, within 
a period of three years from the date o! the 
ratification of this amendment, be liquidated 
and the properties and faclllties affected 
shall be sold. 

"Section 4. Three years after the ratifica
tion of this amendment the sixteenth article 
of amendments to the Constitution of the 
United States shall stand repealed and there
after Congress shall not levy taxes on per
sonal incomes, estates, or gifts." 

"section 2. The secretary of the Senate is 
instructed to transmit a certified copy of this 
resolution to the President of the senate of 
the Congress of the United States, the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives of the Con
gress of the United States, the presiding offi
cer of each chamber of each state legislature 
in the United States, and each member of the 
Indiana. congressional delegation." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. HEINZ. from the S!Jecw.l Committee 

on Aging: Special Report entitled "Develop
ments In Aging 1980, Parts 1 and 2." 

PROBLEMS OF THE AGED AND AGING 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, under the 
authority of Senate Resolution 353, 
agreed to March 5, 1980, I am submitting 
the annual report of the Senate Special 
Committee on Aging, entitled "Develop
ments In Aging 1980, Parts 1 and 2." 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources: 

W. Kenneth Davis, of California, to be 
Deputy Secretary of Energy. 

Rosslee Green Douglas, of South Carolina, 
to be Director of the Office of Minority Eco
nomic Impact. 

Joseph J. Tribble, of Georgia, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Energy (Conservation 
and Renewable Energy). 

Edward E. Noble, of Oklahoma, to be 
Chairman of the Board of Directors of the 
U.S. Synthetic Fuels Corporation. 

(The above nominations reoorted from 
the Committee on Fnergy and Natural 
Resources. with the recommendation 
that they be confirmed, subject to the 
nominees' commitment to resnond to 
anpear and testlfy before any duly con
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

INTRODUC'!TION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and .ioint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time bv unanimous consent, and 
referred as indicated: 

By Mr. PROXMIRE: 
S. 1173. A bill !or the relief of Faustina 

Mactangay Radloff and Dennis Radloff; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ARMSTRONG: 
s. 1174. A bill to encoura~e enlistment and 

service in the military Reserve Forces of the 
United States; to the Committee on Armed 
services. 
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By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 
s. 1175. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue code of 1954 to exclude fringe benefits 
from the definition of gross income; to the 
committee on Finance. 

s. 1176. A bill for tne relief of Mr. Edmundo 
and Neddie cox; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

s. 1177. A bill for the relief of Ms. Afsaneh 
Naimollah; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

s. 1178. A bill for the relief of Mr. John 
Dimitrios Efstathiou; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
s. 1179. A blll to amend the Internal Reve

ime Code of 1954 to repeal the excise tax on 
trucks and tractors and parts and accessories 
for such vehicles; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 
s. 1180. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 to provide simplification in 
accounting rules related to inventory; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. ARMSTRONG: 
s. 1174. A bill to encourage enlistment 

and service in the military Reserve 
Forces of the United States; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

STRENGTH IN RESERVE ACT OF 1981 

e Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, to
day I am introducing a two-part measure 
designed to encourage enlistment in the 
National Guard and the military Re
serves. 

The bill establishes no new programs 
and will impose no additional burden on 
the taxpayers. 

What this bill does is provide guards
men and guardswomen and reservists 
preferential treatment in existing Gov
ernment educational assistance pro
grams and Federal hiring. 

Title I of the Strength in Reserve Act 
would put members of the National 
Guard and the Ready Reserve at the 
head of the line for the guaranteed stu
dent loan <GSL) and the national de
fense student loan <NDSL) programs 
now administered by the Department of 
Education. This bill provides for Federal 
repayment or loan forgiveness of up to 
$2,000 a year-or the unpaid amount, 
whichever is smaller-for each year of 
honorable service to the Guard or Re
serve, for a maximum of 4 years. 

Title II of the Strength in Reserve Act 
would extend to members of the National 
Guard and the Ready Reserve the same 
number of preference points in Federal 
hiring accorded newly discharged veter
ans from the Active Forces. 

The point preference would be granted 
to persons who complete at least 2 years 
of honorable service with a National 
Guard or Reserve unit. 

I am convinced that the enactment of 
the Strength in Reserve Act will marked
ly increase the number of persons who 
enlist in the National Guard and the 
Ready Reserve and will provide a higher 
quality enlistee for these vital services. 

I truly believe that this beefing up of 
our forces in reserve. coupled with the 
retPntion qualities of the new nay bill for 
Active Forces I have introduced and the 
enlistment incentives of a new GI bill I 

have introduced, can and will solve the 
military manpower shortage we suffer 
from today.e 

By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 
S. 1175. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude fringe 
benefits from the definition of gross in
come; to the Committee on Finance. 

EXCLUDING FRINGE BENEFITS FROM GROSS 
INCOME 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, as 
part of the effort to get our Government 
and economy under control, the admin
istration has pledged not to raise taxes. 
In fact, the administration has proposed 
major tax cut legislation which the Sen
ate Finance Committee is considering 
this week and in the near future. Even 
with such good prospects of tax reduc
tion, we must not overlook a part of the 
tax laws which could creep up on mil
lions of working Americans. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
wh:ch will prevent the specter of addi
tional taxation from creeping up on mil
lions of taxpaying workers. The bill I am 
introducing will settle, once and for all, 
the conflict between Congress and the 
IRS. 

My bill provides that fringe benefits 
are not gross income, and therefore not 
subject to income tax. By so providing, 
Congress will be required to specifically 
decide what, if any, fringe benefits 
should be taxed. As a result, tax policy 
decisions will rest appropriately with ·the 
Congress, rather than the IRS. 

A brief history of the taxation of 
fringe benefits will illustrate the need for 
my legislation. For over 20 years, the 
IRS and the Congress have wrestled with 
this most difficult question of how, if at 
all, to tax fringe benefits. In all that 
time, no regulations have ever been 
actually proposed by the IRS. 

Rather, some years ago, a draft of 
proposed regulations was published in 
the Federal Register which indicated the 
approach the IRS would take. In re
sponse to this draft, Congress enacted a 
moratorium which expires May 31, 1981. 

While the present moratorium appears 
to have worked well, I believe that the 
issue must be addressed directly. In the 
past, the IRS has occasionally ignored 
congressional prohibit:ons of publishing 
regulations on the basis that only the 
enabling legislation i.s binding. My bill 
amends that enabling legislat'on to 
clearly define the roles of Congress and 
the IRS, as well as providing stability 
and certainty in this area of our tax law. 

The1·e are many compelling reasons 
for requiring Congress to act, instead of 
allowing the IRS to tax through fringe 
benefit regulations. Such regulation.s 
would be inflationary because when 
fringe bE'nefits are taxed by the Govern
ment, the workers will seek greater 
wages to offset the tax. 

As wages increase, employers pass on 
this additional cost to the consumers in 
the form of higher prices. 

Additional regulations would also cre
ate additional paperwork burdens on 
employers, who would have to analyze 
such regulations and apply them to the 
specific employer-employee policies. 

The employer would also have to re
port the amount of income to both the 
employee and the Government. 

ln additwn to reporting the fringe 
benefit, a determination would have to 
be made as to the value of the fringe 
benefi t. The valuation issue raises more 
questions than it provides answers. 

Furthermore, I seriously question 
whether there would be sufficient rev
enue generated from such taxation to 
offset the costs of implementation and 
enforcement by the IRS. 

Finally, the most compelling reason 
to enact this legislation is the practical 
effect of issuing fringe benefit regula
tions. As regulations are proposed, 
strong special interest groups will seek 
exemptior1 from the regulations, or bet
ter yet, specific statutory exclusion for 
their specific fringe benefits. 

While there are as many fringe bene
fits as there are creative employers, I 
would like to share with you a few fringe 
benefits which are specifically excluded 
from taxation by sections of the Internal 
Revenue Code: 

Section 105. Amounts received under 
accident and health plans. 

Section 106. Contributions by employ~ 
ers to accident and health plans. 

Second 119. Meals or lodging furnished 
for the convenience of the employer. 

Section 120. Amounts received under 
qualified group legal services plans. 

Section 124. Qualified transportation 
provided by employers. 

Section 125. Cafeteria plans. 
Section 127. Educational assistance 

programs. 
This list shows how strong some special 

interest groups really are. There is no 
doubt in my mind that additional regula
tions would attract other strong special 
intere.sts, and result in further exclu
sions from taxation. 

Mv legislation provides an exclusion 
for that greatest special interest group o.f 
all, working Americans. It also elimi
nates the need for many sections of the 
tax laws and the vast regulations which 
accompany them. 

As taxes increase, fringe be::1efits are 
more desirable to workers than addi
tional wages. The result of our increas
ing tax burden has been a proliferation 
of fringe benefits. With the real possi
bility o.f me:=mingful tax reduction, fringe 
benefits will be less desirable and addi
tional regulation unnecessary. 

In conclusion, I would like to point 
out that there are millions of working 
Americans-who already carry a heavy 
tax burden-who receive taxable and 
nontaxable fringe benefits as a part of 
their employment. Fringe benefit regu
lations would further increase this bur
den. Creative and innovative employers 
would no doubt expend considerable time 
and effort to develop fringe benefits 
which would fall outside of any regula
tions. 

Mv bill would eliminate this unneces
sary and unproductive effort, while pre
serving exjsting authority to curb abuses 
and tax avoidance. I urge my colleagues 
on the Fin~ nee Committee to lrive prompt 
consideration to this legislation, and 
swift passage by the Senate. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the bill be printed in the REc
ORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1175 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
61 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is 
amended by renumbering subsection (b) as 
subsection (c), and inserting a new subse::
tion (b), as follows: 

" (b) Except as otherwise provided in this 
subtitle, gross income shall not include 
frin(~e benefits." 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
S. 1179. A· bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the ex
cise tax on trucks and tractors and parts 
and accessories for such vehicles; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

MOTOR VEHICLE TAX REPEAL ACT OF 1981 

<) Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, today, I 
am introducing the Motor Vehicle Tax 
Repeal Act of 1981. This bill would elim
inate the 10-percent Federal excise tax 
on trucks. tractors, and truck trailers, 
and the 8-perccnt tax on truck parts 
and accessories. The 'act would ].:rovlde 
rapid relief to truck manufacturers and 
truck operators and open the door to in
creased investment in mor~ productive, 
safe, and fuel-efficient vehicles. 

This excise tax is an inequitable bur
den on truck manufacturers and truck 
operators. The tacces on cars and car 
parts were repealed in 1972. Then in 1978 
the Federal excise tax on buses and bus 
parts were repealed. Yet we continue to 
impose a Federal excise tax on trucks, 
tractors, truck trailers, and the parts 
used to build them. The time for repeal 
of this tax is long overdue. 

A number of factors is depressing 
sales in the trucking industry. Congress 
is addressing some of these problems 
through its efforts to work with the 
President to put in place an economic 
recovery program. We must take actions 
to cope with inflation, provide incentives 
to save and invest, and reduce interest 
rates. But, we must go beyond general 
economic goals and provide more tar
geted help to the trucking industry. 

Domestic truck manufacturers experi
enced a severe decline in sales during 
1980. For example. motortruck factory 
sales were down 47 percent in 1980 as 
compared to 1979 and truck: tr~,iler shtn
ments dropped 41 percent during the 
same period. In the truck trailer indus
try alone this resulted in a 26-percent 
drop in employment. 

We cannot afford a tax that dis
courages production and depresses em
ployment in the truck manufacturing in
dustry. At least three-quarters of a mil
lion .iobs are at stake; that is not small 
potatoes. And it is not a local or regional 
problem; truck and bus production is 
nationwide in scope. 

I ask my colleagues to support repeal 
of the excise tax to stimulate demand for 
truck'5. tract,.oro::. a1:1d tntck trailers, and 
equipment. This higher level of demand 
would increase employment in both pro
duction and distribution in the truck 
manufacturing industry. Investment in 

new trucks will yield benefits to the 
American people. 

Currently the tax drives up the cost 
of doing business. It creates inflationary 
pressures on all goods that are shipped 
by truck. This increases prices for all 
consumers and puts the trucking indus
try at a competltive disadvantage rela
tive to other modes of transportation. 
Repeal of the tax would result in lower 
costs for consumers and a more favor
able competitive environment for truck 
operators. 

Providing this additional incentive to 
invest in newer trucks and replace aging 
vehicles will also result in safer, more 
energy-efficient trucks. In this way my 
bill would also contr1bute to sa1ety on 
our highways; as older, less safe trucks 
are replaced with newer, safer, and 
cleaner burning trucks. This would mean 
fewer accidents, less pollution, and lower 
energy costs. 

To continue the Federal excise tax on 
trucks, tractors, truck trailers, and truck 
parts and accessories is to discourage in
vestment in more efficient truck trans
portation. If we do not address this situ
ation we are prolonging the problems I 
mentioned. This is an unacceptable sit
uation when we seek to increase invest
ment, improve productivity, and cope 
wlth inflation. 

My bill offers an efficient and equita
ble solution to the difficulties being ex
perienced by truck manufacturers and 
provides an incentive to invest in newer, 
more productive equipment. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in support of the 
Motor Vehicle Tax Repeal Act of 1981. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a section-by-section analysis 
of the bill 'be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE MOTOR 

VEHICLE TAX REPEAL ACT OF 1981 
INTRODUCTION 

The Motor Vehicle and Tax Repeal Act of 
1981 is intended to repeal the current 10 
rercent tax on trucks, trailers and tractors 
and the 8 percent tax on truck parts and 
accessories. 
TITLE: MOTOR VEHICLE TAX REPEAL ACT OF 1981 

Section-by-section analysis 
Section 2. This section repeals sections 

4061, 4062 and 4063 of the Internal ,Revenue 
Code of 1954 and makes conforming amend
ments to the table of sections. 

Section 4061 imposes a 10 percent excise 
tax on automobile truck chassis, automobile 
trucl~ bodies, automobile bus chassis, auto
mobile bus bodies, and truck and bus trailer 
and semitrailer bodies and chassis. Vehicles 
with gross vehicle weight of under 10,000 
pounds are exempted. An 8 percent excise tax 
is imposed on parts and acce~sories to the 
taxed vehicles. 

Section 4062 classifies S'9ark nlugs, storage 
batteries, leaf springs, coils, timers and tire 
chains which are suitable for u~e in connec
tion with a vehicle taxed under § 4061 as 
parts for purposes of § 4061. 

Section 4063 exempts specified vehicles, 
parts, and transmissions from taxation under 
section 4061. Exempted vehicles include 
camper coaches, feed, seed and fertilizer 
equipment, house trailers, ambulances, 
hearses, concrete mixers, local transit buses 
and trash containers. Rebuilt rarts and ac
cessories are exempt. Sales to manufacturers 
and after certain modifications are not taxed. 

Section 3. This section conforms other sec
tions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
the repeal of sections 4061, 4062 and 4063. 
The sections affected include sections 4216 
(definition of "price"), 4218 (use by manu
facturer or importer considered sale) , 4221 
(certain tax free sales), 4222 (registration of 
manufacturers and purchasers), 6412' (floor 
stock refunds) and 6416 (certain taxes on 
sales and services) . 

Section 4. This section repeals the parts 
of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 which 
transferre::l to the Highway Trust Fund cer
tain percentages of the. revenue taken in un
der section 4061 of the Internal Revenue 
Code· of 19·54. The section also calls for the 
Secretary of the Treasury to transfer from 
the Highway Trust Fund to the general fund 
amounts equal to the refunds under Section 
5 (b), (c) and (d) of this act. 

Section 5(a). This subsection sets out the 
effective dates for sections 2, 3 and 4 of this 
act. Sections 2 and 3 shall apply to sales after 
the date of enactment of this act. Section 4 
shall take on the date of enactment. 

(b) This subsection grants a refund to a 
manufacturer, producer, or im';l orter who has 
proper documentation that a tax was im
posed under section 4061 before enactment of 
this act and that the article· was held for 
sale by a retailer on the day after enactment. 
A request must be made for the refund and 
a credit is given to the retailer within 10 
months of enactment. 

(c) This subsection grants a refund to a 
manufacturer, producer, or importer for any 
tax imposed by section 4061 after January 1, 
1981 on articles sold to an ultimate consumer 
if the manufacturer, etc. has proper docu
mentation of the sale, claim for the refund 
is made within 10 months of enactment of 
this act, and reimbursement is made to the 
ultimate consumer in an amount equal to 
the tax imposed. 

(d) This subsection treats any tax imposed 
after January 1, 1981 by section 4218 (c) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (which 
would be repealed by section 3 (b) ( 1) of this 
act) as an overpayment of such tax. 

(e) This subsection defines "dealer" and 
"held by a dealer." "Dealer" includes a whole
saler, jobber, distributer or retailer. An arti
cle is considered "held by a dealer" if title 
has passed to such dealer, without reference 
to delivery, and if for purposes of consump
tion, title or possession to such article has 
not at any time been transferred to any per
son other than a dealer.e 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 
S. 1180. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide simpli
fication in accounting rules relating to 
inventory; to the Committee on Finance. 
INVENTORY SIMPLIFICATION AND REFORM TAX ACT 

OF 1981 

e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today a tax measure which 
will greatly simplify inventory account
ing for small businesses. It is a counter
part to Congressman NowAK's legisla
tion, H.R. 2319. 

I believe the principles embodied in this 
bill merit support as we consider tax re
lief and incentives for the business com
munity-particularly the small business 
community. 

The centerpiece of the forthcoming 
business tax cut will consist of a radical 
simplification and streamlining of the de
preciation schedules and depreciation tax 
treatment for American businesses. 

At the same time reform of the tax 
treatment of inventory accounting is so 
vital to the health of small businesses 
that I believe it merits a place in any 
ta.x bill . 
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Depreciation reform, of course, is long 
overdue. The effects of inflation have 
helped overstate the paper profits of most 
companies today, while the historic 
prices used to depreciate the assets that 
are a cost of producing company income 
have been rendered less and less valuable. 
Estimates are that business taxable in
come may have been overstated-and 
taxed-by as much as $15.6 billion in 
1979. 

Proper reform of depreciation allow
ances will therefore have my strong sup
port in the Senate Finance Committee. 

At the same time, the benefits of depre
ciation reform are concentrated on larger 
corporations, and on the most capital in
tensive corporations. 

For many smaller firms, which are 
more labor intensive and which have sub
stantial amounts of operating capital 
tied up in inventory, the reform of depre
ciation allowances will be less meaning
ful. 

A modification of tax law to simplify 
the accounting procedures that now cost 
small businesses excess tax liability and 
lost workhours for compliance is as im
portant for this sector of our economy 
as the depreciation changes are for the 
business community as a whole. 

Smaller firms, which have a larger 
share of their capital tied up in inven
tory, may not use the most simple and 
straightforward method of accounting to 
report their expenses and income for tax 
purposes: Cash accounting. For the one
man business or the family operation, 
cash accounting is the simplest and most 
straightforward way to account for in
come, expenses and operating costs. 
The principles of cash accounting are 
the same most taxpayers use in filing in
dividual returns for salary and wage in
come, but current law prohibits the use 
of this simple method to report tax lia
bility by any business except some small
er farm operators. 

Not only does the need for the more 
complex accrual accounting method to 
satisfy tax requirements impose a need
less and time-consuming burden on small 
businesses, the accrual method of ac
counting that is easiest for small busi
nesses to use-the so-called first-in
first-out method-also overstates in
come, understates the cost of earning 
that income, and forces small businesses 
to pay taxes on inflated earnings that do 
not represent real increases in profits 
but rather price increases forced up by 
inflation. 

The overstatement of corporate tax
able income from current depreciation 
rates is $15.6 billion. But even this huge 
~~ure pales in comparison to the costs 
mcurred because of the reauirements 
that limit the accounting methods most 
firms can use to assess their tax liability 
The widespread use of FIFO ~ay 
have overstated business income by as 
much as $41.9 billion in 1979. 

The simple fact is that the first-in
first-out inventory accounting method 
o-yerstates the earnings derived from any 
g1ve~ ~ample of inventory. It does so by 
reqmrmg that the original cost of in
ven~ory b.e directly measured aqainst its 
sellmg price .. so although operating costs 
may have risen, and the replacement 
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cost of inventory may have greatly in
creased, this method of accounting forces 
businesses to declare larger earnings 
from sales than can be justified by either 
real operating or replacement costs. 

There is an alternative accrual ac
counting method, the so-called last-in
first-out method which permits the use 
of the most recent cost of inventory as 
an offset against earnings. This relat.es 
the cost of earning income more closely 
to the real costs incurred. But current 
law hedges the use of this form of ac
counting with so many restrictions and 
complicat;onc; t.h~t it is all but inacces
sible for small businesses. 

And some of the complications make it 
less than attractive 'for large businesses 
as well, although firms that have made 
the costly accounting change report sub
stantial fax savings and increased cash 
flow. 

At present, less than 4 percent of 
manufacturers, 3 percent of wholesalers, 
and barely more than 1 percent. of the 
retailers in the country use LIFO. IRS 
statistics disclose the fact that many 
small businesses have extreme difficulty 
maintaining inve:at.ory records for tax 
purposes. In 1976, 25 percent of retailers 
reported no inventory, 34 percent of cor
porate wholesalers reported no inventory, 
and 28 percent of manufacturers report
ed no inventory. This reflects the com
plexity of current tax requirements and 
leads to massive overstatement of busi
ness income and the subsequent massive 
overtaxation of that income. 

Capital formation in smaller busi
nesses will be retarded as long as our tax 
laws d iscriminate against businesses 
which cannot afford the costly account
ing expertise needed to fully utilize the 
provisions of the law. 

For instance, the last-in-first-out ac
counting procedure requires l'etailers and 
wholesalers to use "pools" of goods, con
taining products similar in nature. 
Manufacturers may use a single pool as 
a "natural business unit." This regula
tory provision :neans that if a grocery 
store wanted to use the LIFO accounting 
system, it would have to create and 
maintain records for more pools of goods 
than a manufacturer the size of General 
Motors. 

As well, the law demands that the vast 
majority of businesses establish and 
maintain their <1wn pricing indexes to 
value inventory if they want to use LIFO 
accounting. The obvious expense and 
complexity involved is a serious barrier 
to its use. 

If a company does determine that the 
long-term benefits of using LIFO out
weigh these difficulties, the first-year 
costs of changing from the FIFO to the 
LIFO systems can be crippling: The full 
amount of inventory revaluation must be 
applied against income in the year the 
change is made, meaning that a com
pany faces a substantial tax penalty for 
"income" due purely to an accounting 
change. 

Additionally, a provision of tax law 
takes effect next January that makes 
any company using LIFO "recapture" 
the tax benefits of that accounting usage 
on liquidation. This is a massive and un
warranted tax penalty facing any small 

businessman who wants to sell his com
pany. There is no rational basis for 
treating this form of accrual accounting 
as some sort of subsidy that should be 
recaptured. LIFO should be recognized 
as a legitimate method of inventory ac
counting, which it is. 

The use of LIFO has been discouraged 
for larger firms as well as smaller ones 
because of the requirement that earnings 
as reported for tax purposes under the 
LIFO accounting method be used in fi
nancial reports to stockholders as well. It 
has been widely recognized that this con
formity-in-reporting requirement serves 
no useful purpose and represents an ad
ministrative burden for the IRS. 

Although inventory accounting reform 
does not have the immediate public ap
peal of more easily understood tax re
forms and incentives, the need for this 
reform is clear. 

The overtaxation of corporate income 
has not only contributed to a slowdown 
in economic growth and retarded pro
ductivity in the larger corporate world, 
it has crucially affected the ability of 
smaller businesses to survive and pros
per. Our smaller firms remain today, as 
they always have been, the vital innova
tive force in our economy. If the capital 
formation needs of this sector are con
stantly shortchanged by inflationary 
forces, and if the principal thrust of tax 
reforms is geared to the most easily com
prehensible and largest corporate tax 
inequities, this sector will remain the 
stepchild of the business community and 
our Nation and our economy will be de
prived of the rich resources of inventive
ness, productivity, and growth that the 
small business community has tradition
ally represented. 

This problem of overtaxation warrants 
immediate attention, along with efforts 
to reduce the overtaxation represented 
by the existing depreciation schedules. 

My bill would permit firms with less 
than $5 million in gross receipts to use 
a single product pool for LIFO account
ing. It would permit all firms to use the 
Consumer or Producer Price Index in
stead of forcing them to create their own 
price indexes. It would permit retailers 
and wholesalers to use pools determined 
by the Consumer Price Index product 
components. It would repeal the report
ing conformity requirement and the OO..x 
penalty for liquidation, as well as modi
fying the tax consequences of changing 
to LIFO accounting. 

In addition, for truly small enter
prises, those with gross sales of $1.5 mil
lion or less each year, my bill would per
mit the use of cash accounting to estab
lish tax liability. This is a major sim
plification of tax requirements that Con
gress has already extended to small 
farmers. There is no reason to deny 'the 
same benefits of saving time, trouble, 
and human resources to the thousands 
of small businesses and family enter
prises which do not happen to be farm
ers. This reform would truly aid in 
getting the Federal Government off the 
back of small businessmen, and I be
lieve it should be enacted. 

T.he following analysis describes in 
more detail the changes my bill would 
make, ·and I ask unanimous consent that 
the analysis be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUMMARY OF LEGISLATION 

Section 1. Title. 
Sec. 2. Repeal of LIFO conformity require

ment: Current law requires firms that use 
LIFO for tax accounting to also use LIFO 
in financial reports. This means that the use 
of LIFO for financial reporting cannot be 
used by firms which use LIFO to establish 
taxable income. 

Sec. 3. Reduce tax penalty for L!FO elec
tion: Current law requires the entire v.alue 
of inventory write-down to be treated as in
come in the year a company changes its ac
counting method, providing a grossly over
stated income and tax liability for that year. 
The bill would permit this tax liability to 
be spread over ten years. 

Sec. 4. Simplification of LIFO pooling 
regulations: Current law requires retailers 
and wholesalers to pool inventory items by 
major lines, classes or types of goods. Manu
facturers may use a single pool, representing 
r. natural business unit. 

Sec. (a) Small businesses with less than 
$5 million in gross sales would be permitted 
to use a single pool for LIFO accounting. 

Sec. (b) Wholesalers and retailers would 
be permitted to pool their goods according 
to the categories in the CPI Detailed Report. 
These are generally as follows: 

1. Food and beverages, 
2. Housing maintenance and repair com

modities, 
3. Fuels (except gasoline), 
4. House furnishings and housekeeping 

supplies, 
5. Apparel commodities, 
6. Private transportation (including gaso-

line), 
7. Medical care commodities, 
8. Entertainment commodities, 
9. Tobacco products, 
10. Toilet goods and personal care appli

ances, and 
11. School books and supplies. 
Sec. 5. Use of government price indexes: 

Current law permits only department stores 
to use government price indexes. Other busi
nesses must generate internal indexes. 

This provision would permit businesses to 
use either the Consumer Price Index or the 
Producer Price Index for the categories of 
inventory. 

Sec. 6. Use of internal indexes: Current law 
limits the kinds of internal price indexes a 
company may use. This bill would permit the 
use of internally generated indexes without 
requiring a showing that other methods of 
indexing are unsuitable. 

'Sec. 7 . Repeal of Sec. 403 (b) of the Crude 
011 Windfall Profits Tax Act of 1980 : Current 
law requires that the benefit of LIFO inven
tory accounting be recaptured as ordinary 
income, liable to taxation, when a corpora
tion liquidates LIFO inventory in a partial 
or complete liquidation of the business. It 
would affect liquidation plans taking effect 
after December 31, 1981. The bill repeals this 
provision. 

Sec. 8 . Cash accounting: Current law pro
hibits the use of cash accounting for tax pur
poses by all businesses except certain farm 
operators. 

The bill would permit any comuany with 
gross receipts of less than $1.5 million to use 
cash accounting if it meets the "active par
ticipant" test. An active participant is one 
actively involved in management and whose 
principal business activity is the trade or 
business in question.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 3 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the Sen
ator from California <Mr. HAYAKAWA) 

was added as a cosponsor of S. 3, to re
duce paperwork in the administration of 
certain construction contract provisions 
of law relating to wage rates. 

s. 290 

At the request of Mr. MELCHER, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. HEINz) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 290, a 
bill entitled the "Reye's Syndrome Act 
of 1981." 

s . 653 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. JOHNSTON) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 653, a 
bill to amend title 28 of the United 
States Code to modify habeas corpus 
procedures. 

s. 682 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the Sen
ator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 682, a bill to 
p!ace a moratorium on decisions by the 
Federal Trade Commission in shared 
monopoly proceedings until the Congress 
establishes the existence of the violation 
and defines its elements. 

s. 719 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the Sen
ator from Louisiana <Mr. JoHNSTON) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 719, a bill to 
amend section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code, to clarify the authority for 
appointment and compensation of ex
perts and consultants, to provide statu
tory guidelines concerning the award of 
contracts for the procurement of con
sulting services, management and pro
fessional services, and for other purposes. 

s. 842 

At the request of Mr. HAYAKAWA, the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. TowER) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 842, a bill to 
provide for stability and certainty in 
planning and management of certain 
Natlonal Forest lands. 

s. 873 

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. JOHNSTON) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 873, a bill 
to strengthen Federal programs and pol
icies for combating international and 
domestic terrorism. 

s. 1030 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
Senator from Montana <Mr. BAucus), 
the Senatlor from Oklahoma <Mr. NICK
LES), and the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. HUDDLESTON) were added as co
sponsors of S. 1030, a bill to protect fire
arms owners' constitutional rights, civil 
liberties and rights to privacy. 

s. 1072 

At the request of Mr. BoREN, the Sena
tor from Wisconsin (Mr. KASTEN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1072, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to provide an exclusion from gross 
income of interest earned on qualified 
housing savings certificates. 

s. 1080 

At the request of Mr. LAXALT,. the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. MuRKOWSKI) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. IC-80, a 
bill to amend the Administrative Pro
cedures Act to requ~re Federal agencies 
to analyze the effects of rules to improve 
their effectiveness and to decrease their 
compliance costs: to provide for a peri-

odic review of regulations; and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1163 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of s. 1163, a 
bill to increase the penalties for viola
tions of the Taft-Hartley Act, to pro
hibit persons, upon their convictions of 
certa~n crimes, from h'Olding offices in or 
certain positions related to labor organi
zations and employee benefit plans, and 
to clarify certain responsibilities of the 
Department of Labor. 

s. 1171 

At the request of Mr. CocHRAN, the 
Senator from Utah <Mr. GARN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1171, a bill to 
repeal the residential conservation serv
ice program and the commercial and 
apartment conservation service program. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 78 

At the request of Mr. CocHRAN, the 
Senator from Mississippi <Mr. STEN
NIS), the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
LAXALT), the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. HEFLIN), the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. NuNN), the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. LUGAR), the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. ABDNOR), the Senator from 
New Mexlco (Mr. SCHMITT) , the Sena
tor from Kentucky <Mr. FoRD), and the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. PRYOR) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 78, a jolnt resolution to 
provide for the designation of October 2, 
1981, as "American Enterprise Day." 

AMENDMENT NO. 49 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the Sena
tor from Delaware <Mr. RoTH), the Sen
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), 
and the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
BuRDICK) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 49 proposed to S. 815, 
a bill to authorize appropriations for fis
cal year 1982, for procurement of air
craft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked 
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other 
weapons, for research, development, test, 
and evaluation, and for operation and 
maintenance for the Armed Forces, to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
of the Armed Forces and for civilian per
sonnel of the Department of Defense, to 
authorize the military training student 
loads, and for other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 134-RESOLU
TION RELATING TO ACCESS OF 
THE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 
ADMINISTRATION TO THE FED
ERAL FINANCING BANK 
Mr. PRESSLER submitted the follow

ing resolution; which was referred to t,he 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

S. RES. 134 
Whereas the 1,000 rural electric systems 

provide electric service to about 25,000,000 
persons residing in rural areas and small 
towns in 2,600 counties located in 46 States; 

Wherear. the cost of providing electric 
service to sparsely settled areas is signifi
cantly greater than in urban areas; 

Whereas the revenue per mile line in rural 
areas is significantly less than in urban 
areas; 

Whereas major capital investments are 
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necessary for rural electric cooperatives to 
meet existing regulations; and 

Whereas the Rural Electrification Admin
istration has a repayment record of no de
faults in the history of the guaranteed loan 
program: Now , therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that continued access of the Rural Electri
fication Administration to the Federal 
Financing Bank be assured. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the 
Secretaries of Treasury and Agriculture. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, today 
I am submitting a resolution expressing 
the sense of the Senate that the Rural 
Electrification Administration be assured 
continued access to the Federal Financ
ing Bank. This resolution is in response 
to the Reagan administration's proposed 
discontinuation of the FFB's financing 
of REA guaranteed loans. 

The 1,000 rural electric systems pro
vide electric service to about 25 million 
persons in rural areas and small towns 
in 2,6·00 counties located in 46 States. 
The proposed administration action 
would cause a rapid increase in their al
ready high electric rates. Department of 
Energy and REA statistics show that 
rural electric consumers already pay 12 
percent more than urban consumers for 
their electricity. Most of these rural peo
ple are already having a difficult time 
paying their increasing power bills. This 
would just add another burden. 

It is true that about 99 percent of our 
farms presently enjoy electric power 
service, but the job of the REA is far 
from complete. The cost and major capi
tal investment required to maintain the 
power lines and other facilities to meet 
existing regulations is incredible. In ad
dition, if the American farmer is to con
tinue to be the most productive sector 
of the American economy, he must be 
able to use the most advanced technology 
and farming methods. To assure this 
continued growth in farm productivity, 
the rural electric cooperatives must pro
vide farmers with adequate electric pow
er and other needed technology. To fulfill 
these needs, the REA must have access to 
sufficient credit, and continued FFB fi
nancing is needed for this. 

Finally, the present FFB financing of 
REA guaranteed loans does not really 
cost the Federal Government any money. 
Presently, REA guaranteed loans are 
made to rural cooperatives at the pre
vailing Treasury rate plus one-eighth 
percent service fee, and the repayment 
record is one of having no defaults 
throughout the history of the guaran
teed program. Why, then, should the 
REA be the only Government agency to 
have their access to the FFB totally 
discontinued? 

Mr. President. I urge my colleao-ues to 
joi.n me jn suunortinO' thi.c;; resolution as 
many of them n~~entlv did in sending a 
letter to President Reagan on this issue. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

VETEF?.ANR' CAR.E TN "PUF.'R.TO RICO 
AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 

AMENDMENT NO. 53 

(Ordered to be printed and referred to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.) 

Mr. PROXMIRE submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <S. 921) to extend authority to 
provide contract hospital care and medi
cal services in Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands, and for other purposes. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public the scheduling 
of a public hearing before the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. A full 
committee hearing on standby oil con
trols is currently scheduled for Tuesday, 
May 19, at 10 a.m. The hearing will con
tinue on Wednesday, June 3, at 9:30a.m. 
in room 3110 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 

For further information regarding this 
hearing, you may wish to contact Mr. 
David Doane at 224-7144. 

Mr. President, I would like to announce 
for the information of the Senate and the 
public the scheduling of a publ:c hearing 
before the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources to consider the nomi
nation of Charles M. Butler III, to be a 
member of the Federal Energy Regula
tory Commission. 

The hearing has been scheduled for 
Thursday, May 21, beginning at 10 a.m. 
in room 3110 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 

Those wishing to testify or who wish 
to submit written statements for the 
hearing record should write to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources, 
room 3104 Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing, Washington, D.C. 20510. 

For further information regarding this 
hearing, you may wish to contact Mr. 
Charles Trabandt at 224-7141. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON' FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate to
day for the purpose of marking up for
eirn aid lP.~islation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMlV'ITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr: BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that the Committee 
on Finance be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednesday, 
May 13, to hold markup hearings on the 
tax cut legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Finance be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
May 14, to hold markup hearings on the 
tax cut legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent that the coinmittee 
on Finance be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Monday, 
May 18, to hold markup hearings on the 
tax cut legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON REGULATORY REFORM 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Regulatory Reform of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate on 
Thursd!lv, May 14, to mark up S. 1080, 
the regulatory reform b1ll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CARE WEEK 
o Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, just 6 days 
ago, this Chamber approved a joint reso
lution requesting President Reagan to 
designate this week, May 10-16, 1981, 
CARE Week, in recognition of that or
ganization's 35 years of service to people 
around the world. We all know that suc
cess stories are not at all uncommon 
among the people of this Nation. How
ever, I am grateful that the time has 
come to recognize care as one of the out
standing examples of those stories, and 
as a source of pride for its work in behalf 
of the world's impoverished and under
privileged. 

CARE, the cooperative for American 
relief everywhere, began its work more 
than 46 years ago by supplying food 
packages to millions in France left home
less by World War II. It has since grown 
into the Nation's second largest non
profit, nonpolitical, nonsectarian, non
governmental agency, and has expanded 
its services far beyond the food packages 
that were its trademark during the Sec
ond World War. 

Of course, CARE was originally con
ceived to help the millions of people af
fected by that war. Twenty-two major 
American organizations-made up of re
lief agencies, religious groups, labor, and 
cooperatives-joined in a venture that 
would provide aid and assistance to the 
men, women, and children left destitute 
in Europe. 

Today, CARE does much more than 
just feed hungry people. It provides for 
the education and training of farmers in 
underdeveloped countries so that they 
can successfully farm their own land. It 
provides tools and technical assistance 
for the development and implementation 
of 5-year agriculture plans, and it pro
v~des training and education programs in 
nutrition, child development, and health 
care to enable the next generations of 
those nations to insure for them a bet
ter future. 

Throughout alJ of these efforts, CARE 
has maintained }lerhaps the most out
standing record of any organization in 
utilizing contributions of food and money 
from private c ~tizens and business or
ganizations. Since 1945, more than 46 
million Americans have contributed to 
CARE, and for every dollar given, $5 
worth of aid has been returned. 

With continued support, CARE can 
continue its fine efforts of assistance to 
the world's underprivileged. I am hope
ful that during CARE Week, all Ameri
cans will recognize the need for, and the 
value of, supporting this organization, 
whose name is truly synonymous with 
its work.e 
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THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE 
LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

e Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
Legal Services Corporation needs to be 
reauthorized. I have cosponsored S. 939 
to extend the LSC for 3 years. It also 
encourages the private bar to deliver in
creased local legal services to the poor. 

I do this knowing of the strong sup
port the Legal Services Corporation has 
in Washington State. The Washington 
State Bar Association, as well as 11 
county bar associations, has passed reso
lutions of support. The Young Lawyers 
section of both the Washington Bar As
sociation and the Seattle-King County 
Bar Association have indicated their 
support, along with the black lawyers' 
Loren Miller Bar Association, the Wash
ington Women Lawyers Association and 
the La Raza Lawyers Association. 

The Seattle City Council has expressed 
its support, and I have heard from the 
Washington State Labor Council, var
ious prosecuting attorneys in the State, 
several State and Federal judges, law 
professors, senior citizen groups, tribal 
courts, and a large number of private 
practice attorneys. 

It was the intent of Congress in creat
ing the LSC to aid the poor in need of 
legal services, and I believe that without 
the LSC these much needed services 
would not otherwise be available to the 
30 million poor of our country. 

The administration has proposed to 
abolish totally funding for the LSC be
ginning October 1, 1981. I cannot sup
port those efforts. I believe in the work 
of the LSC, and I am committed to 
doing what I can to assure continued 
legal services to those who cannot af
fort it. "Equal justice for all" has no 
meaning if it is unavailable to some for 
want of the cost. 

In 1980, 1.2 million poor people were 
served with $300 million with 2 law
yers for every 10,000 poor people. In 
Washington State in 1980, the Legal 
Services Corporation distributed $4,116,-
183 to legal services programs serving 
tens of thousands of Washington's poor. 

While I believe the priv:ate bar has a 
role to play in s·erving the legal needs of 
the poor, I do not believe it is currently in 
a pos'i tion to meet those needs now being 
met by legal service programs. 

In 1965 on the eve of Federal involve
ment in a legal services program, Theo
dore Voorhees, then-president of the 
National Legal Aid and Defender Associ
ation said: 

The heart of the new national effort to 
combwt poverty has to be the providing of 
legJal services. The whole bundle of rights 
th.wt; the pO!Or ought to share with the rest 
of us !s utterly meaningless unless legal 
representation is provided to give those 
rights reality. 

The anti-qJovel"ty drive to bring new op
portunities for employment, health and 
eduoation into the immediate ne.ighborhood 
of the poor will inevitably fall short of its 
mark unless lawyers and legal service pro
grams l!llre in the vanguard. They should 
spe·a.rhead the whole program. 

In an administration which is cutting 
back on those community programs of 
opportunity for employment, health and 
education, legal services take on added 

importance. The kind of assistance 
lawyers are uniquely qualified to give can 
help people find their way out of poverty, 
out of frustrations with the system and 
into making use of the law as it applies 
to their rights and responsibilities. 

Representation of indigents was an 
accepted part of the practice of l·aw in 
many European countries long before 
the United States came into existence. 
In England, the ideal of equal justice 
for all can be traced b'ack to the Magna 
Carta, and court-appointed attorneys to 
a 1495 statute. 

The first American version of legal aid 
came after the Civil W·ar when the 
Freedman's Bureau paid private attor
neys to represent destitute black persons 
in S'Ome States. 

Then, in 1876 the German Society of 
New York began providing lawyers to 
help new arrivals from the homeland. 

We are not talking about a Great 
Society program which has gotten out of 
control. We are talking about rights of 
people who happen to be poor. Free 
access to our legal system must be con
sidered fundamental. Without it, other 
rights cannot be enforced.e 

MAINE'S TASK FORCE ON 
HOMEOWNERSHIP 

• Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, one of 
the most difficult problem3 fac .ing Amer
icans today is their inabil:ty to afford to 
buy a home of their own. S::>aring inter
est rates in home financ~ng coupled with 
rising construction and heating costs 
have contributed greatly to this prob
lem. The result is that fewer and fewer 
persons can purchase the housing of 
their choice. 

When Congress passed the Housing 
Act of 1949, it affirmed as a national 
goal the provision of "a decent home 
and a suitable living env~ronment for 
every American family." Those individ
uals living on a low or fixed income have 
always had difficulty affording this basic 
necessity of life. But after years of Fed
eral assistance in the feld of h'lu<;·:""~, 
we find that the problem of affordable 
and available housing has only become 
exacerbated and touched the lives of 
more individuals and families than ever 
before. 

It was in light of this dilemma that I 
established last December in my home 
State of Maine a task force on home
ownership. I invited individuals from 
many walks of life to participate-build
ers, bankers, real estate agents, attor
neys, public officials and others. The 
g.oal I set out for them was to discuss the 
multifaceted nature of the housing 
problem and to prepare specific recom
mendations for me on ways in which to 
make housing affordable again. 

Mr. President, these individuals 
worked intensely over a 2-month period, 
studying mortgage instruments, housing 
costs, Federal assistance programs, the 
secondary mortgage market, and other 
issues. 

The conclusions of the task force are 
embodied in a report which I would like 
to have printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The report follows: 
TASK FORCE ON HOME OWNERSHIP REPORT TO 

SENATOR GEORGE A. MITCHELL 

INTRODUCTION 

The ever increasing cost of home owneQ"
ship is due primarily to one major economic 
phenomenon-inflation. The cost of housing 
has risen dramatica.lly in the last decade. 
Just in the last five years, the average cost 
of previously occupied •homes has risen from 
$38,200 to over $74,000.1 It is estimated that 
over 25 % of the potenU.a.l first time home 
o·wners are priced out of the market. In addi
tion to the basic price of the house, taxes, 
insurance, maintenance and the cost of util
ities are an ever increasing burden on the 
American home owner, and those costs are 
ris,:ng faster th,3.n his ·ab111ty to pay. It would 
be simplis>tic enough to say that if we could 
hold inflation, mo·re Americans would enjoy 
home ownershdp. But the reality of the sit
uation, for whatever causes, is that there is 
little likelihood in the next several years that 
inflation wm be halted or that incomes will 
s ~ay current with the cost of home owners·:1ip. 

But in spite of these ever-increasing costs, 
it has to be admitted that Americans are the 
best housed people in the world. There is no 
other country that houses as large a per
centage of its citizens in as appropriate hous
ing stock as we have, so much so that it has 
been stated by a number of economists that 
our inilat.ion in some part has been caused by 
the amount of capital and the amount of 
borrowing placed in our housing stock. 

It has been further argued that what 
emerged in the 50's and 60's as an increasing 
po" i ~:. CJ.·l concern for housing Americans be
came a s1gnHicant contributing factoc in the 
money supply growth and was in some sense 
responsible for the inflation which the 
United States now experiences. 

The Housing T·ask Force in seeking to de
fine ways in which more Americans might 
properly be housed, attempted to balance the 
great many concerns which imp9.ct our study. 

As the Committee attempted to define 
more precisely its objective, the Committee 
wre·stled with the problem of trying to be all 
things to all persons. In the last analysis, 
the Committee moved far off of that propo
sition and more precisely identified its ob
jective as "Ho·w can we make housing avail
able to more first time buyers." 

Clearly it appeared to the Committee that 
if that problem could be solved, then solv
ing the general problems for housing Ameri
cans would more neatly fall into place. Thus, 
this paper addresses itself to the question 
regarding the first time buyer and leaves for 
other discussions matters dealing with the 
general overall housing problems. This kind 
of approach, then, places significant weight 
upon the ab111ty of the first time buyer to 
set aside the necessary funds for his original 
purchase, to find housing within his income 
limits and to deal with matters affecting the 
containment of maintenance costs. In terms 
of recognizing the totality of the economic 
pressures of home ownership, the Committee 
wrestled with the problem as to whether or 
not it may be inappropriate to hold out the 
goal of home ownership to everyone. The 
Committee further recognized the conflict 
between the desire of communities to lower 
density to protect and minimize tax burdens 
and the policy at the level of federel gov
ernment to increase the density and thereby 
lower overall building costs. 

The Committee in its work clearly enunci
ated for itself some basic propositions. They 
are as follows: 

1. The Committee members were particu
larly sensitive to the philosophical changes 
affecting the economy which are taking place 
at th;s tl-:-: " n-nd to the cost implications to 

1 Federal Home Loan Bank Journal . 
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the Treasury. There was a sensitivity to a 
limitation in the amount of funds which 
would become available. Therefore, much of 
the effort was given to fine tuning the pro
grams which are already in existence to make 
them more compatible with the issue before 
the Committee, namely how to get more peo
ple into their first house. In instances where 
it was appropriate, programs having a cost 
to the government were recommended where 
there appeared to be a paycheck. 

2. As a general perception, it was felt that 
the indices of home ownership more and 
more were taking the characteristics of a 
rental particularly so as we examined the 
new mortgage instruments and the way in 
which the equity other than the home 
owners is being handled. As that equity is 
being placed in the hands of an investor, the 
home owner will by necessity have less and 
less to say about how he manages his home 
investment. At the same time, we are seeing 
an increase of regulations pertaining to the 
landlord-tenant relationship. The concern of 
the group was that these two issues would 
at some point collide--that is, the right of 
the homeowner-tenant versus the financer
landlord. This proposition was left as merely 
a matter for some further philosophical dis
cussion, but it has some very real impact as 
we take a look at the new mortgage instru
ments which bring new partners into the 
traditional mortgagor-mortgagee relation
ship. 

3. While rental vacancy rates are less than 
5 % on a national average, it is estimated 
that one-quarter of the American households 
coming on the market simply cannot afford 
to buy a home, or that home ownership for 
the group may be clearly inappropriate. We 
are aware of too many instances in which 
the home owner found himself unable to 
cope with the cost of home ownership. This 
resulted not only in a loss of his home, but 
also his equity and credit. We feel that not 
recognizing these facts merely raises false 
expectations, false hope, and does more in
jury in the long run. This points up the need 
to look at the whole issue of adequate rental 
shelter. This paper does not deal with that 
aspect specifically, but it was a re-occurring 
theme as we addressed our problems. 

A general statement at this point may be 
in order. In dealing with this entire report, 
the Committee addressed itself to the nar
row issue of the first time buyer. The Com
mittee perceiv.ed that much of the decision 
to purchase on the part of the first time 
buyer involved the matter of the buyer's ex
pectations. It was conceded that the buyer's 
expectations today are greatly in exc.ess of 
those expectations which were held even a 
decade ago, and which if not changed will 
lead to considerable frustration. The Com
mittee also dealt with the question whether 
the purchase of the property by this same 
buyer was vi.ewed in terms of meeting his 
shelter requirements only, or if in addition 
it wa.<; also viewed as a capital investment. 
It was clear that if viewed as shelter only. 
the expect!lltions would be different than if 
the purchase was viewed more in the light 
of an investment. 

In that regard, the Committee attempted 
to narrowly define that expectation as ori
ented solely to the shelter question, recog
nizing the difficulty of separating the two 
objectives. In the last analysis, the question 
of expectation had to be limited by the 
ability to pay. The cost of the product in any 
discussion. then, becomes critical. No longer 
is the ability to purchase a neatly landscaped 
Cape Cod on an acre of land plus a two car 
garage viable as an expectation in terms of 
the issue of first shelter. In fact, it was felt 
by many of the members ·of the Committee 
that we may well be retreating to an earlier 
period in our history in which the children 
stayed with their parents for considerably 
longer periods after they became adults. 

Realistically, our municipalities may have to 
re-ext~.mine the whole question of single 
family zoning. 

This becomes particularly critical in tenns 
of the ever increasing maill'tenance costs 
such as heat, light, and taxes. The first 
time buyer may well have to delay the pur
chase unt il he can accumulate sufficient cap
ital or earn a sufficient income to purchase 
his own shelter. The interaction of original 
costs, buyer's expectations and the buyer's 
earning ability all impinge on the question 
of how long the delay before the original 
purchase. 

By and large, in spite of the philosophical 
differences between the various Committee 
me:nbers, there was a general consensus on 
the matters included in this report. Lastly, 
no one doubted the need to overcome the 
inflationary spiral. It is the writer's personal 
belief that the Committee probably would 
not be asked to confront the issue if the 
inflationary problem were not present. 

Regardless of the findings and recommen
dations, ;there can be no perman.ent solutions 
or even reasonable solutions if we cannot re
solve the inflationary problem itself. All the 
new mortgage type instruments have a basis 
in inflationary expectations. They are in 
some manner merely an indexing device. The 
recognition of the need far an indexing de
vice may presume a surrender to the battle 
of fighting inflation itself. We do not be
lieve we need to surrender to inflation. We 
believe, however, that we need to take rea
sonable actions which will encourage home 
ownership while at the same time attempt
ing to contain costs. This paper does not 
pretend to be a panacea for home owner
ship, but it is hoped that it will be some 
kind of referen::e document to guide the 
reader in making his longer term decisions 
regarding thJ.s very complicated subject. 
I. INCREASING THE SAVINGS BASE FOR LENDING 

OBJECTIVES 

There are two major overriding concerns 
in the area of savings deposits. The first is 
based on the fact that Americans are saving 
le~s than any other national group repre
senting a major industrialized economy. 
Americans now save something in the area 
of 4 % of their disposable income, compared 
to Japan at almost 20% and Germany at 
around 18 %. It is argued that the level of 
savings and our country's overall inability to 
create capital has a definite role to play in 
this country's economic malaise. 

Secondly, it is clear that there is a direct 
relationship between the amount of deposits 
in the thrift institutions and the thrift in
stitutions' ability to finance the housing 
market. The effect shows up in matters of 
term, stability, and the cost of loanable 
funds. The Committee believes that a signif
icant increase in savings deposits would 
significantly lower the cost of lendable funds 
and would ameliorate interest rates pressures 
through the system. 

It was further recognized that there was 
an advantage to be gained by creating de
posits which would directly affect the hous
ing market as well as encourage s9.vings in 
general. The Committee members tried to 
weight the incentives in terms of cost, not 
only to the depositor but to the thrift in
dustry itself and the U.S. Treasury. The 
Committee asked itself what kinds of de
posits and what kinds of incentives were 
needed to effect a dramatic change in the 
rate of savings. 

The Committee was sensitive to those S9.V
ings deposit concerns which would directly 
affect the housing market, not only in terms 
of cost and availabllity, but in terms of 
creating incentives for the production of 
savings used as down payment. There was a 
certain belief that having one program which 
encouraged home ownership and S9.Vings on 
a broad scale rather than numerous individ-

ualized programs would accomplish far 
more in that direction in the long run. Fur
ther, those most in need would not be able 
to separate their savings into different types 
of accounts and still accomplish their hous
ing and retirement objectives. From this 
position, it follows that it may make some 
sense to tie in the home ownership concerns 
with the extension of the IRA or Keogh ac
count, i.e., not only would that account be 
available as a retirement vehicle, but also as 
a home ownership vehicle. 

Weighing the above, the Committee makes 
two strong recommendations. 

1. Extension of the IRA-Keogh-Other 
Tax Deferred Retirement Plans.-

It is recommended that the IRA program 
be enlarged to include all individuals 
whether they are covered by their own retire
ment pr.ogram, and increase the maximum 
deductible contribution from the present 
$1 ,500 to at least $3,000. 

This recommendation would do a number 
of things: (a) it would have an impact on 
the national savings base; (b) it would mo
tivate individuals to prepare more for their 
own retirement; and (c) it would increase 
overall the national savings base which is 
bound to have an impact on inflation. 

2. Home Ownership Savings Plan.-
It is recommended that there be created 

some type of home ownership savings plan, 
or individual home ownership account 
(IHA). The savings plan would be specifically 
oriented to the final objective of providing 
the funds for down payment. We recommend 
a time limit-three to five years. The dollars 
flowing into the account would be tax ex
empt. The certificate might provide for either 
a variable interest plan or a non-variable 
contract interest payment. With regard to 
the variable rate, there should be a rela
tionship between that rate and the variable 
mortgage rate. The term of the instrument 
might reflect directly the average term of 
the variable mortgage term. This would re
sult in a better matching of the assets and 
liabilities held by the savings institution.2 

The interest lost by the government would 
be made up by the income stream generated 
by a more vibrant housing market. 

These types of accounts would have a side 
effect of stabilizing the savings dollar and 
lengthening the term of deposit, both objec
tives which the thrift industry needs to 
achieve. 

II. EDUCATION OF THE CONSUMER 

The necessity for educating the homeowner 
in all aspects of home ownership from pur
chase to maintenance to sale is a matter 
which can almost be taken for granted. But 
because so many members of the Task Force 
identified the lack of education or educa
tional tools as a concern, we felt this report 
should address the problem. This, however, 
is not to deny that many of the federal and 
state agencies have material directed to the 
education of the homeowner. In addition, 
the Savings and Loan industry and the Mu
tual Savings Banks have provided such ma
terial. The concerns involve the fact that 
there appeared to be no single knowledge
able source or effective delivery system. 

Recommendation 

We understand that HUD has developed a. 
manual dealing with all aspects of home 
ownership. We encourage broad delivery of 
that material, including real estate brokers, 
bankers, insurance agents, and any others 
who form a part of the total delivery system. 
we urge that such manuals be available prior 
to the time of purchase so that individuals 

2 Copy of registered Home Ownership Plan 
of Canada enclosed. 
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contemplating home ownership can better 
make their decisions, and we encourage as 
broad an information base as possible in
forming the public that such manuals are 
available. 

The Federal Government through its agen
cies is developing and supporting various 
alternative mort gage instruments. 

Recommendation 
That there be an adequate system to edu

cate the consumer as to the meaning of these 
new mortgage inst ruments. The instruments 
are being developed rapidly and the con
sumer needs to make a knowledgeable choice 
about his alternatives. 

The most rapidly rising cost in maintain
ing the home deals with those involving en
ergy matters. The Committee felt it critical 
that as broad a base of information and edu
cation regarding energy costs be made avail
able to the public. 

Recommendation 

That government encourage the dissemi
nation of mat erial dealing with the im
portance of energy costs and how those costs 
can be kept at a minimum. 

There is included herewith a report from 
the Subcommittee on Operating Costs which 
in more detail outlines the above. 
III. LOWERING HOUSING COSTS-BUILDING CODES 

The Committee spent a considerable 
amount of time analyzing some of the hous
ing costs which reflect on the total cost of 
home ownership. These matters dealt with 
the manner in which homes are built, ques
tions of clustering, building materials and 
other like concerns. 

The Committee recognized the basic cost 
savings in higher density, clustered housing, 
particularly in the area of services such as 
roads, sewer, water, etc. On the other hand, 
the communities, sensitive to taxpayers' de
mands in minimizing municipal costs, have 
incorporated policies which tend to discour
age home construction. 

Recommendations 
The Committee recommends that federal 

policy fostering higher density and cluster
ing of units resulting in lower costs be en
couraged. At the same time, the Committee 
recognizes and endorses the concept of local 
option to participate in any such Federal 
policy or program. 

The Committee recommends that the gov
ernment encourage further research and de
velopment not only in the identification and 
recreation of different types of acceptable 
building materials, but in their use. Further, 
that the government encourage demonstra
tion programs incorporating new techniques 
of cost containment. Out of such research 
and development, new minimum property 
standards might well be developed. This is 
important particularly in those cities and 
towns which may not have local building 
codes, for it is in those cases that the mini
mum property standard becomes the yard
stick. Such R . & D. obviously will have a 
long-term impact on local building codes 
as more experience and knowledge generate 
from the use of these materials. Obviously, 
the result is that the cost savin!!"s in new 
materials wm be passed on to the buyer, 
thereby reducing the cost of the final prod
uct. 

One to Four Family Units-Owner Occupied 
As has been pointed out before, the Com

mittee feels that higher density units are 
a much more effective way to lower the cost 
of home ownership. In some cases, owner
ship itself may only be possible if the cash 
flow from other units is available to suoport 
the owner's unit. Jn addition. ownersh.ip of 
these kinds of units more effectively in
creases the owner's equity over time . The 

Committee felt that individuals ought to be 
encouraged to purchase these owner-oc
cupied multi-family units by incentives 
such as lower down payments, higher inter
est subsidies, etc. The by-product obviously 
is the maximization of clustering and more 
effective use of land space. 

Although there is no specific recommenda
tion in this area, it is felt strongly that pro
grams carrying through the sense of the 
above be supported. 

IV. ENERGY 

The Committee dealt at some length with 
all aspects of energy. It was a continual re
occurring theme. The report has already ad
dressed itself to the matter of the need to 
expand the educational base and tne need 
for the further dissemination of information 
in this area. That is not to say that a great 
deal of information is not already available 
from myriad sources, but as pointed out be
fore, we feel that government should con
tinue to stimulate as much further informa
tion as possible. 

Insofar as the energy costs may reflect 
most significantly on the abllity of the home 
owner to maintain and hold the unit, it is 

Recommended 
That government encourage lenders to 

look at the energy cost ratios as well as the 
loan to value ratio, or to put it another way, 
that government encourage programs 
through lenders which make additional 
funds available at the closing to accomplish 
a reduction in the perceived energy costs. 

V. FINANCING CONCERNS 

The Federal Housing Administration and 
the Farmers Home Administration each 
have a housing program. Many of the aspects 
are similar. The distinctive difference be
tween the two rests on the question of rural 
versus urban loans. There is a strong feeling 
among the Committee members that costs 
are duplicated. 

Recommendation 
That the Farmers Home Administration 

Housing Program and the Federal Housing 
Administration housing program (HUD) be 
consolidated, with the understanding that 
any such consolidated program remain sen
sitive to the distinctive housing problem in 
both the urban and rural areas. 

VI. REHABILITATION 

While it is recognized that the American 
housing stock is aging, it is also recognized 
that in many cases it is far cheaper to re
hab111tate or retrofit existing housing rather 
than create new housing. 

It is suggested that where the emphasis of 
the federal government has been on the crea
tion of new housing, it redirect its energies 
to the matters dealing with retrofi t ting, re
hab111tation, and in general making better 
use of the housing stock which we now have. 
In that regard, the federal government 
should re-examine its programs dealing sole
ly with new housing (&. specific recommenda
tion regarding the 235 Program follows) and 
concentrate on programs rehab111tating our 
existing stock. 

The recurrent theme concerning rehabil
itation flows through this report. Obviously, 
the need for rehabllitation addresses several 
problems: 

1. The contribution to the r~versal of ur
ban decay. 

2. The conservation of the current housing 
stock. 

3. Increased housing stock at a lower cost 
than new constru~tion . 

4. The opportu!lity for reconstruction 
through "sweat equity." 

There is an ongoing program which pro
motes the revitalization of existing units in 
the urban setting. The program is carried 

out by the Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor
poration, which is the parent of the Neigh
borhood Housing Services Program. 

That kind of program should be encour
aged, as it generates local participa.tion and 
uses local capital for the most part in ac
complishing its objectives. The .Ferry Village 
Program in South Portland is the only oper
ational Neighborhood Housing Service pro
gram in New England. 

Recommendation 
It is recommended that other such pro

grams be encouraged and be funded, as such 
programs can highly leverage federal dollars 
with local private capital and private labor. 

A further treatise concerning this program 
is enclosed. 

VII. SECONDARY MARKEl' ISSUES 

The Committee recognizes the importance 
of t he secondary market in providing neces
sary capit al for housing finance. Maine, like 
most of New England, is quickly becoming 
a capit al-short state . The rate of savings and 
the amortiza t ion and payoff of existing loans 
s imply is not sufficient to fund the new de
mand for loans. If Maine is to have a suffi
cient capital supply of funds, it must gen
erate addi t ional funds from outside the 
State. In order to do that, mortgages offered 
t o national investors must be in a form 
and at a yield attractive to such investors. It 
is critical, therefore, to continue successful 
secondary market programs and to stimulate 
new programs which will attract additional 
financing capital to Maine. As in es tors 
change their requirements (such as demand
ing in terest rate variability), it is essential 
that those originating mortgages not be pre
cluded by re~ulation from offering mortgage 
forms attractive to investors. 

Another source for capital is the sale of 
mortgages to agencies such as the Maine 
State Housing Authority which raises the 
funds through the issuance of bonds. The 
price for those bonds must be reflective of 
the market place. This dramatic change in 
the way in which capital for mortgage lend
ing is now acquired will have lasting effects 
on the total market place. One of the siae 
effects of this activity is that the servicing 
of those sold loans will be done by entities 
outside the State and foreign to the mort
gagor. The Committee wishes to underline 
its concern that the relationship between the 
mortgagor and the servicing agent be main
tained at the highest level of ethical prac
tice. This concern needs to be monit ored. 

Recommendations 
1. In t h e Committee 's onininn . the MainP 

State Housing Authority has functioned ex
c :- <.-din gly we.!, s ~rvin <:, (t hrough th~ benefit 
of lt c: lower int eres t rate). a se ~ ment of t."' e 
housing market which could not be served 
by traditional lending institutions. It has 
made optimum use of the existing lendin~ 
network and has significantly freed up lend
able capital so it could be used for additional 
home lending and other investments. The 
Mortgage Subsidy Bond Act of 1980 ("The 
Ullman Bill" ) defines limits which severely 
limit the Maine State Housing Authority's 
abili t y to continue to assist lower-income 
homebuyers who will otherwise be unable to 
a"~'0r"~ hom':! ownership. The Commit. • e ~ ."oe
cifically recommends that the Mortgage 
Subsid y Bon:1 Tax cut be amended to: 

Increase the arbitrage limit from 100 to 
150 basis points to assure a reasonable spread 
to cover necessary issuance , servicing, and 
administrative costs; 

Simplify the Area Purchase Price Limita
tion to allow use of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board 's data, w:t>ich will base t he limi
tation on more realistic data than that cur
r en t ly prescribed. 

2. The Committee recommends that con
gressional oversight encourage all aspects 
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of secondary market development and . in 
general encourage the creation of alternat1ve 
mortgage instruments which meet the re
quirements of the secondary market. 

3. The Committee recommends that con
gressional oversight encourage that bank 
regulators and executive agencies respond 
promptly to evolutionary developments in 
the mortgage area (i.e . new "alternat~ve 
mortgage" forms). balancing consumer ln
terests with the need to assure adequate cap
it al on terms acceptable to mortgage in
vestors. (As an example, the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporator's Pledged Acco~nt 
Graduate Payment Mortgage Program. wh1ch 
will provide attractive financing to first-time 
buyers particularly, is still being delayed by 
the need for a long-awaited IRS ruling. 

VIU. ALTERNATIVE MORTGAGE INSTRUMENTS 

As we seek and need a mortgage instru
ment which will be more attractive in the 
market place, we begin to see an endless ar
ray of proposals. The major proposals are 
outlined in the Appendix. 

The housing industry has by and large 
been financed by borrowin!5 short (deposits) 
and lending long. The impact of inflation 
has resulted in an enormous erosion of the 
value of those assets, not only in terms of 
the market value of the mortgages being 
held, but in the yield necessary to support 
the costs of funds on the deposit side . That 
phenomenon is not only true of the mort
gage instrument, but it is true of all long
term instruments. In general, the market 
place is seeking to address that S!)ecific prob
lem by mortgage instruments such as the 
Variable Rate and the Renegotiable Rate 
mortgages. 

On the other hand, the market place is 
attempting to find a way to address the 
inability of many home purchasers to afford 
the cost of the high mortgage rate itself. 
The objective here is simply to find a mech
anism to lower the effective cost to the con
sumer while at the same time providing the 
purchaser of that mortgage with a return 
commensurate with other market instru
ments. An example is the Gradu!lted Pay
ment mortgage . And then there are some al
ternative instruments which attempt to ad
dress both issues, such as the Shared Appre
ciation mortgage. 

The difficulty in attempting to find a rea
sonable solution lies in an uncerbinty be
tween meeting social needs and the real fi
nancial needs in the market place. It was 
observed, however, that all of the inc;tru
ments tended to push the incidence of home 
ownership toward the incidence more nor
mally associated with rentals. This obviously 
is particularly true when others than the 
homeowner have an equity interest in the 
residence. 

Recommendation 
That there be a continuing Congressional 

monitoring of these instruments. particu
larly in view of the fact that the new mort
ga~e instruments tend to result in a cur
tailment of the traditional Indices of home
ownership-any curtailment results in the 
rel 9.t1cnsh1o between the narties of interest 
as taking on the characteristics of landlord
tenant. 

IX. TAXES AS A TOOL FOR HOME OWNERSHIP 

It Is recognized that the original concept 
for the taxation was based on the need to 
raise revenue. Over the years , taxation has 
become a vehicle for advancing social ob
jectives. There is the suggestion in all of this 
that taxes lost to meet social goals m ay not 
necessarily induce t he kind of behavior ex
pected, and that direct government activity 
in this area may be more effective than the 
indirect approach involving tax incentives. 

Be that as it may, there Is still a strong 

percepotion that a tax deduction given for 
interest paid on mortgage loans and for real · 
estate taxes paid may well encourage home 
ownership as well as reduce the overall after 
tax cost on the part of many. 

I applaud the members of Maine's Task 
Force on Homeownership for the time 
and attention they devoted to this critical 
national problem. I hope the Congress 
will act positively, on the Federal budget 
and on individual legislative proposals I 
will make, to make that dream a reality 
for the citizens of Maine and the Nation.• 

Therefore, in line with this approach , al
ternative tax recommendations are made in 
the Appendix. The Committee as a whole did 
not fully review these tax alternatives. As a 
result, the recommendations therein con
tained are not necessarily agreed to by all of 
the members. We agree, however, that there 
are certain tax vehicles which should be 
examined in light of the above. which will 
by their enact ment reduce the cost of home 
ownership, bearing in mind that the cost of 
this reduction will be spread among all tax
payers. These proposals should be carefully 
evaluated for their cost implications to the · 
Treasury. 

X. THE FHA 235 PR:>GRAM 

The 235 Program is a deep subsidy ( 4 % ) 
available only to buyers of new homes. There 
are restrictive guidelines. 

The Committee recommends that the fol
lowing changes be effected. The Committee 
feels that these changes will result in a 
more appro_;Jriate use of the available funds. 

Recommendations 
1. That the program be broadened to in

clude new and all existing housing.3 

2. That it be available only to first time 
buyers. 

3. That the income limits, the subsidy 
limits. and the mortgage limits be continu
ally examined to see that the benefits of the 
program and the objectives sought will be 
achieved or maxiinized. 

Moreover, in light of the above, we urge 
Congress to re-examine all the housing pro
grams to consolidate where appropri!llte, and 
to re-examine the objective for which the 
programs were developed. We believe that 
within the existing parameters, such an ex
amination will result in a much better and 
much more effective use of the dollars avail
able. The.t examina.tion, we feel, should be 
continued in response to the concerns which 
this paper addresses. 

Mr. MITCHELL. As is obvious, Mr. 
President, the recommendations of the 
task force cover a broad spectrum of is
sues bear ing on the housing problem. I 
am at this time working to implement the 
recommendations and will solicit the as
sistance of my colleagues on the Senate 
Finance Committee in dealing with the 
savings and tax incentive measures. 

A UNIVERSAL HOPE AMONG MEN 
OF GOOD WILL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I am sure that I speak for all our col
leagues in expressing shock, indignation, 
and horror at today's assault on and 
wounding of His Holiness Pope John 
Paul II. 

Few men in the modern world and but 
a handful of religious leaders have wield
ed an influence equal to Pope John 
Paul's. He is not only the leader of mil
lions of Roman Catholics around the 
world; he is himself a unique spiritual 
force. By dint of his courage, candor, 
and moral strength, he has become a 
powerful advocate in world affairs for 
peace, justice, and human dignity. 

Millions of Americans will join in of
fering prayers for the Pope, and all men 
of good will are at this moment united 
in sorrow at this senseless act of violence 
and infamy. The world cannot afford to 
lose Pope John Paul's wisdom and vi
sion. May he have a speedy recovery. 

THE PROGRAM 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the Senate 

will shortly recess. We will convene at 
9: 15 a.m. tomorrow. The time for the two 
leaders under the standing order will be 
reduced to 5 minutes each to be fol
lowed by a special order of 15 minutes in 
favor of the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa. 

After the special order is executed 
there will be a time for the transaction 
of routine morning business to extend 
not beyond 10 a .m . in which Senators 
may speak for not more than 2 minutes 
each. 

At 10 a.m. the Senate will return to 
the consideration of the pending busi
ness. 

There is a time certain for the final 
passage of the pending measure at not 
later than 5 p.m. tomorrow. 

This report acknowledges the need to 
take reasonable actions to encourage 
homeownership and, at the same time, to 
contain costs. However, it also asserts 
that there are no real solutions unless we 
can resolve the problem of inflation itself. 
There is no question but that infl3.tion is 
the prime factor behind the upward climb 
in housing costs, real estate values, and 
home financing. 

In that regard, Mr. President, I believe 
our efforts to restrain Federal spending 
and bring the budget under control are 
an essential component of any solution to 
the housing problem. Unless we put our 
fiscal house in order, the inflationary 
spiral will continue to distort the housing 
market and put the dream of a decent 
home beyond the reach of most Ameri
cans. 

Mr. President, I know of no further 
business to be transacted by the Senate 
on this side. I inquire of the minority 
leader if he has any further business to 
transact. 

a The program is presently restricted to ex
isting housing having certain characteristics. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the majority leader is most gracious. I 
know of no further business on this side 
of the aisle. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:15A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, in view of 

that, I now move that the Senate stand 
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in recess until the hour of 9: 15 a.m. 
tomorrow under the order previously en
tered. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 7:55 
p.m., the Senate recessed until Thurs
day, May 14, 1981, at 9: 15 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate May 13, 19,81: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

G . Ray Arnett, of California, to be As
sistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife, De
partment of the Interior, vice Robert L. 
Herbst, resigned. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

William Stewart Heffelfinger, of Virginia, 
to be an Assistant Secret ary of Energy (Man
agement and Administration), vice William 
Wallcer Lewis, resigned. 

Robert C. Odle, Jr., of Virginia, to be an 

Assistant Secretary of Energy (Congression
al, Int ergovernmental, and Public Affairs), 
vice Rut h M. Davis, resigned. 

The above nominations were approved 
subject to the nominees ' commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and testify 
before any duly constituted committee of 
the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Kenneth L. Smith, of Oregon, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, vice 
Thomas W. Fredericks, resigned. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, May 13, 1981 
The House met at 3 p.m. 
The Right Reverend Anthony, 

bishop of San Francisco of the Greek 
Orthodox Archdiocese of North and 
South America, San Francisco, Calif., 
offered the following prayer: 

This is the day the Lord has made: 
Let us be glad and rejoice in it. 

Within the radiance yet of the 
Easter spirit, when all is made new, 
make us again mindful, Lord, that we 
are called to be a new creation 

Where we cling to the old order, give 
us a creative reforming will. 

Where we have been prodigal with 
our great material blessings, give us 
compassion to use them as instru
ments of grace, to enrich graceless 
lives. 

Guide us to fashion laws wisely, to 
serve all men fairly; for only thus is 
society renewed, redeemed, and recon
ciled to Your will. 

We also ask You, Lord, to liberate us 
from violence and disorder, which 
even at this hour, threaten the life of 
Your beloved servant, Pope John Paul. 
We pray You spare him that he might 
continue to serve mankind, as we are 
pledged to do. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with 
amendments in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a concur
rent resolution of the House of the 
following title: 

H. Con. Res. 115. Concurrent resolution 
revising the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal year 1981 
and setting forth the congressional budget 
for the U.S. Government for the fiscal years 
1982, 1983, and 1984. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate insists upon its amend
ments to the concurrent resolution <H. 
Con. Res. 115) entitled "Concurrent 
resolution revising the congressional 
budget for the U.S. Government for 
the fiscal year 1981 and setting forth 
the congressional budget for the U.S. 
Government for the fiscal years 1982, 
1983, and 1984," requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 

appoints Mr. DOMEN!CI, Mr. ARM
STRONG, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. BOSCH
WITZ, Mr. HATCH, Mr. TOWER, Mr. AN
DREWS, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. CHILES, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. METZENBAUM, and Mr. 
ExoN, be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed a joint resolu
ton of the following title, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S.J. Res. 79. Joint resolution to designate 
the second week in May beginning with 
Mother's Day, May 10, ·1981, as "Senior 
Center Week." 

HIS GRACE, BISHOP ANTHONY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO 

<Mr. RUDD asked and was given per
mission to address the house for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to extend my utmost thanks to 
His Grace, Bishop Anthony of San 
Francisco, for his thoughtful words of 
prayer as we begin the Nation's busi
ness in the House of Representatives 
this morning. 

Bishop Anthony ministers to all 
Greek Orthodox parishes in the far 
western part of our country, including 
the great States of California, Nevada, 
Oregon, Washington, Hawaii, Alaska, 
and my home State of Arizona. He is a 
monumental figure in the Greek com
munity, who in his short 2 years in the 
San Francisco Diocese has traveled 
over 200,000 miles to serve his flock, 
with special emphasis on the youth 
and elderly. 

He has held several youth rallies in 
various areas in his jurisdiction and 
has established two major camps for 
youth retreats. His interest has been 
very intense toward the youth. In his 
very first youth rally in San Diego, 
over 1,000 young people were in at
tendance. 

A native of A vgeniki, Heraklion, 
Crete, Bishop Anthony studied theol
ogy at the internationally renowned 
School of Halki of the Ecumenical Pa
triarchate and in 1960 graduated with 
a degree in orthodox theology. He was 
ordained a deacon in 1958 at Halki and 
a priest 2 years later. 

Following Bishop Anthony's move to 
the United States, he took graduate 
courses in theology at the Yale Uni
versity School of Divinity, and was 
awarded a masters degree in 1964. In 
addition to receiving the title of Arch
mandrite, or celibate priest. in Milwau
kee, Wis., in 1971 while he pursued his 
doctoral studies, His Grace served sev-

eral parishes in the country. In early 
1974, he was appointed dean of the St. 
George Cathedral in Montreal, 
Canada, where he remained until his 
elevation to the Episcopate in 1978. 

His Grace, Bishop Anthony was en
throned as Greek Orthodox bishop of 
San Francisco on June 7, 1979 at the 
Annunciation Cathedral in San Fran
cisco. He is the youngest bishop in the 
Archdiocese of North and South 
America. 

Due to his enthusiasm and efforts, 
he was instrumental in securing as a 
donation a large working ranch of 185 
acres located in the foothills of the Se
quoia Mountains. He is presently in 
the process of raising funds to build 
new facilities on the ranch grounds. 

Bishop Anthony was also instrumen
tal in bringing about and building a 
senior citizen's complex in Sacramento 
and Northridge, Calif., and has a 
number of others on the drawing 
board. Under his leadership, 5 new 
communities are being established, 
which will be added to the 43 existing 
parishes comprising the San Francisco 
Diocese. He was a driving force in 
bringing the 1982 Clergy-Laity Con
gress to San Francisco. Usually over 
400 parishes of North and South 
America participate in this biannual 
gathering. 

I am proud to mention, also, that he 
has many strong friends and ties to 
the Fourth District of Arizona, with 
such outstanding Americans and com
munity leaders as my friend George P. 
Kokalis, who is an active member of 
the Greek Orthodox Diocese. Bishop 
Anthony is a distinguished gentleman 
who has been instrumental in the bet
terment of all aspects of our society. 
and I am honored by his presence 
today. 

BISHOP ANTHONY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO 

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

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, all of us 
today were shocked by an example of 
violence once again in the world, with 
His Holiness, the Pope, being shot 
down. I was reminded of his visit to 
this country, when. at a time when the 
world was looking for hope, the Pope 
literally communicated to all of us the 
humanness of the man, his warmth, 
and his love for humanity which were 
immediately apparent to all Ameri
cans. 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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We have with us today the privilege 

of getting to know another leader of a 
great church of the world who shares 
with the Pope those same qualities. 
Bishop Anthony is known in Califor
nia, and particularly in my district as 
the hugging bishop. He is a marvelous 
human being who really cares about 
people, and the dynamics of his per
sonality have caused his congregation 
to explode, both in terms of their en
thusiasm for him and their commit
ment to the Lord and their commit
ment to their own community. 

Bishop Anthony is a person to whom 
you . and I, each of us, should take a 
moment just to say, "Hello" and get to 
know. He truly reflects the best that 
there is among us. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege to join 
with you in greeting the bishop in the 
House today. 

OLDER AMERICANS THREAT
ENED BY PROPOSED SOCIAL 
SEClfRITY CUTS 
<Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, this ad
ministration has sent a confusing and 
frustrating message to older Ameri
cans. In proposing massive cuts in the 
social security retirement system, it 
has told them they must work more 
years and then expect lower benefits 
once they retire. 

This administration has proposed 
raising the retirement age and reduc
ing benefits retirees may receive. Its 
followers in the Senate have proposed 
a new formula for computing cost-of
living parity, aimed at saving some $8 
billion in annual costs at the expense 
of the elderly. 

I do not believe that Congress can 
break its promise to the American 
worker who has contributed to this 
program throughout a working life
time. Despite what the administra
tion's budget advisers say, I do not be
lieve the correct way to handle the 
social security system's financial diffi
culties is to take the money from 
senior citizens. They have worked the 
better part of their lives, and their 
social security benefits are what mil
lions have counted on to help cover 
the cost of living in their final years. 

We have a good faith agreement 
with these Americans. Others may 
propose to break this agreement, but 
the Congress simply must not permit 
that it be done. 

THE SHOOTING OF POPE JOHN 
PAUL II 

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
deeply shocked and saddened by the 

shooting of the Holy Father. Once 
again, an irrational act is trying to de
prive us of a distinguished world 
leader and spiritual head of millions of 
Roman Catholics. 

First and most important, we must 
pray that the Pope's life will be spared 
and that he will have a full and 
prompt recovery. 

Certainly, his attacker must be 
brought to justice. But in the spirit of 
Christian love which Pope John Paul 
II represents and embodies, his at
tacker must be treated fairly. 

To all those throughout the world 
who love the Holy Father, but espe
cially to his countrymen in Poland, 
this tragic and despicable act is 
beyond reason. 

It has been my happy but humble 
honor to have had a personal, special 
relationship with the Holy Father 
over the years. I warmly recall meet
ing in Poland for the first time with 
then Karol Cardinal Wojtyla while I 
attended the dedication of the Ameri
can Children's Hospital at Pokrocim, 
Krakow; we renewed our friendship 
again in 1976 when he attended the 
Eucharistic Congress in Philadelphia 
and at Catholic University in Wash
ington, D.C. In 1978 it was my great 
privilege to be a member of the official 
U.S. delegation in Rome under the 
leadership of our Speaker, Hon. 
THOMAS P. O'NEILL at the Pope's ele
vation to the papacy; and, most recent
ly, I also had the pleasure of meeting 
with him during his visit to the United 
States last year when President 
Jimmy Carter received His Holiness at 
the White House. 

On all those occasions, I found him 
to be a man of true warmth, great in
tellect, and keen insight into the prob
lems of the world. He is, in every 
sense, a man for all seasons, for all 
people. 

I know, Mr. Speaker, that our col
leagues and, I hope, everyone will pray 
for the speedy recovery of Pope John 
Paul II. 

SOCIAL SECURITY CUTS WOULD 
BREAK FAITH WITH AMERI
CAN VOTERS 
<Mr. SHANNON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Republicans have surprised every 
working man and woman in America. 
We were led to believe that social secu
rity recipients would not have to fear 
a loss of benefits. President Reagan 
said earlier this year that reports of 
social security cuts were "exaggerated 
and inaccurate stories," that "have 
disturbed many people, particularly 
those dependent on grant and benefit 
programs for basic needs. " He said~ 

Those, who through no fault of their own 
• • • must depend on the rest of us, the pov-

erty stricken, the disabled, the elderly, all 
those with true need, can rest assured that 
the social safety net of programs they 
depend on are exempt from cuts. 

But now that President Reagan has 
just scored a major victory in Con
gress, he believes he can alter a pro
gram that millions of Americans 
depend on to retire in dignity. He has 
gone too far, and it is time we stood up 
and flatly opposed these cuts that 
break faith with those who elected 
him-and us. 

Two of the changes President 
Reagan has proposed are going to hit 
people who depend on the social secu
rity system hard. He is asked that we 
cut future benefits by 10 percent, and 
that we penalize, with a 30-percent 
benefit reduction, those workers who 
planned to retire next year at 62. 

The administration is attempting to 
finance its defense spending at the ex
pense of programs for people with 
"true need"-like the elderly, who 
truly need social security benefits. 

This is one aspect of Reagan eco
nomics that I sincerely hope the Con
gress is not going to endorse. 

AMERICANS SPEAKING OUT ON 
PROPOSED SOCIAL SECURITY 
REDUCTIONS 
<Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, 
during the budget process which was 
concluded on the first budget resolu
tion last week, my office here in 
Washington and those in Arkansas did 
not hear from our senior citizens, but 
yesterday, after the announcement of 
the President to reduce the social se
curity benefits, we began receiving 
hundreds and hundreds of calls, both 
yesterday and today, for fear those re
ductions would affect the lives of 
people who benefit from their retire
ment income that comes to them from 
social security. 

I say to the older Americans of this 
country, Mr. Speaker, that it is time 
for them to speak up so Congress can 
hear the voices of older America 
before the proceedings in the Ways 
and Means Committee begin on the 
review of the President's program. 

0 1515 

NEW ECONOMICS OR BROKEN 
PROMISES? 

<Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota 
asked and was given permission to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, it is kind of hard for a Presi
dent or a Member of Congress to un
derstand what it is like for a senior 
citizen who is trying to get along in 



May 13, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 9639 
life with nothing but a social security 
check of $200 or $300 per month. 

But I will tell you the retired people 
I visit with are frightened by trying to 
chase cost-of-living increases they 
cannot catch, and are confused by the 
talk about a social security system 
that may not pay them the benefits 
they have been promised. 

Yesterday the President said we 
should postpone the scheduled July 
cost-of-living increase the retired 
people living on social security were 
expecting. I think that is a serious 
mistake; those folks who are living on 
$300-a-month social security checks 
need their cost-of-living increases. I 
am not going to support the President 
on this. 

I agree that we need to shore up the 
social security system. I think we 
should take the welfare portions out 
and charge them to the general fund, 
and I think we should broaden partici
pation in the system. 

But I cannot support the President 
when he says we should break our 
promise to the retired people of Amer
ica who count on and who need their 
social security payments. 

Most retired folks just do not have 
enough money to get along on. 

Most retired folks are trying to 
pedal up an economic hill, and the 
President has his foot on the brake. 

If this is part of the new economics 
we keep hearing so much about, it is 
not getting my support. 

WHAT HAPPENED TO THE 
SAFETY NET? 

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

Mr. KOGOVSEK. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not often rise to make strong state
ments against the administration. But 
I feel compelled to denounce the plans 
of the President to save the social se
curity system by cutting benefits tore
tirees. What happened to the safety 
net? It has unraveled very rapidly. 

Conveniently, one day after the 
President celebrated his budget victo
ry, it was publicly announced that 
social security cannot be immune from 
budget cuts forever and the safety net 
was only for 1 year. From that point 
on, people who have paid into the 
system all of their working years are 
threatened. We will balance the 
budget on the backs of those who can 
least afford it, because balancing the 
budget has once again become the top 
priority of the administration after it 
lobbied to defeat a budget proposal 
that had a smaller deficit than its 
own. And we will ask those who are 
hurt most by inflation to wait 3 
months for a cost-of-living increase in 
their meager benefits. Can the admin
istration-with its pipe dream of solv
ing all of our economic ills with its 

magical program-promise that infla
tion will stop rising for that 3 months? 
I know there is no guarantee and so do 
the Nation's senior citizens. 

We are constantly reminded that the 
future of our social security system is 
dim unless revisions are made, and I 
agree a change is past due. But we 
must constantly remind the adminis
tration of its promise to protect the 
truly needy-and protect them for 
more than just 1 year. The elderly de
pending on social security checks for 
survival are among the most truly 
needy in our country. But the adminis
tration is breaking one campaign 
promise to accomplish the other of 
balancing the budget. 

The President's plan fires real bul
lets into the economic crisis, the ad
ministration's supporters say. But if I 
may quote the gentleman from Texas, 
our distinguished majority leader, at 
whom are your firing? It is pretty ob
vious, is it not? 

SOCIAL SECURITY -A BROKEN 
PROMISE 

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

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, as chair 
of the Task F1orce on Social Security 
and Women for the Aging Committee, 
I want to certainly strongly react to 
the administration's proposed social 
security changes. Clearly, it is a 
broken promise to our Nation's older 
Americans. This is the most serious 
attack, let us make no mistake about 
it, on the social security system since 
the program's inception in 1935. The 
administration's proposals radically 
undermine the basic idea of social se
curity as an income security system 
for American workers and their fami
lies. 

More than half of our older Ameri
cans and 90 percent of single older 
women depend on social security as 
their sole source of income. Inflation 
has ravaged their savings, and most el
derly have no private pension. The 
average social security benefit for 
women over 65 is only $220 a month, 
and for men, they do not do much 
better, it is only $350 a month. To gut 
the social security program, as the ad
ministration proposes, is nothing less 
than a full-scale assault on our elderly 
who depend on it for their survival. 

One prov1s10n announced would 
reduce early retirement benefits for 
workers between the ages of 62 and 65 
and their dependents. This provision 
would eliminate benefits for children 
of early retirees. It will hurt the un
employed elderly and the elderly with 
medical problems. It will especially 
hurt survivors of workers. 

Mr. Speaker, more than half of 
these who take the early pension re
tirement requirement are widows who 

are 62 or over. Their average monthly 
payment is $189 per month. The ad
ministration believes that this check 
can be cut 25 percent further. Truly 
they have broken their promise on 
this issue. 

WE PRAY FOR HIS HOLINESS 
POPE JOHN PAUL II 

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

Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to express the shock and 
anguish of the people of Puerto Rico 
and my own sadness and disbelief as a 
result of the attack against the life of 
His Holiness Pope John Paul II. We 
pray for his prompt recovery as well as 
the prompt recovery of the other per
sons who were injured in this abomi
nable attempt. 

As the successor of the chair of St. 
Peter and spiritual leader of the 
Catholic Church, Pope John Paul II is 
a symbol of goodness and brotherly 
love. Anyone attempting against his 
life could only be motivated by the 
forces of evil, hate, violence, or mental 
derangement. At times like this we 
should rededicate ourselves to the 
great values of respect for human life, 
love for our neighbors and the search 
for peace and understanding between 
human beings rejecting hate, evil, ter
rorism, and violence, which have 
brought so much suffering upon hu
manity. 

A BILL TO ESTABLISH REGION
AL PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARIES 
<Mr. SWIFT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, every 4 
years, we hear complaints about the 
increasingly cumbersome, time-con
suming, dollar-consuming process 
through which we go to select Presi
dential nominees. 

And every 4 years following the elec
tion, we forget about it. 

We should not. While Congress is 
understandably focused on the econo
my, we should not forget the wide
spread dissatisfaction that accompa
nied last year's primary election. Only 
just over half of the eligible voters 
chose to exercise their franchise. 

Today, along with my distinguished 
colleague, JOEL PRITCHARD, I am intro
ducing a bill to establish regional 
Presidential primaries with increased 
participation by each political party. 
It will simplify and clarify our primary 
system. 

It is a bipartisan and bicameral 
effort. Senator PAcKwooD has intro
duced a virtually identical bill in the 
other body. 
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This is a beginning. A chance to 

make sense out of the present system 
of endless, costly confusing and often 
meaningless Tuesday nights. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in this much
needed reform. 

POPE JOHN PAUL II, A MAN OF 
PEACE, LOVE, AND NONVIO
LENCE 
<Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given 

permission to address the house for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, Pope 
John Paul II-a man of peace, love, 
and nonviolence-a religious states
man and ambassador of good will lies 
wounded in a Rome hospital at this 
hour-the victim of two bullet::. fired 
by an assassin who is in custody. 

Prayer and not words are in order 
for this House-the Nation and the 
world. We need to pray for the Pope's 
quick and complete recovery from his 
wounds. We need to pray for an end to 
the cancer of violence which is perme
ating our world. In a period of less 
than 2 months-two heads of state 
have been the targets of murder. 
President Reagan has made a remark
able recovery-Pope John Paul's con
dition we can only pray will improve 
as well. 

On December 21, 1980, while on a 
mission to the earthquake ravaged re
gions of Italy, I had the honor of 
having a private audience with this 
great man. I had met him earlier in 
Washington. He is a man of compas
sion and commitment. His life is too 
valuable to our world to be taken from 
us. Let us pray that the Almighty will 
agree. 

PRESERVATION OF PRODUCTIVE 
AGRICULTURAL LAND 

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

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
preservation of productive agricultural 
land must be a priority for all Ameri
cans. A major way to accomplish this 
is to be aware of the dangers of soil 
erosion. This problem is very evident 
in my home State of Missouri. Erosion 
is the greatest threat to our State's ag
riculture economy and to our total en
vironment. Cropland erosion in Mis
souri now averages 11 tons per acre, 
per year, the second highest rate in 
the Nation. Five tons per acre, per 
year, is about all the erosion land can 
stand. University of Missouri agrono
mists estimate that the nutrients in a 
ton of soil are worth about $4. This 
means that Missouri agriculture is 
losing the productive equivalent of 
nearly $1 billion each year to erosion. 

If erosion is allowed to continue at 
this rate, combined with the loss of 

prime farmland to nonagricultural 
uses, we may see the end of surplus 
cropland in the United States. In these 
days of urban emphasis, we must not 
forget not only our roots, but our very 
livelihood-the Nation's farmland. 

GETTING THE FACTS STRAIGHT 
ON SOCIAL SECURITY 

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been listening to several Members on 
the Democratic side criticizing the 
social security changes the President 
has proposed in order to make abso
lutely sure in the years ahead that 
there will be a solvent social security 
fund. Insuring the financial soundness 
of the social security system simply 
has to be the bottom line we work 
toward. 

One Member made mention of the 
fact that we are going to delay cost-of
living adjustments for this year's 
social security benefits. That is not 
what the President proposed. It is 
next year, in 1982, where the July 
cost-of-living adjustment would be de
layed until October 1. 

Before any of that is done, of course, 
the Congress will have to act. If we 
want to make an adjustment in what 
the President proposes we will have 
ample opportunity. 

Other than the 3-month delay, there 
is absolutely no diminution of benefits 
for any of the 36 million people cur
rently on social security. We are talk
ing about a prospective change. When 
we liberalized the system back in 1962 
to allow early retirement, we never 
dreamed that upwards of 70 percent of 
the people would opt for early retire
ment. The system simply can no 
longer afford to finance early retire
ment for 70 percent of the people at 
80 percent of the regular benefit level. 
We can either do what the President 
has proposed, or we can reduce the 
cost-of-living increases for everybody 
on social security or we can increase 
the already high social security tax. 
There is no good solution, but I think 
the more thoughtful people in this 
House, Democrats and Republicans 
alike, recognize that something must 
be done to make sure that the social 
security fund is viable and secure for 
the future of our elderly people. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
CONFERENCE IN PENNSYLVANIA 

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to report an interesting event that oc
curred in my district this past week. I 
had planned an economic development 

conference in my district for about the 
past 8 months. This was a conference 
to bring together community and 
county leaders, local government and 
business people, to discuss economic 
development. The purpose was some
what in jeopardy in view of the fact 
that so many of the programs are 
being cut back for this purpose. 

I frankly went to the conference 
fearful that there would be great wail
ing and gnashing of teeth and lamen
tation because of the fact that we 
were losing so many Federal dollars to 
help in these efforts. To my great sur
prise and great delight, that was not 
the case. The 2-day conference actual
ly found people saying, "We are chal
lenged now. Maybe we can spend more 
time working on our own programs 
and less time filling out Federal forms 
to get on the Federal dole." 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps we have un
derestimated the spirit of our people 
to roll up their sleeves and solve their 
own problems. Perhaps we have over
estimated our people's dependence on 
the Federal dole. 

Mr. Speaker, I came away from the 
conference with great hope for our 
future. 

A SHROUD OF SADNESS 
<Mr. CARMAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CARMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
world is shrouded in sadness because 
Pope John Paul has been struck by 
senseless violence. Let us all pray for 
the Holy Father and those injured 
with him. Only 5 weeks ago, the same 
kind of violence struck President 
Reagan. We all pray that the Pope 
and those injured with him will be re
turned to us, soon, strong and healthy, 
like our President. 

Let us further pray that mankind 
may recover from the sort of madness 
that permits this kind of violence to 
happen. 

0 1530 

THE SHOOTING OF HIS 
HOLINESS, POPE JOHN PAUL II 
<Mr. COUGHLIN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my shock over the 
shooting of His Holiness, Pope John 
Paul II. Just 2 months ago, the world 
stood vigil and waited to learn the out
come of the attempted assassination 
of President Reagan. Today, the world 
again watches, waits, and prays for yet 
another man who has been shot and is 
in serious condition. It is appalling 
when we consider that in just a little 
more than 6 months, three of perhaps 
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the world's best known individuals 
have been shot by crazed individuals. I 
can only pray and hope that His Holi
ness survives this assassination at
tempt. 

No one knows what prompts a 
person to shoot another. Yet, I cannot 
help but wonder whether or not the 
massive publicity which surrounds an 
assassination attempt does not provide 
a powerful stimulus to sick minds. The 
instant notoriety which an individual 
receives could be just the final factor 
pushing a sick person from thinking 
about an assassination attempt to ac
tually purchasing a gun and shooting 
another. 

I am also concerned that in the mass 
media's desire to provide speedy cover
age, it turns speculation and "uncon
firmed" reports into facts. In doing 
this, the media ignores its mandate to 
provide accurate coverage of news 
events and I cannot caution the media 
strongly enough to avoid such specula
tion and report only what actually 
happens. 

Finally, the absence of any visable 
swift justice following such acts viti
ates any deterrent affect on would-be 
criminals. Our judicial process sorely 
needs overhaul. 

Once again, millions of people are 
waiting. We do not know the Pope's 
condition but around the world people 
are praying for his complete recovery. 
Having met the Pope during his visit 
to our country, I join in their prayers 
so that his mission of peace can pro
ceed. 

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. I will be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. RUDD. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, His Holiness Pope 
John Paul II, has been struck down. 
This is a moment of stark tragedy for 
the world, a time of numbness for 
people of all religions. 

No words will express the horror we 
feel in the wake of this act. Such ac
tions are taking place all too frequent
ly in our society. 

We can express our love for Pope 
John Paul and we can pray for him. 

And we can do more. We can resolve, 
each of us, once again to redouble our 
efforts to oppose violence and to 
affirm those principles by which the 
Pope sought to carry out his ministry. 

NEW YORK STATE COURT OF 
APPEALS SAYS FILM DEPICT
ING CHILDREN ENGAGED IN 
SEXUAL ACTIVITY IS NOT OB
SCENE 
<Mr. BEARD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BEARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express total outrage at a decision 

reached yesterday by the New York the criminal. Let us not wait until an
State Court of Appeals saying-in other of our leaders lies bleeding in 
effect-that a film depicting children the street to get started. 
engaged in sexual activity is not ob-
scene. 

Mr. Speaker, to apply the first 
amendment to such a depraved act 
makes a mockery of our judicial 
system, and should sound a clear 
signal that unless the legislative 
branch exerts leadership, we will allow 
a handful of very sick individuals to 
wreak havoc on our society. 

I would like to point out that child 
pornography is no longer a rare phe
nomenon. In New York City, for ex
ample, it is a large and very profitable 
business. How could any of us in this 
Chamber who have children of our 
own accept the court's majority opin
ion which states that-

The severe emotional and psychological 
damage to our children which will result 
from the base and degrading sexual exploi
tation is outweighed by the first amend
ment. 

This is a sick statement by what I 
consider totally misguided irresponsi
ble judges. 

Do any of us believe for 1 minute 
that James Madison, when he wrote 
the first amendment to our Constitu
tion, could have possibly imagined 
that even the least able of our judges 
would apply the first amendment to 
the protection of such filth? I do not 
think so, and I intend to do what I can 
to make sure this morally corrupt de
cision will not be allowed to stand. 

WHEN WILL IT END? 
<Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, in March we prayed for President 
Ronald Reagan. Today we pray for 
Pope John Paul; both men of peace. 
When will all of the senseless violence 
end? 

The answer is it will end when our 
Nation, and all nations of the world, 
decide that criminals will no longer 
get off without proper payment for 
their crimes. We must demand that 
our laws be enforced, that lenient sen
tences become a thing of the past, and 
that we cease catering to murderers 
and terrorists. 

We can no longer tolerate bargain
ing with terrorists or plea bargaining 
with criminals. Whether it be here in 
the United States or abroad, the sick 
people of our society who commit 
these brutal acts of hostility must be 
forewarned that they will pay dearly 
for their actions. 

The judges of the world should 
review films of this year's tragic assas
sination attempts. Then maybe they 
will not be willing to let criminals off 
so lightly. 

It is time to reaffirm our commit
ment to protecting the innocent from 

THE SHOOTING OF HIS 
HOLINESS, POPE JOHN PAUL II 
<Mr. GOLDWATER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I 
am sorrowed and distressed over the 
shooting of Pope John Paul. 

Although I am not a Roman Catho
lic, I do not think you have to be to 
appreciate the goodness and the love 
and the charm that seems to eminate 
from this man. 

I remember well his very moving 
message here on the mall about life 
being a gift and a very precious one 
that should not be despised regardless 
of its trials and tribulations. Perhaps 
it is this belief that gives him such a 
special affinity for children and the 
less fortunate. 

His goodness and kindness have 
touched the lives of millions, and I 
would like to add my prayer to that of 
those millions around the world for 
his recovery and health. 

THE EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 
AND THE 97TH CONGRESS 

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

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak
er, the decision by the House yester
day to reduce spending for the Export
Import Bank was wrong and amounted 
to unilateral economic disarmament. 
It was wrong because it was counter
productive in terms of our balance of 
trade and wrong because it impacts 
negatively on American jobs and ulti
mately the Federal Treasury. 

The facts are that major U.S. com
panies which, incidentally, have thou
sands of small business firms as suppli
ers employing tens of thousands of 
workers are competing in the world 
market not only against corporations 
but their governments as well. Those 
governments are helping to provide fa
vorable financing for buyers. 

In an effort to end predatory financ
ing practices, the United States has 
begun meeting with other nations in 
Paris. That is why the action yester
day was so spectacularly ill timed. We 
have taken away a substantial bar
gaining chip almost before we reached 
the table. 

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

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I would like to rise in sup
port of the gentleman's statement and 
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to inform the gentleman that there 
may be an opportunity for the House 
later today to correct that mistake. I 
think the gentleman has made an ex
cellent statement, and I want to asso
ciate myself with it. 

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 
The action yesterday should not be 
the final word and we should send a 
message to the French and Japanese 
and any others not to misinterpret our 
resolve to end unfair competition. 

THE SHOOTING OF HIS 
HOLINESS, POPE JOHN PAUL II 
<Mr. WYLIE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend is re
marks.) 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, as I sat in 
my office and watched news reports, I 
felt compelled to come to the House 
floor and use the public forum which I 
have to express my concern and an
guish and anger at the shooting of His 
Holiness, Pope John Paul II, in Vati
can City this morning. Once again a 
public figure, a world leader, has been 
the target of an assassination attempt. 

The latest reports I have received 
list the Pope in grave condition and in
dicate that he was struck by three bul
lets, which have been apparently suc
cessfully removed. According to those 
same reports, two women, one an 
American from Buffalo, N.Y., were 
also struck by gunfire related to the 
assassination attempt. 

I join with people of all faiths in 
praying for the health of the Pope 
and the others who were injured, and 
in condemning this unconscionable act 
of violence and terrorism. 

It is my fervent hope that the perpe
trators of this terrible act be caught 
and fully punished. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
ALTERNATIVES OFFERED 

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
administration has proposed sweeping 
changes in the social security system 
designed to reduce skyrocketing costs 
without putting an extra burden on 
wage earners. All of us know the social 
security system is in real trouble, deep 
enough trouble that its very existence 
is threatened as early as the fall of 
1982, along with the 36 million Ameri
cans currently on the system. 

Coupled with the imminent financial 
collapse is the fact that the social se
curity tax burden is fast becoming un
bearable on wage earners. Without 
changes, the average worker will be 
paying over 7 percent of their salary 
in these payroll taxes in the next few 
years. The Reagan program would 

halt that escalation and save the aver
age young person about $33,600 over a 
working lifetime. 

Something clearly must be done 
about social security to maintain the 
absolute commitment of this Govern
ment to the program. But, Mr. Speak
er, we must be very careful to make 
sure that the solutions called for meet 
the simple test of equity. 

For one important group, the admin
istration proposal does not meet that 
test and, Mr. Speaker, I am speaking 
of those who are approaching age 62 
and have already made important de
cisions about retirement based on the 
current rules. 

Today, I asked the administration 
OMB Director David Stockman to go 
back and rethink that part of the pro
gram. Specifically, I asked him to look 
at the following options: 

Consider a more equitable starting 
percentage for those who retire at 62 
and perhaps offset that by slowing 
down incremental raises between 62 
and 65. 

Allow early retirees 80 percent, but 
consider postponing cost-of-living in
creases for some period, perhaps until 
age 65. 

Postpone the effective date of the 
early retirement provision to reduce 
the impact on those who have already 
planned retirement. 

These are reasonable proposals 
which would still save money and en
courage people to remain in the work 
force until they reach 65. They are im
portant, however, in that they would 
bring more equity to the administra
tion proposals by cushioning their 
impact on the people hurt most by the 
administration plan-those on the 
brink of retirement. 

HIS HOLINESS POPE JOHN PAUL 
II 

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, My 
prayers for Pope John Paul II's speedy 
recovery are joined, I am sure, all 
around the world by Catholics and 
non-Catholics alike after the senseless 
attack on his life in the Vatican City 
late this morning. 

His Holiness Pope John Paul II is a 
man of his people and a man with a 
great love and respect for life. I re
member one of the two times I met 
His Holiness during his visit here, 
when I was asked by former President 
Jimmy Carter to see him off at Dulles 
Airport. Pope John Paul II left his red 
carpet and all of the VIP's gathered 
there to go over to the side and be 
with the crowds of people. They had 
heard his message on the Mall on the 
dignity of human life and his quest to 
foster love and understanding 
throughout the world. He was truly 
one with them. 

At this point, it seems, thankfully, 
that there is no apparent danger to his 
life or the lives of the two Americans 
injured in the fray. We cannot help 
but draw comparisons between his and 
our own President's love of their 
people-a love that placed their very 
lives in danger of personal attack. 

I would ask that my colleagues join 
in my prayers that the three injured 
in Rome this morning will recover 
quickly and that the world once again 
will be reminded of the uselessness of 
violence for any gain, personal or po
litical. 

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BOLAND. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I associate myself with 
the remarks of my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Massachu
setts (Mr. CONTE). 

Mr. Speaker, I was stunned and sad
dened by the reports received shortly 
before noon today of the shooting of 
His Holiness Pope John Paul II. 

Few individuals in recent history 
have been as actively and openly com
mitted to the pursuit of peace as Pope 
John Paul II. He has proven himself 
to be a dynamic leader whose appeal 
transcends the bounds of religion and 
nationality. Millions of people 
throughout the world have been 
touched by his message, by his com
passion, and by his courage. For this 
man of peace to be the target of an act 
of mindless violence is an affront to 
humanity. 

As my colleague from Massachusetts 
<Mr. CoNTE) has indicated, the Pope 
has achieved a unique relationship 
with the people of the United States. 
His presence among us on his trium
phal tour of our country in the fall of 
1979, gave many of us a chance to es
tablish or renew a personal acquaint
anceship with him. No one who was 
present when President Carter and 
Pope John Paul II met will ever forget 
the special spirit and feeling that 
seemed to fill the White House on 
that historic day. 

Mr. Speaker. the world has seen too 
many senseless tragedies in recent 
weeks. The shock of today's events 
adds to that list. I know I join with 
people of all religious denominations 
in praying that the Pope's wounds are 
not serious and that he recovers quick
ly. 

THE SHOOTING OF HIS 
HOLINESS, POPE JOHN PAUL II 
<Mr. LATTA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, the at
tempt on the life of Pope John Paul II 
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is to be condemned by all people 
throughout the world. This outstand
ingly popular religious leader and man 
of good will has made an extraordinar
ily favorable impact on the lives of 
millions in a comparatively short time. 
We all pray for his quick and complete 
recovery. 

THE SHOOTING OF HIS 
HOLINESS, POPE JOHN PAUL II 
<Mr. FISH asked and was given per

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

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I am 
shocked and outraged at the attempt 
today on the life of Pope John Paul II. 
My hopes and prayers are for the 
quick recovery of this remarkable 
man. 

Pope John Paul is one of the great 
men of our day. He has taken his 
cause of peace and love to all parts of 
the world. The reception to his mes
sage-as we well know from his visit to 
America-has been very warm and 
open. People everywhere have been 
touched by his good will and compas
sion. 

It is a sad commentary on our time 
that Popes and Presidents are the tar
gets of violence. That the leader of a 
great religion and a man of peace is 
the victim of a vicious attack is both 
shocking and outrageous. 

Again, my prayers are with Pope 
John Paul. May he recover completely 
and carry on with his mission of peace 
and love. 

THE SHOOTING OF HIS 
HOLINESS, POPE JOHN PAUL II 
<Mr. DE LUGO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, the 
shooting of His Holiness, Pope John 
Paul II, although it took place thou
sands of miles from our shore, is indic
ative of the insanity that prevails 
t hroughout the world today. Terrorist 
attacks, mass murderers, and political 
assassinations are now commonplace 
occurrences. 

Perhaps we cannot eradicate this 
problem on a worldwide basis, but we 
can do something about it here at 
home. 

That is why I am very pleased to 
note that the distinguished chairman 
of the House Committee on the Judici
ary , the gentleman from New Jersey 
<Mr. RoDINO) has introduced legisla
tion, which I have cosponsored, that is 
a rational and reasonable attempt to 
put an end to America's handgun war. 

The bill's main provisions include: 
Banning the manufacture, importa

tion, and assembly or sale of Saturday 
night specials; 

Requiring a 21-day waiting period 
before the purchase of any other type 

of handgun to allow the FBI and local 
police to check that the intended pur
chaser is not a criminal, a minor, or a 
mental incompetent; and 

Providing for mandatory minimum 
sentences of at least 2 years for the 
first offense and 5 years for subse
quent offenses for using or carrying a 
firearm during the commission of a 
felony. 

Passage of this legislation would not 
preclude the law-abiding citizen from 
obtaining a weapon for his or her pro
tection. We would merely be applying 
the same kind of regulations that we 
calmly apply to cars, boat trailers, and 
CB radios. Hopefully, the Congress 
will consider this important legislation 
that is literally a matter of life and 
death to some Americans. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION 
AUTHORIZING PRINTING OF 
STATEMENTS IN TRIBUTE TO 
THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE 
OLIN E. TEAGUE 
Mr. GAYDOS, from the Committee 

on House Administration, submitted a 
privileged report <Rept. No. 97-35) on 
the resolution (H. Res. 127) author
izing the printing of a collection of 
statements in tribute to the late Rep
resentative Olin E. Teague, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 
ON HOUSE CONCURRENT RES
OLUTION 115-FIRST CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE 
BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 1982 
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the con
current resolution <H. Con. Res. 115) 
revising the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
year 1981 and setting forth the con
gressional budget for the U.S. Govern
ment for the fiscal years 1982, 1983, 
and 1984, with Senate amendments 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend
ments, and agree to the conference re
quested by the Senate. 

0 1545 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

ALEXANDER). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. LATTA 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. LATTA moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the committee of 
conference on House Concurrent Resolution 
115 be instructed to insist on the House
passed numbers for the defense function for 
fiscal year 1982. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. LATTA) is 

recognized for 1 minute in support of 
his motion. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the motion to in
struct. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I object to 

the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 247, nays 
162, not voting 21, as follows: 

Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Bad ham 
Bafalis 
Bailey <MO> 
Bailey <PA) 
Barnard 
Beard 
Benedict 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boner 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Corcoran 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Craig 
Crane. Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dyson 
Edwards <AL> 
Emerson 
Emery 

[Roll No. 41J 
YEAS-247 

English Lewis 
Erlenborn Livingston 
Ertel Loeffler 
Evans <DE> Long <MD> 
Evans <IA> Lott 
Fiedler Lowery 
Fields Lujan 
Fish Luken 
Flippo Lungren 
Foley Madigan 
Fountain Marks 
Fowler Marlenee 
Frenzel Marriott 
Frost Martin <IL> 
Fuqua Martin <NC> 
Gaydos Martin <NY> 
Gibbons Matsui 
Gilman McClory 
Gingrich McCollum 
Ginn McCurdy 
Goldwater McDade 
Gore McDonald 
Gradison McEwen 
Gramm McKinney 
Gregg Mica 
Grisham Michel 
Hagedorn Miller <OH> 
Hall <OH> Mitchell <NY> 
Hall, Ralph Molinari 
Hall, Sam Montgomery 
Hammerschmidt Moore 
Hance Moorhead 
Hansen <ID> Morrison 
Hansen <UT> Mottl 
Hartnett Murtha 
Hatcher Myers 
Heckler Napier 
Hefner Natcher 
Hendon Neal 
Hightower Nelligan 
Hiler Nelson 
Hillis Nichols 
Holland O'Brien 
Holt Parris 
Hopkins Pashayan 
Horton Peyser 
Hubbard Pickle 
Hur:kaby Porter 
Hunter Pritchard 
Hutto Ratchford 
Hyde Regula 
Jeffries Rhodes 
Jenkins Rinaldo 
Johnston Roberts <KS> 
Jones <NC > Roberts <SD> 
Jones <TN> Robinson 
Kazen Roemer 
Kemp Rogers 
Kindness Roth 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach 
Leath 
LeBoutillier 
Lee 
Lent 
Levitas 

Rousse lot 
Rudd 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
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Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Smith <ALl 
Smith <NEl 
Smith <NJl 
Smith <ORl 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benjamin 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Brodhead 
Brown <CAl 
Brown <COl 
Burton, Phillip 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Coelho 
Collins <ILl 
Conte 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Coyne, William 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Danielson 
Dellums 
DeN ardis 
Derwlnski 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <CAl 
Erdahl 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fithian 
Florio 

Stratton 
Stump 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Trible 
Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Weber<MNl 
Weber <OHl 
White 
Whitehurst 

NAYS-162 
Ford <Mil 
Ford <TNl 
Forsythe 
Frank 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hamilton 
Harkin 
Hawkins 
Heftel 
Hertel 
Howard 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jones <OKl 
Kastenmeier 
Kildee 
Kogovsek 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lo.ng (LA) 
Lowry 
Lundine 
Markey 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McHugh 
Mikulski 
Miller <CAl 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell <MD) 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Murphy 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 

Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams<OHl 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young <AKl 
Young <FLl 
Young<MOl 
Zeferetti 

Panetta 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Price 
Pursell 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Ritter 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Simon 
Smith <IAl 
Solarz 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Traxler 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Whitten 
Williams<MT> 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-21 
Brown <OH> Edwards <OK> Pease 
Burton, John Evans <GAl Quillen 
Chapple Foglietta Rahall 
Cotter Hollenbeck Rose 
Derrick Ireland Rosenthal 
Downey McGrath Skelton 
Dymally Patman StGermain 

0 1600 

Messrs. CONTE, RITTER, and 
HUGHES changed their votes from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. DICKS and Mr. McCURDY 
changed their votes from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the Chair appoints the 
following conferees: Messrs. JoNES of 
Oklahoma, SIMON, MINETA, MATTOX, 
SOLARZ, PANETTA, GEPHARDT, HEFNER, 
GRAMM, LATTA, REGULA, SHUSTER, 
FRENZEL, KEMP, and MARTIN of North 
Carolina. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL 
MIDNIGHT, FRIDAY, MAY 15, 
1981, TO FILE CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON HOUSE CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION 115, FIRST 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 
1982 

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the managers may have until mid
night Friday, May 15, 1981, to file a 
conference ·report on the concurrent 
resolution <H. Con. Res. 115) revising 
the congressional budget for the U.S. 
Government for the fiscal year 1981 
and setting forth the congressional 
budget for the U.S. Government for 
the fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984. 

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

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, I re
serve the right to object. I should, I 
suppose, congratulate the gentleman 
from Ohio and the minority for their 
cleverness in offering the last motion. 
I see the distinguished minority leader 
standing in the Chamber. I guess he 
should get a fair amount of the credit 
as well. 

What I had intended to do, had not 
the minority, under the tradition of 
the House, as I understand it, been 
recognized for the motion to instruct, 
was to offer a motion to instruct with 
regard to social security cost-of-living 
adjustments. I had intended to in
struct the budget conferees to reject 
Senate amendment No. 64, which pro
poses some dramatic changes in the 
calculation of the cost-of-living adjust
ments for social security. 

It is well known that the distin
guished gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
PICKLE), is addressing this problem in 
his subcommittee. I think many of us 
feel that the budget conference is not 
the place to change the cost-of-living 
adjustments for social security recipi
ents. I think there is a great deal of 
sentiment in that regard. 

I would hope that, despite the fact 
that I was not allowed to offer my 
motion to instruct, both the majority 
and minority will be sensitive to that 
serious situation when the budget con
ference takes place. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma <Mr. 
JONES)? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, and of course I 
shall not object, I simply want to add 
one word of emphasis to what has 
been said by our colleague from Con
necticut (Mr. MOFFETT). 

It seems to me that it would be out
rageous in the extreme for us to 
permit our conferees to agree in con
ference to any arrangement which 
would put this House on record as fa
voring a recomputation of the basis 
for determining parity in the pay
ments to social security recipients in 
such a way as to predetermine that we 
would reduce benefits to those social 
security recipients by some $8 billion a 
year. 

That, I am advised, is the sole pur
pose and intent of the provision adopt
ed in the other body. It purports to 
achieve equity by changing the formu
la so that social security recipients no 
longer would be allowed to receive 
benefits based upon increases in the 
cost of living, but would be required to 
receive benefits based either upon in
creases in the cost of living or in
creases in average wages and salaries, 
whichever were the lesser. 

Those who have come to this conclu
sion, that it will save $8 billion, quite 
obviously intend that in the coming 
fiscal year wages and salaries shall lag 
far behind increases in prices. 

Upon that nefarious proposition, 
they base their expectation of saving 
some $8 billion at the expense of those 
who have already served their time, la
bored and faithfully paid into the 
social security system throughout 
their working lifetimes in the prospect 
of receiving in their retirement years 
the deserved fruits of a good-faith 
agreement from their Government. 

I think it would be outrageous if we 
were to break that agreement at this 
point. I simply want to underscore the 
caution that has been voiced by the 
gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma <Mr. 
JONES)? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill, H.R. 3512, and to include extrane
ous and technical matters. 

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

There was no objection. 
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THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRI

ATIONS AND RESCISSION ACT, 
1981 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 3512) 
making supplemental and further con
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1981, re
scinding certain budget authority, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Mississippi <Mr. 
WHITTEN). 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 3512, with Mr. STUDDS in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, 
May 12, 1981, the Clerk had read 
through line 21 on page 63. Pending 
was an amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oklahoma <Mr. JoNES), 
and a substitute amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. McDADE). 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. McDADE) for 5 
minutes in support of his substitute. 

0 1615 
Mr. McDADE Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to withdraw my 
substitute amendment which is pend
ing at the desk. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I thought 
that the amendment offered by my 
good friend from Pennsylvania was 
one that had considerable merit. I had 
rather hoped that it would be debated. 
I wonder, can my good friend from 
Pennsylvania tell us why he wishes to 
withdraw this amendment so sudden
ly? 

Mr. McDADE. Indeed I can. I 
thought it would expedite the proce
dures of the House. 

Mr. DINGELL. Can the gentleman 
tell us why he is withdrawing this 
meritorious amendment? 

Mr. McDADE. I am withdrawing 
mine because I do not believe it will 
any longer expedite the procedures of 
the House. In fact, I believe it will lead 
to debate and continuations of debates 
we had yesterday that really are not 
relevant. I want to get on with the job 
of the House and complete the bill. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. Yes. 
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Mr. CONTE. I tell my good friend 
from Michigan that I hope he will go 
along with the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. He and I have talked about 
it. There is one thing about the gentle
man from Pennsylvania, he knows 
how to count. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, before we discuss 
some key features of this bill, I would 
like to join my colleagues in their ref
erP.nces to Pope John Paul. Surely all 
of us in the House of Representatives 
pray for his recovery and recognize 
the outstanding humanitarian contri
bution this man has made to world 
peace. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
have the attention of the membership. 
I would like to tell them that our 
Committee on Appropriations had 
before it some 500 items. We had 123 
items proposed to be rescinded, and 
almost as many to defer. We worked 
day and night in an effort to be ready 
to handle this matter so that final en
actment can be achieved before June 
5. 

We are not going to fall out with 
anybody; we are not going to dislike 
anybody; we are not going to have 
anything unkind to say about any
body, but before the Members punish 
themselves by delaying consideration 
on this bill, remember that we have a 
number of major departments and 
agencies that will close on June 5 if we 
have not completed action on this bill. 

In our Committee on Appropriations 
we have 13 subcommittees and 55 
members, we dealt with some 500 
items that we had to cut of necessity. 
Many Members who were here will re
member in the last Congress that we 
passed a budget resolution with ceil
ings that we knew were not sufficient. 
It was unrealistic in that we were $20 
billion in excess when we passed it. We 
had to go to conference on the morn
ing of the day that they would have 
had to close four departments of Gov
ernment. 

So, I am urging the Members in de
fense of themselves to let us go ahead 
and get this completed so that it can 
go to the Senate. Otherwise, Members 
are going to have to work day and 
night if we are going to meet the dead
line, and the committees know from 
the last time that the Attorney Gener
al has held that if we have not com
pleted this part of the bill, if it is not 
signed and sealed by the President 
prior to midnight of June 5, they will 
have to close these departments. 

So, I am urging the Members to pro
tect themselves by letting us go ahead 

and get through with this. We have 
done our share. It is up to the Mem
bers whether they want to work day 
and night the last week before the 
continuing resolution. We will respect 
everybody regardless of what they do. 

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

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BoLLING 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to take a little of the time 
of the committee to deal with two sub
jects. One is the Budget Act itself, its 
origins and its development, and I will 
try to do it briefly; the other is the 
issue before us at the moment, the 
issue of the strategic petroleum re
serve. 

I was the House author of the 
Budget Act as it went through the 
House in 1973 and 1974, and I guess a 
majority of the House were not here 
at that time, so they have no experi
ence of the difficulty of passing that 
act or of the debate, but I do not think 
any Member of this institution delib
erately wants to flaunt the intent of 
that act. The act has changed over 
time, and I have shared the responsi
bility for initiating most of those 
changes. I do not know whether all 
the Members are aware, but the 
Budget Committee really has virtually 
no enforcement powers, and the en
forcement that the House exercises in 
enforcing the Budget Act stems from 
the committee that I have the privi
lege of chairing, the Committee on 
Rules. 

As an individual Member who was 
very much concerned for more than 15 
years before the Budget Act came into 
being that we rationalize and coordi
nate, the importance of this act, the 
Budget Act, is that for the first time it 
made it possible for the House as a 
whole to look at what it was doing as a 
whole instead of taking the product of 
13 subcommittees of the Appropri
ations Committee and adding them up 
and saying that that was our product; 
we instituted a method whereby we 
systematically looked at the overall 
macroeconomic problems, made deci
sions in large terms on targets for the 
budget for the year, for the fiscal 
year. 

The actions of the Budget Commit
tee and the House were to establish 
targets; the actions of the second reso
lution was to resolve what was going 
to be done and spent. The second reso
lution was binding; the first resolution 
provided targets. 

Last year, as a step forward in the 
process, it was decided to move recon
ciliation up to the first resolution. It 
could have been argued then, and was 
argued, that was not what was in the 
intent of the law and the House when 
it passed the law, and through the op
eration of the Rules Committee and 
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the process of the House that major 
change was made in the Budget Act. 
But, it still provided for a reconcili
ation that dealt with functions, that 
dealt with the overall major figures to 
which the legislative committees were 
supposed to adhere. 

It was not ever pretended that that 
was a final act. All it was was a set of 
targets, and it was not a straitjacket. 
As soon as that budget resolution, the 
first budget resolution, was finalized, 
the Appropriations Committee had 
every right to bring in anything that 
even changed that. There was no limi
tation on the right of the Appropri
ations Committee to function as soon 
as the resolution is in place. 

The reason for the targeting in the 
first resolution, the reason for not im
pairing the right of the Appropri
ations Committee to work and the leg
islative committees to work, was that 
the Budget Act did not try to take 
over the whole function. It tried to 
make use of the organization of this 
institution, the committee organiza
tion, to see to it that we ended up with 
a rational process, and it pains me 
greatly, having reviewed all that 
debate, to have come to the conclusion 
that the position taken by the people I 
most admire, or who are among the 
people I most admire, on the Budget 
Committee, I find in total error in 
their argument over the strategic pe
troleum reserve. 

I do not think an action by the 
House on the merits to deal with the 
forward funding of this critical issue is 
in any way against the spirit of the 
Budget Act or the process of the 
Budget Act. I think it clearly increases 
the amount of expenditure on SPRO 
as outlined in the targeting, very spe
cific, of the Latta bill. 

There is very serious question as to 
whether, under the Budget Act, there 
was any intention to reconcile authori
zations, but the Rules Committee 
brought out a rule and provided an op
portunity for the House to deal with 
that. I think that any fairminded 
person will say that the Rules Com
mittee was fair to the minority and 
the majority in dealing with the first 
budget resolution. 

Now, to move from the process to 
the substance, I cannot think of any
thing except the outbreak of war that 
is as important to this country and its 
people, in business, its workers, whom
ever they may be, than that we have a 
full strategic petroleum reserve. It is 
designed to give us a 6-months' supply 
so that if there is another cutoff in 
the Middle East or in any other fash
ion we are not totally at the mercy of 
OPEC. 

I am not going to debate how OPEC 
came into being or the funding of the 
strategic petroleum reserve. It may be 
done with mirrors; it may be done le
gitimately off budget. There are all 
kinds of arguments there, but the first 

issue that comes before us of major 
consequence is whether we are going 
to do something to enhance, to speed 
up, to make less expensive, the filling 
of that strategic petroleum reserve. 

0 1630 
I am not going to bore the members 

of the committee by going through 
the same territory that the distin
guished gentleman from Illinois ad
dressed, but I have taken the trouble 
to read the hearings and the report, 
and there is absolutely no question 
that forward funding will enhance the 
probability of filling that strategic pe
troleum reserve more quickly and at a 
lower price. That is the testimony of 
the administration witnesses. 

So I submit that what the House is 
undertaking when it accepts the Yates 
proposal of the Appropriations Com
mittee proposal, by rejecting the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma <Mr. JONES), in abso
lute good faith, provides an opportuni
ty for this House to do a creative, im
portant thing in the interest of every
body on the globe and in particular in 
the interest of the people of the 
United States. I think clearly, with the 
kind of contracts that may be signed, 
time contracts, at a time when there is 
a glut of oil, it will save the people 
money and it will speed up the process 
by which we get oil in the strategic pe
troleum reserve. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri <Mr. BoLL
ING) has expired. 

<On request of Mr. YATES, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BoLLING was 
allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not think there will be a more impor
tant issue before the House this year 
unless we are unlucky and have to face 
a war. This is the most important 
thing that the House can do in the de
fense of the country. 

The military cannot operate without 
oil. It is the most important thing that 
the House can do in the defense of the 
economy. The economy cannot stand a 
third oil shock. 

Just a word about that: Nobody in 
this country thought we could handle 
the first oil shock, and because of the 
enormous vitality of this country's 
economy, we did. We then survived 
the second oil shock, and we are really 
sort of filled up with our capacity to 
survive it. 
We~w~~w~~~~~~6 

months; we must have this strategic 
petroleum reserve, and I submit that 
the action of the Appropriations Com
mittee is absolutely correct and the 
Jones amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield briefly to me? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may 
I say that I appreciate very much the 
splendid statement made by the gen
tleman from Missouri <Mr. BoLLING). I 
do not know of anyone who is more 
knowledgeable or covers the subject 
more thoroughly. 

If I may add this, there is one thing 
that I do not believe that the member
ship realizes, that the change last year 
on ordering reconciliation was made in 
the budget resolution and not in the 
Budget Act. I have reference to the 

·change that was described, but it was 
in the resolution, it was not a change 
in the Budget Act. 

If the gentleman will yield further, 
may I say that all these changes that 
are brought about are claimed to be 
coming from two lines in the Budget 
Act that I have studied. It is from sec
tion 301(b)(2) of the Budget Act which 
states: 

"(2) Any other procedure which is consid
ered appropriate to carry out the purpose of 
this Act." 

I would like further to read a deci
sion that was rendered many, many 
years ago by Thomas Jefferson: 

It is an established rule of construction, 
where a phrase will bear either of two 
meanings, to give to it that which will allow 
some meaning to the other parts of the in
strument and not that which will render all 
the other parts useless. 

Mr. Chairman, I will respectfully 
submit that we should not take these 
two lines and override all the intent of 
the act, which is what I consider they 
are doing. 

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee, who has done so 
much to make the Members acquaint
ed with this problem of the strategic 
petroleum reserve. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, I appreci
ate my colleague's advice and counsel 
throughout this procedure. It is note
worthy that when this body finds 
itself confronted with a knotty, puz
zling, procedural problem that is im
portant to the country, it talks to the 
gentleman from Missouri <Mr. BoLL
ING). 

Let me address a more mundane 
aspect of the gentleman's statement, 
and that is the mechanics of reconcili
ation. I think it is important for those 
members of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce who will be directly af
fected by a vote against the Jones 
amendment to adopt this forward
funding measure. 

Now, assuming that the Commerce 
Committee adds $3 billion, the amount 
included in excess of the first budget 
resolution by the measure of the gen
tleman from Illinois here today, and 
the Commerce Committee reports out 
legislation that is $3 billion in excess 
of the target set by the reconciliation 
instructions included in the Latta bill, 
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the only way that that measure can be 
enforced down to the lower level is by 
going to the Committee on Rules 
chaired by the gentleman from Mis
souri <Mr. BoLLING) and seeking a rule. 
The Budget Committee would have to 
seek a rule to subtract $3 billion from 
the amounts reported out by the Com
merce Committee. And if the House 
has acted with constructive knowledge 
of that resolution, with actual knowl
edge that that will be the result, and 
the gentleman from Missouri as chair
man of the Rules Committee is faced 
with a request by the Budget Commit
tee to come in and enforce that $3 bil
lion item included here, I am sure the 
gentleman will view it carefully, with 
full knowledge of the fact that the 
House has indeed acted to add the $3 
billion in the national interest by 
voting for this forward funding and 
against the Jones amendment. 

Would that be a correct surmise? 
Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman will 

certainly give it every consideration. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Missouri <Mr. BoL
LING) has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. YATES, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BOLLING was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to congratulate the gentleman from 
Missouri <Mr. BoLLING) on a magnifi
cent speech. I think he has placed the 
issue exactly in context, both with re
spect to the Budget Act and with re
spect to the issue under present con
sideration. 

The point is one that I think has 
been overlooked by various gentlemen 
on the Budget Committee and perhaps 
by the House itself. This is a unique 
opportunity in the economy of the 
world. There is a glut of oil on the 
market, and it is not just a question of 
being able to buy the oil at some time 
in the future, as was discussed by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GRAMM) 
yesterday when he said we could buy 
it now from Texas with all the money 
we have. 

But that is not the point. We have to 
put a much larger amount of money 
into the hands of the administration 
at this time so that they can execute 
term contracts to permit immediate 
contracting for future oil require
ments, and because of the reduced 
costs and the availability of oil it is 
the reasonable, it is the prudent, it is 
the businesslike way to deal with it. 

I just cannot understand why a rea
sonable and prudent group of mem
bers such as we have on the Budget 
Committee should oppose this kind of 
action. 

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I want to, if I may, briefly review the 
two points made by the gentleman in 
the well. The first was the relation
ship between the Budget Committee 
and the Appropriations Committee, 
and I think that we are in complete 
agreement on the goals of the Budget 
Act which the gentleman outlined so 
clearly. 

There is no issue of the conflict be
tween the two in the Budget Commit
tee, attempting to take over jurisdic
tion or whatever, nor do I believe that 
there is any difference on the sub
stance or the value of the strategic pe
troleum reserve, as the gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. YATES) suggested, 
and he is absolutely correct. Those of 
us on the Commerce Committee and 
on the Budget Committee worked as 
hard as we could to maintain the stra
tegic petroleum reserve, but we lost on 
the floor of the House with the 
Gramm-Latta amendment. 

The issue before us is not at this 
point one of the virtues of SPRO, with 
which I agree, but, rather, the impor
tance of filling it now, which I think 
we should do and should have done a 
long time ago. The issue is one of the 
procedures that we have gotten our
selves into with Thursday's vote on 
Gramm-Latta. 

Thursday's vote on Gramm-Latta in 
effect, if that is compounded by the 
appropriation's advanced funding, re
moved the capacity of the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce to reconcile 
the $4.8 billion without reference to 
SPRO. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BoL
LING) has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. WIRTH, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BoLLING was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, we either 
have to take that $3 billion out of 
other Energy and Commerce Commit
tee programs or we have to come back, 
as the gentleman from Tennessee <Mr. 
GORE) has outlined, and ask for a 
waiver of the ceiling set in Gramm
Latta and effectively break the 
budget. Those are the choices, are 
they not? 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, it 
does not seem so to me. It seems to me 
that this is a reasonable institution. It 
does not allow itself to get into the po
sition that has been described. 

There were, I am sure, some totally 
unintentional misrepresentations of 
the facts yesterday with regard to the 
importance of these funds now. It 
seems to me that if this is a reasonable 
institution and if we understand the 
facts and we recognize that the proc
ess allowed for this kind of thing to 

happen, there should be an adjust
ment all the way along the line. 

If by the time the money starts to be 
spent, the mirrors have come into play 
or in fact a legitimate method of keep
ing SPRO off budget comes up-and 
there is one, by the way, not a narrow 
one but a legitimate one-then there 
can be a correction in the second 
budget resolution. But preliminarily, I 
should say that we should take this 
action and adjust to that in the recon
ciliation in one of a variety of ways 
that are well within the capacity of 
the Budget Committee, the Rules 
Committee, and the House to act. 

I do not see any reason why we 
should lose this almost unique oppor
tunity to deal with term contracts 
simply because of the essential techni
cality of the difficulty of accommodat
ing this $3 billion. There is nothing 
sacred, sacrosanct, or final about the 
events of the last week. I opposed 
what I thought were the unwise and 
extreme positions taken in the Latta 
bill, but I think this clearly demon
strates our ability to go beyond it and 
to use our good sense today, just as a 
majority thought they were using 
their good sense the other day. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BOLLING. I will be glad to 
yield, if I have sufficient time. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, as usual 
the gentleman in the well makes pa
tently good sense, that we want to ac
complish something beyond the goals 
we set in Gramm-Latta, and we want 
to fill the strategic petroleum reserve, 
which is what the gentleman is saying. 
That is what hopefully we will end up 
doing. 

Now, the question that comes back 
is: What does the Energy and Com
merce Committee do and what do the 
chairman of the committee, the gen
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) 
and the various members of that com
mittee do in terms of the reconcili
ation instructions? They are told 
under the reconciliation instructions 
to find $4.8 billion in reconciliation 
and to change the accounts dictated 
by the legislation in that committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri <Mr. BoLL
ING) has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. WIRTH, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BoLLING was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, as
sumed in that was $3 billion, from all 
of the discussions during Gramm
Latta and the discussion on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas which got us to this point, 
and it was assumed that $3 billion was 
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to be in the strategic petroleum re
serve. Now, it is not going to be. 

Mr. BOLLING. I understand the 
question. 

Mr. WIRTH. So that is the problem 
we face. How do we get around that 
one? 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it illustrates the very serious 
danger of the kind of rigidity that was 
present in the Gramm-Latta approach, 
but I do not want to debate that. The 
House decided on that. I think the 
House now has to face up to a reality. 

If the House turns down the propos
al of the Appropriations Committee, 
then inevitably, barring a miracle, 
there will be a slower filling of the 
strategic petroleum reserve or there 
will be a more expensive filling. I have 
already conceded that there can be a 
way of keeping it off budget, and so 
forth. But that being the case, the 
Budget Committee, the Energy and 
Commerce Committee, the Rules Com
mittee, and the House itself have to 
work out the accommodation. 

I think we are in a terribly awkward 
position because of this rigidity in 
Gramm-Latta, but I think it is some
thing that is worth doing because I 
cannot think-and I am not exaggerat
ing; I do not think I very often come 
to the floor and exaggerate-! cannot 
think of anything as important to this 
country's future, except peace, than 
the ability to have a 6-month supply 
of oil. If we do not have it and we have 
the kind of oil shock that we have had 
before, I think in about 3 or 4 months 
we could be in a most serious kind of 
economic condition here in this coun
try and in the world, and I think this 
is a supremely important matter that 
the House has to accommodate itself 
with. 

0 1654 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOLLING. Yes, I will. 
Mr. GRAMM. I would like to make a 

point that I think is somewhat mis
leading in terms of directing the 
debate away from the issue. No matter 
what we do on the Jones amendment, 
none of this $3 billion can be expended 
or contracted for before September 30. 

Mr. BOLLING. If the gentleman will 
allow me to respond to that, that is ex
actly the point I thought he would 
make. I am delighted to respond to it. 
I will not even have to yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois, except for a 
minute, and in a minute I will do so. 

If the gentleman has, and he may 
have, read the testimony before the 
Appropriations Committee, the ques
tion is to deal with the negotiation of 
contracts and to satisfy the concern of 
the suppliers. The testimony there is 
explicit and clear and absolute that 
time can be saved and advantage can 
be taken of the glut. 

All I do is yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois to comment on that as a 
fact or not a fact. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. YATES, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BoLLING was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman is exactly correct. 
The contracts can be signed, but the 
suppliers of oil want to be sure at the 
time the contracts are signed that the 
money will be forthcoming. That was 
the reason that the committee for
ward funded the money that would 
become available for 1982 so that con
tracts could be signed with the provi
sion that that money would be availa
ble with certainty for payment during 
the year 1982. 

It is an eminently businesslike proce
dure that the Appropriations Commit
tee has followed. We asked the Rules 
Committee for a rule and the gentle
man and his committee in complete 
wisdom gave us that rule to bring this 
matter to the Members of the House 
so that they could pass on the ques
tion themselves. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as one who was here 
at the time the Budget Act passed and 
who served on the Budget Committee, 
I want first of all to agree with every 
word that the gentleman from Missou
ri said, but I want to add a couple 
other comments that I think might be 
appropriate at this time. 

It was said here yesterday that this 
is a truth-in-budgeting amendment. In 
a way it is, for this reason. It helps to 
bring out the truth that the budget 
resolution does not deal with individu
al programs. It deals only with func
tion levels. 

Then it was said, well, the American 
people think it does. Well, they think 
it does because some Members of Con
gress have been saying that it does. 
Members of the Budget Committee 
have been letting on as if they are 
dealing with individual programs. 
They talk about putting some pro
grams in and taking some out and 
even deciding the levels at which indi
vidual programs will be funded. The 
Budget Act does not provide making 
decisions on individual programs. I 
challenge anyone to look in the 
Gramm-Latta substitute and find in 
there any mention of the strategic oil 
reserve. There is just a function level 
maximum that includes many pro
grams and can be appropriated against 
and even that can be waived. 

Now, what should the Budget Com
mittee have been doing these last 6 
years? The Budget Committee frame
work did establish a framework under 
which some progress could have been 
made on developing better budgeting 

but instead of doing that, it has been 
used to tie Congress in knots. 

Now, this is what has happened. To 
start with, beginning from the start 6 
years ago the Budget Committee has 
become another joint economic com
mittee; they call up these economists 
every year and hear what they have to 
say, the same thing they told the joint 
economic committee the week before, 
50 percent of which are excuses for 
why they were wrong the year before. 
The difference is that the joint com
mittee makes no pretense that it has 
legislative responsibility. It is a talk 
committee, with the Budget Commit
tee, there is some other work that 
needs to be done. 

In addition to that, they spend a lot 
of time talking about individual pro
grams, instead of function levels and 
they cannot act on individual pro
grams. 

Now, this is one thing we need to do. 
We need to revise our budgeting proc
ess so that we distinguish between in
vestments and expenditures; not one 
thing has been done about that. 

In this amendment we are talking 
about an investment in a salable valua
ble product. If an oil company bought 
oil and put it in reserve or if a bank or 
anybody else did, they would treat it 
as an investment. They would increase 
assets and offset the expenditures 
which either increase liabilities or 
reduce cash assets. 

The Federal Government considers 
an investment in $3 billion worth of 
oil, that might be worth $4 billion 2 
years from now, just the same as if it 
were an expenditure that goes down 
the rathole at the end of 6 months. 
The way we keep books it does not 
make any sense at all. Some of the 
most successful corporations would 
appear to be in bad shape if they kept 
books like the Government does. No 
company, no business in this country 
would keep books l~e that; but the 
Budget Committee has not done one 
solitary thing about getting some 
sense into budgeting for this Govern
ment. Instead, they have spent time, 
including the 2 years I was on it, I was 
not able to get them to change their 
ways, wasting days listening to econo
mists making excuses for why they 
were wrong the year before and pre
tending to deal with individual pro
grams concerning which they cannot 
eliminate, increase or determine the 
level for funding. 

I say now is the time and this is the 
opportunity to really seriously consid
er revising the budgeting in this Gov
ernment so that we distinguish be
tween valuable investments and oper
ating expenses. We also have such in
vestments to sell in the coming year, 
for example, we are going to be selling 
over 1 billion dollars' worth of grain, 
that is coming back into the Treasury. 
Perhaps this is a good time now that 
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we are selling some assets, to use that 
money to buy oil or something else. 
We should have a separate category 
for these investments in salable, mar
ketable assets and treat them like 
businesses do. I ask Members to not 
get all tied up in knots dealing with an 
individual program here that is not 
even dealt with as an individual pro
gram in the budget resolution. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I do not agree with 
those in the Chamber that have said 
that the only responsible thing to do is 
to provide the funds that are neces
sary to continue the establishment of 
a strategic oil reserve. I would support 
doubling the strategic oil reserve, but 
it seems to me there is a higher re
sponsibility-fiscal responsibility. 

I applaud those who called attention 
to the fact that this serious and impor
tant strategic matter, a matter which 
is vital to the defense of this Nation 
was literally ignored by the action 
which we took last week on the budget 
resolution. 

I was talking to a very erudite con
stituent just yesterday about the proc
ess that we have just concluded on the 
budget and I asked him his opinion 
about people's response to the out
come. 

He said people are confused. 
Mr. Chairman, I believe that people 

are confused and I believe that they 
will continue to be confused until we 
focus clearly on what we did last week 
when we enacted that budget resolu
tion. When we enacted that budget, 
we cut $3 billion from the strategic re
serve. 

For that reason, and in order to 
inform the people I represent, I intend 
to vote for the Jones amendment be
cause I do not think there is any other 
way to focus attention properly on an 
issue that should rightfully concern 
every American-an issue like energy 
independence. 

In so doing, I believe that wisdom 
and light will illuminate this body and 
that some of it might shine upon the 
Office of Management and Budget 
and the advisers to the President who 
through misdirection have caused us 
to neglect important matters like the 
strategic oil reserve. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Jones amendment, because if we pass 
up this chance to inform, people will 
continue to be confused, thinking that 
the Congress will take care of the im
portant things, when in fact, in our 
zeal to satisfy the Presidential demand 
for compliance on the Budget Resolu
tion, we have neglected a major com
ponent of our drive for energy 
independence. 

If we pass this amendment-which 
will demonstrate our resolve to con
form to the spirit of the President's 
budget-it will not foreclose the option 

of providing adequate funding for car
rying out the strategic petroleum re
serve program. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have listened at 
length to the debate that has been 
conducted here. I think it has been 
very informative and very useful. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Illinois, the chairman of the sub
committee <Mr. YATES). He has done a 
good job and what he has done would 
be, in any other year, in any other cir
cumstance, exactly right and would 
have my full approbation. Indeed, the 
gentleman from Illinois has my re
spect at all times and in all matters. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Michigan yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. of course, I yield. 
Mr. YATES. The gentleman has 

given my committee his full approba
tion for taking this act only 2 days 
ago. 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is 
correct and I hope the gentleman will 
not take offense at what I am about to 
say, because I want to explain a little 
bit about how this matter now affects 
the House and where the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce is. 

I also would like to commend my old 
friend, the gentleman from Missouri 
<Mr. BoLLING). I cannot disagree with 
a word said by the distinguished gen
tleman from Missouri. His comments 
about the impact of oil shocks on the 
U.S. economy are absolutely correct. 
His comments with regard to the 
urgent need for filling the strategic 
petroleum reserve are absolutely cor
rect. The concerns which have been 
expressed in hearing held by both the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
and by the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee make it 
abundantly clear that if this Nation is 
to have military and economic secu
rity, it must fill the strategic petro
leum reserve. A massive increase in ar
mament expenditures will do little for 
this country if we do not have oil 
available to provide adequate supplies 
of fuel for our military. Our economy 
is absolutely dependent on imported 
oil. Remember, we still import ap
proximately one-half of the oil that is 
used in the United States. 

One error made by my good friend, 
the gentleman from Missouri, was 
when he said we cannot take the third 
oil shock. We already have. It is the 
fourth shock that scares the living 
hell out of me. We have had three al
ready. We had the first with the Arab
Israeli war and the shutoff of oil sup
plies to the United States. The conse
quences of that were that this country 
went into the worst period of econom
ic downturn since 1929, and that was 
accompanied with the first double
digit inflation that we have had in 
peacetime in this country. 

The second was in the Iranian oil 
crisis that resulted in a doubling of 
the oil costs to the United States, 
again accompanied by massive infla
tion and economic downturn. 

The third was in the Iranian-Iraqi 
war; that resulted, fortunately, in no 
major economic impact on this coun
try or on the world. The only reason 
was that we were enormously lucky. 
The free world happened to have a 
500-million-barrel overhang of petro
leum supplies and we also had a major 
economic downturn that was in large 
part induced in this country and else
where by the earlier oil shocks. The 
result was that remarkable market dis
cipline and the reduced market pre
vented large oil price increases. 

Now, each of the last four adminis
trations has pointed out that the secu
rity of this Nation is absolutely de
pendent upon the successful filling of 
the strategic petroleum reserve. Too 
many times this Nation has set aside 
its opportunities on the basis of eco
nomic concerns. 

Now, I simply want this body to 
know where I find myself as one 
Member and where the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce probably is 
going to find itself as a result of the 
action we take today and the actions 
which were taken in the vote on the 
budget earlier this week. 

I will not refight the budget fight, 
but you should know where we have 
placed ourselves by that earlier vote, 
because we are going to continue to 
find ourselves in a place where we are 
bound so that we cannot make ration
al judgments with regard to the future 
needs of the country, simply by reason 
of the fact that we misinterpreted the 
Budget Act. 

Remember that the Budget Act was 
passed with the idea that the first res
olution would be advisory, that it 
might be later followed by reconcili
ation and rescissions; such actions as 
might be necessary to balance out ex
penditures with income, in accord with 
the will of Congress. 

The binding action of this body was 
to take place in the October 1 resolu
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DINGELL 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Regrettably, we 
chose to take a different course in con
nection with the Gramm-Latta propos
al. 

Now, I had a little fun with my good 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia, for whom I have the greatest af
fection and respect <Mr. McDADE), by 
asking him why he was withdrawing 
the amendment which he offered. I 
happened to think it was an amend
ment of great merit. I am aware of 
why my good friend withdrew it and I 
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do not criticize him for having with
drawn it. I want him to be clear in un
derstanding that. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. Of course, I yield. 
Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I 

always enjoy having fun with my 
friend, the gentleman from Michigan, 
as well, and I have the greatest respect 
for him. 

Mr. DINGELL. Well, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is a very valuable 
Member of this body and I do have 
great respect for him. 

But the adoption of that amend
ment might very well have taken us 
out of the deep thicket in which we 
floundered because of our actions on 
the budget resolution earlier. 

Now, regardless of how the House 
acts, the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, as a servant of this body, is 
going to try to carry forward its re
sponsibilities and we are also going to 
try to see to it that the strategic petro
leum reserve is filled, because the se
curity of this Nation requires it. Four 
Presidents have told us so, President 
Reagan is the fourth; before him 
President Carter and before him Presi
dent Ford and before him President 
Nixon, all have said that this is an in
separable aspect of the U.S. security, 
both economic and military. The mili
tary security issue is clear, but remem
ber that in the event of a major shut
off each barrel of oil represents a loss 
of $350 to the gross national product 
of this country. 

0 1700 
If the simple existance of the strate

gic petroleum reserve means that this 
country is no longer susceptible to the 
panicky kind of buying which takes 
place in a restricted oil market, buying 
which drives the spot market crazy, 
causes massive jumps in the spot 
market, and causes a final long-term 
increase in the long-term oil market 
with a doubling on each and every one 
of these oil increases that takes 
place--

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I appreciate the gentle
man's intention and his committee's 
intention to fill the strategic petro
leum reserve. The point is that the 
time to fill it is now. 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is 
fully correct in the point he makes. 
This is the time. There is a glut. We 
should be filling it at this time, but we 
have gotten ourselves in a box with 
the actions which were taken earlier 
this week. 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is 
wrong. 

Mr. DINGELL. No, I am not wrong. 
Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman 

yield further? 

Mr. DINGELL. Certainly. 
Mr. YATES. The gentleman over

looks the speech that the gentleman 
from Missouri made. 

Mr. DINGELL. No, I have not. 
Mr. YATES. And the gentleman is 

considering that the passage of that 
budget resolution placed the House 
and the Congress in a straitjacket, and 
we cannot move when an emergency 
situation presents itself. 

Mr. DINGELL. I do not disagree 
with the gentleman from Illinois, and 
I have not disagreed and do not dis
agree with the gentleman from Mis
souri, both of which gentleman have 
my deepest and most profound re
spect. I would like to go a little bit fur
ther and have the House see where we 
are by reason of these actions. I tell 
you this not by way of complaint 
about what has transpired but simply 
so that the House will see the position 
in which its committees are being 
placed because of the interpretation of 
the action which was taken during the 
past week. 

If after this proposal is passed the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
comes forward with what essentially 
would be an off-budget item, we would 
then be faced with the prospect that 
we would have either to come forward 
with an additional authorization or 
perhaps an authorization and an ap
propriation which might have the 
effect of essentially doubling the 
amount of petroleum. If we introduced 
legislation to achieve the end of off
budget financing, we might not incon
ceivably find that we had introduced 
legislation which would not come to 
our committee but which would not 
inconceivably, go to the Appropri
ations Committee, because it would 
probably be essentially an appropri
ation. 

If we tried to pass a rescission, the 
probability is that it would be subject 
to a point of order on the floor. The 
probabilities are that it would essen
tially be an appropriations action 
which would fall within the jurisdic
tion of the Appropriations Committee 
and so not be within the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

Let me go a little bit further. I will 
yield to my friend from New York, but 
I have just got to deal with these 
points. Let me go a little bit further. 

If we later come out with some legis
lation, the probabilities are that we 
would have to get a special ruling 
which would cure the defects of our 
committee having attempted to appro
priate something which the legislative 
committee cannot do, although the 
Rules Committee or the Appropri
ations Committee does it not infre

<By unaminous consent, Mr. DINGELL 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DINGELL. In any event, the 
probabilities of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce being able to 
cure what has transpired by coming 
forward with an off-budget resolution 
for the procurement of oil is very 
small, indeed. My colleagues should 
know that we have maintained on the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and particularly under the leadership 
of the distinguished Member from In
diana, <Mr. SHARP), who chairs very 
ably the subcommittee which deals 
with those matters, a continuing su
pervision over the strategic petroleum 
reserves. The gentleman from Indiana 
very wisely conducted some hearings 
well in advance of the time that we 
found ourselves under the gun in this 
budget process, hearings to inquire as 
to the question of the need for off
budget filling, and the question as to 
how it should be done. 

His most recent hearings were held 
just after the House had acted on the 
question of off-budget in the Budget 
Resolution. 

The administration's top officials, 
Mr. Regan and Mr. Stockman, and the 
Secretary of Energy, Mr. Edwards, 
were before the committee. They 
stressed the urgent need that the Stra
tegic Petroleum Reserve be filled. In a 
response to a question from me as to 
whether there was any difference be
tween on-budget or off-budget filling 
of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve in 
terms of inflation, in terms of the 
money market, and in terms of the 
economy, they said the answer was 
that there is no difference. 

The point that I really want my col
leagues to understand is that the 
budget which we adopted is being in
terpreted as something which was de
livered by an angel engraved in golden 
letters by the finger of God on stone 
tablets. The consequence is that your 
committees are faced with the ugly 
prospect of having to deal with these 
questions within that particular cli
mate, and this is only the first in
stance where this body is going to be 
compelled to address that kind of 
question. 

But I want this body to understand 
clearly what we have done, and I want 
them to understand clearly what we 
face in the future because our Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce is 
going to have to come forward by 
reason of those actions with a recon
ciliation of approximately $4.8 billion. 

If we reject this proposal by my 
good friend, the gentleman from Illi
nois, on the question of filling the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve on
budget, we will engage in what will es-

quently. 
The CHAIRMAN. The 

gentleman has expired. 

sentially be a fiction by going out and 
time of the procuring the oil off-budget, with all 

of the economic consequences that the 
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administration says we will have. But 
if we accept his proposal it may very 
well be that the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce will be compelled to 
cut an additional $3 billion out of its 
other programs. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield on that? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN
GELL) has expired. 

Mr. GORE. I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman have 2 additional 
minutes. 

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

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the right to object. I shall not 
object. I have been asked to do every
thing I could to get through tonight. 
The Senate would like to deal with 
this appropriation bill tomorrow. We 
face a real emergency. I shall not 
object at this time, but I am asking my 
colleagues to cooperate with me. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am trying to coop
erate. This is not, I assure my friend, a 
frivolous discussion. It is of some im
portance to his committee. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I said I was not 
going to object. I am not objecting; I 
am asking for cooperation from all our 
colleagues. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the Jones amendment end at 5:20. 

Mr. DINGELL. I do not yield for 
that. 

Mr. GORE. Will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. GORE. I understand the gentle
man's concern is principally that aside 
from the questions affecting the na
tional interests, about which we, of 
course, are all concerned, the gentle
man is concerned about what the 
effect on the Commerce Committee's 
prerogatives will be. 

Mr. DINGELL. It does not have to 
do with the prerogatives of the Com
merce Committee. What I am talking 
about is what the Commerce Commit
tee is going to have to do if we take 
this. My colleagues are going to have 
to understand that if we do not take 
the amendment that is offered by the 
gentleman from Oklahoma, what we 
are going to have to do is come up 
with an additional reduction of the 
program under the jurisdiction of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee 
which will amount to $3 billion, $3 bil
lion which is going to have to come 
from other things. 

If we take the amendment that is of
fered by the gentleman from Oklaho
ma, we will already have been able to 
take credit for $3 billion through this 
curious fictional behavior that we are 
engaging in. I admit it is sort of a form 
of fiction. It is not nice. 

Mr. GORE. Will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. DINGELL. I will, but I just want 
to finish this point. If we do not, we 
have got to come up with $3 billion, 
and I do not know where in God's 
name we are going to extract that 
amount of money from other under
takings under the jurisdiction of the 
committee. It does not have to do with 
prerogatives; it has to do with what we 
have to do under the mandates given 
by the House. 

Mr. GORE. I will simply say there is 
another alternative clearly outlined by 
the presentation of the gentleman 
from Missouri. The Commerce Com
mittee will take the action of this body 
rejecting the Jones amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. GORE, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DINGELL was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. GORE. The Commerce Commit
tee can take the action of this body on 
the Jones amendment and interpret it 
as saying that we believe the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve should be funded, 
that we should take advantage of this 
opportunity. Then when the Com
merce Committee, following the advice 
of this body, adds that $3 billion on 
top of the money in the functional 
category in reconciliation, the Rules 
Committee has the option of saying to 
the Budget Committee, no, you cannot 
have a rule to take that money back 
out of the Commerce Committee's cat
egory. 

Mr. DINGELL. I cordially agree 
with the gentleman. I had not gotten 
that far. But I just want the House to 
understand the consequences. The 
next consequence is that if the House 
does reject the gentleman's amend
ment, I want it very clearly under
stood that the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce ·is going to come back 
to this body and is going to go up to 
the Rules Committee, and we are 
going to say, we are simply responding 
to later mandate by the House in 
which the House has instructed more 
wisely. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. DIN
GELL) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DINGELL 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. DINGELL. We are going to 
come back, and we are going to say to 
our colleagues that we have carried 
out your mandate, the second man
date as opposed to the first, which is 
the reason that I am rising to make 
the kind of ambivalent comments to 
the House that I have made indicating 
how it is that I propose to vote, al
though I want to make it very plain to 
my colleagues I will not criticize 
anyone who exercises the more fiscal
ly responsible vote of voting against 
the Jones amendment. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 

this amendment and all amendments 
thereto end at 5:25. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Members standing 

at the time the unanimous-consent re
quest was agreed to will be recognized 
for 20 seconds each. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PEYSER 
yielded his time to Mr. PANETTA.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. PANETTA). 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, this 
is not an issue that should focus on 
the merits of the law or on the budget 
concerns that have been raised. It is a 
question that focuses on process. We 
passed a budget resolution last week 
that demands a lawful consideration 
of funding for SPRO. It should be 
done in the committees of jurisdiction, 
in the Committee on Energy and Com
merce, and it can be done in the ap
propriations committees in line with 
the budget process. This is a future 
appropriation into 1982 that literally 
takes the legs out from under the reso
lution that was adopted last week. 

It does violate the process and it vio
lates reconciliation. We ought to stand 
by the resolution that was adopted 
last week and provide the committees 
with the opportunity to look at this 
issue in depth with hearings and then 
report back to the House. This should 
not be done through an appropriations 
supplemental for 1981 tying a 1982 ap
propriation to it. Let us do it in an or
derly procedure on the 1982 appropri
ation and on the authorizing and rec
onciling legislation to be considered by 
the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
LATTA). 

01715 

<By unanimous consent, Messrs. 
WALKER, NELLIGAN, and PARRIS, Ms. 
FIEDLER, Messrs. JOHNSTON, STATON of 
West Virginia, and McEwEN yielded 
their time to Mr. LATTA.) 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, at the 
outset I want to thank my friends for 
yielding their time to me. 

Let me say that I have enjoyed this 
debate, in hearing all of the argu
ments that we have made over the 
years for the need for a strategic re
serve. I concur in that need, and I sup
port that need. 

The question before us is not if we 
are going to do it; it is how we are 
going to do it. 

The chairman of our committee has 
offered an amendment that I support, 
because to do otherwise we would im
mediately, 5 days after we have gone 
on record for a budget that is support
ed by the people of this country, be 
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telling them that we did not mean 
what we said. 

We are asking for a waiver of the 
Budget Act for 1982 in a 1981 supple
mental. I think that is wrong. 

The Senate has already gone on 
record for putting SPRO off budget 
the same as the House did last week. 
Legislation has already been intro
duced in the Senate to set up the 
mechanism for selling bonds to fi
nance it. 

So it is not a question of whether we 
are going to fund it;' it is a question of 
how we are going to do it. There is al
ready $1.3 billion on this budget for 
fiscal year 1981. And they are asking 
for an additional $3.6 billion for some 
time after October. I think that is ri
diculous. We either mean what we did 
or we repudiate it. And I have heard 
the Members have been arguing for 
the position of the gentleman from 
Missouri say on this floor before that 
we have to save the budget process 
and make it work. Well, let us save it. 
Let us do what we have voted for and 
go along with the chairman of the 
committee. That is the only thing we 
can possibly do. 

This is not an emergency situation, 
as has been pointed out. We are al
ready funded for 1981 up to October 1. 

We are talking about 1982. 
So I urge the Members that if they 

meant what they did last week-and I 
am sure they did-they will support 
the amendment of the chairman of 
the Budget Committee. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. WEiss 
yielded his time to Mr. YATEs.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
GRAMM). 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. Chairman, the 
issue is the budget, not SPRO. We 
have adequate funding not only 
through September 30, but we have 
$900 million in fiscal year 1982 on 
budget for SPRO. 

I believe off-budget funding can 
work. Under five Presidents with on
budget financing we have not made 
significant progress in putting oil into 
storage. 

Any advantage in long-term con
tracting that can be done by appropri
ating in advance can be expanded 
manyfold by going off budget and 
taking the appropriations process out 
altogether. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Oklahoma <Mr. 
JONES). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Indiana <Mr. 
SHARP). 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that today we should take no risks in 
financing the purchase of a strategic 
petroleum reserve, and I urge support 
for the Appropriations Committee. 

I understand what the gentleman 
from Oklahoma is trying to accom-

plish. Those who wish to be consistent 
should obviously vote for his amend
ment if they voted for Gramm-Latta. 

The subcommittee I chair is in the 
process of developing legislation to 
provide an off-buget alternative to fi
nance SPRO, but I still think wisdom 
suggests that at this point we should 
make sure the money is available to 
purchase oil. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nize the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. DINGELL). 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want the committee to know about the 
fiscally responsible action of the 
Senate in passing legislation to take 
SPR oil purchases off budget. 

The bill that they just passed would 
permit the Secretary of Energy to ob
ligate funds in the amount of $21,932 
million, plus large unspecified and un
identified sums, for the purpose of oil 
acquisition from any source in any 
fashion that he wishes within any 
time framework he desires. If that is 
fiscal responsibility, I am the Queen of 
the May. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. GORE). 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, ultimate
ly the issue is quite simple: if you wish 
to protect the national security to the 
utmost by filling the strategic petro
leum reserve in the cheapest and 
quickest possible way, rather than by 
adopting some unknown, untried, un
tested concept, vote against the Jones 
amendment and in favor of the supple
mental appropriation to fill the strate
gic petroleum service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin 
<Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the cor
rect national security vote is to vote 
with the Appropriations Committee 
and vote no on the Jones amendment; 
but I must say to those who voted for 
the Latta amendment that a vote for 
the Latta amendment last week, fol
lowed by a vote against Jones this 
week, would be an institutionalization 
of hypocrisy. 

What this really shows is the neces
sity to amend the Budget Act so that 
we end the practice of dealing with 
these ethereal first budget resolutions, 
which mean all kinds of different 
things to all kinds of different people. 

The budget process itself is defec
tive. This is one of the reasons we are 
in this position today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
YATES). 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from Ohio <Mr. LATTA) said: 
The question is how do we fill the 
strategic petroleum reserve. That is 
only part of the question. 

It is not only how we do it, but when 
we do it. Where is important, too. 

The opportunity to fill it is now. Ev
erybody who has spoken on this issue, 
both for and against the Jones amend
ment, has agreed that they support 
filling the strategic petroleum reserve. 

My good friend, the gentleman from 
California <Mr. PANETTA) said, "Follow 
the process." We are following the 
process. We recognized that we might 
be in violation of the Budget Act when 
we went to the Rules Committee. We 
asked the Rules Committee for a rule 
to let the House pass on this impor
tant question. That is the process. The 
Rules Committee gave us the rule in 
order to let the House pass on this 
question. 

I see my good friend, the gentleman 
from Florida <Mr. BENNETT), sitting 
here. He is in charge of supervising 
the strategic metals reserve for the 
Armed Services Committee. The stra
tegic petroleum reserve is just as im
portant as the strategic metals reserve, 
may I point out. It is important that 
we fill this reserve promptly, and the 
opportunity is now upon us. Vote 
down the Jones amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Massachu
setts (Mr. CONTE). 

Mr. CONTE. As I said at the outset 
of the debate on May 12: 

This bill represents the best judgment of 
your Committee on Appropriations and it 
deserves the support of the House as report
ed. Once we start to amend this bill the 
entire package will come untied. I will 
strongly oppose any amendments, and I 
urge the Members to do likewise. 

Therefore I must oppose the Jones 
amendment or any other amendments 
to this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
<Mr. WHITTEN) to close debate. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
statement by the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. LATTA) that the question is 
how to finance the strategic petroleum 
reserve was in error. It is when do we 
finance the reserve. 

I respectfully submit that we should 
do it now. 

Let me point out that we passed the 
budget resolution last week and we 
just appointed conferees this after
noon; so we do not have any final 
action on that resolution. Therefore, 
there is no final action that we can 
violate on a budget resolution because 
it is not in place at this time. 

So I say the question is when do we 
finance the petroleum reserve, and I 
contend the time is now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Oklahoma <Mr. JONES). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 
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A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 260, noes 
152, not voting 18, as follows: 

Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Bad ham 
Bafalis 
Bailey <MO> 
Barnard 
Beard 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bliley 
Boner 
Banker 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brown <CO) 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman 
Collins <IL) 
Collins <TX> 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Crockett 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
DeNard is 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dornan 
Dougherty 

[Roll No. 42] 

AYES-260 
Dreier Hutto 
Duncan Hyde 
Dyson Jacobs 
Eckart Jeffries 
Edwards <AL> Jenkins 
Edwards <OK> Johnston 
Emerson Jones <NC> 
Emery Jones <OK) 
English Jones <TN> 
Erdahl Kazen 
Erlenborn Kemp 
Ertel Kindness 
Evans <DE> Kramer 
Evans <IA> Lagomarsino 
Evans <IN> Lantos 
Fascell Latta 
Fenwick Leach 
Fiedler Leath 
Fields LeBoutillier 
Findley Lee 
Fithian Lent 
Flippo Lewis 
Forsythe Livingston 
Fountain Loeffler 
Frenzel Lott 
Frost Lowery 
Fuqua Lujan 
Gephardt Luken 
Gingrich Lundine 
Ginn Lungren 
Glickman Madigan 
Goldwater Marks 
Gonzalez Marriott 
Goodling Martin <ILl 
Gradison Martin <NC> 
Gramm Martin <NY> 
Gregg Mattox 
Grisham Mazzoli 
Gunderson McClory 
Hagedorn McCloskey 
Hall <OH> McCollum 
Hall , Ralph McCurdy 
Hall, Sam McDonald 
Hammerschmidt McEwen 
Hance McGrath 
Hansen <ID> McKinney 
Harkin Mica 
Hartnett Michel 
Hatcher Mikulski 
Hawkins Mineta 
Hefner Mitchell <NY) 
Hendon Molinari 
Hightower Montgomery 
Hiler Moore 
Hillis Moorhead 
Holland Morrison 
Holt Napier 
Hopkins Nelson 
Horton Nichols 
Huckaby Nowak 
Hunter O 'Brien 

Oberstar 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patterson 
Paul 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Pritchard 
Railsback 
Rhodes 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS) 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Rousse lot 
Rudd 
Santini 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
AuCoin 
Bailey <PA) 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Bonior 
Bouquard 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Coelho 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
D 'Amours 
Daschle 
de Ia Garza 
Deckard 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dunn 
Dwyer 

Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith <ALl 
Smith <NE) 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith <OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Trible 

NOES-152 
Early 
Edgar 
Edwards <CAl 
Fary 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gore 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Hamilton 
Heckler 
He !tel 
Hertel 
Howard 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Jeffords 
Kastenmeier 
Kildee 
Kogovsek 
LaFalce 
Lehman 
Leland 
Levitas 
Long<LA> 
Long <MD) 
Lowry 
Markey 

Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 
Weber <MN) 
Weber <OH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams<OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young <FL> 
Young <MO> 

Marlenee 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McDade 
McHugh 
Miller<CA> 
Miller <OH) 
Minish 
Mitchell <MD> 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Mottl 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelligan 
Oakar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Porter 
Price 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 

Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Smith <IA> 
Solarz 

Boland 
Brown <OH> 
Burton, John 
Cotter 
Downey 
Dymally 

Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Traxler 
Vento 
Walgren 
Waxman 

Weaver 
Weiss 
Whitten 
Williams(MT> 
Wright 
Yates 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-18 
Evans <GA> 
Hansen <UT> 
Hollenbeck 
Ireland 
Patman 
Pease 

0 1730 

Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rosenthal 
StGermain 
Young <AK) 

Messrs. TRAXLER, BROOMFIELD, 
HERTEL, BUTLER, and FORD of 
Michigan, and Mrs. BOUQUARD 
changed their votes from "aye" to 
"no." 

Mr. NICHOLS and Mr. DAN 
DANIEL changed their votes from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CHAPTER VIII 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION 

TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE 

<RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
head in Public Law 96-536, as amended, and 
in previous years, any unobligated balances 
remaining available as of September 30, 
1981, are rescinded: Provided, That fiscal 
year 1981 allocations made pursuant to sec
tion 604 of Public Law 95-524 shall be re
duced in the amount of $234,475,000. 

EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS ADMINISTRATION 

BLACK LUNG DISABILITY TRUST FUND 

For an additional amount for "Black Lung 
Disability Trust Fund", for transfer to Em
ployment Standards Administration, Sala
ries and expenses, $3,700,000. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
insert in the RECORD a table showing 
the supplementals and rescissions ap
proved for items under the jurisdiction 
of the Labor, HHS, and Education 
Subcommittee: 

H.R. 3512, RESCISSIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL$, FISCAL YEAR 1981, CHAPTER VIII : LABOR, HHS, EDUCATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES 

Title !- Department of Labor: 
Federal funds ................................... .. 

Fiscal year-

1980 actual 1 1981 appropriation 1 

SUMMARY 

Proposed rescissions 
and deferrals House allowance Proposed 

supplementals 

................... ............ ................ .. ...................................... . ..... ............................... .. ... - $234,475,000 - $234,475,000 $24,290,000 

House allowance 

$3,700,000 
Deferrals (nonadd) 

Trust funds .................................. ... .... .... .. 
................................ ( - 751,155,000) (751,155,000) .................... .. ... .. .. ....................... ..... .. 

Title If- Department of Health and Human Services: 
Federal funds .......... ........... .......... .................................................... ...................... . 
Trust fur.ds ......................................... . ................................... .. 

Title Ill- Department of Education: 
Federal funds ................................ .......... .. .. ....... .......... . 

Deferrals ( nonadd) 
Title IV- Related Agencies: 

Federal funds ... ......... ................................... .. ....................... .. 
Trust funds .................... . 

Total . direct appropriations all titles: 

....... .. .. .... ....... ... ....... ....... ............ .... ... .............. .... ............. .................. .. . (26,285,000) 

- 745,357,000 
( - 15,643,000) 

- 1,897 ,3 12,000 
(- 25,000,000) 

- 10,221,000 

- 533,629,000 
( - 12,322,000) 

- 785,891,000 

- 20,034,000 

217,683,000 
(211,541,000) 

669,197,000 

7,304.000 
(1,044,000) 

Federal funds. ..... ...... .... .. ........................ . ....................................................... .. .. ..... .............. ..... . - 2.887.365,000 
( - 776,155.000) 

- 43.000,000 

- 1,574,029,000 918,474,000 
Deferrals (nonadd) .. .... ...... .................... .. ............ .... .......... ... ... ..... .. . 
1982 advance .. ....... ......................................... . 

( - 751,155,000) . 

(1,485,000) 

75,707,000 
(90,000,000) 

661,497,000 

5,492.000 
( 1,044,000) 

7 46,396,000 
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1983 advance .................... ........................................... ...... .. . 
Trust funds ........ ........................ ..................... .. ..... ......... ......... ..... . 

TITLE I- DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Employment and Training Administration 

Employment and Training Assistance 
Public Service Employment (title 11-D) : 

(Deferral, nonadd) ..... ............................................ . 
Young adult conservation corps (title VIII ): 

:~::t~~ilk~~~~~:~\i~::~~~)m.::~~~~~~::ii:t:l~:~~!::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::·::::.:::?~:::::::: : :· 
(Deferral, nonadd) ........ .. ......... ........................ ..... .................. .. 

Subtotal, CETA deferrals ........ ...... .. .. .... .. ....................... .. ............................ .. 

Fiscal year-

1980 actual• 1981 appropriation • 

. .............................. ................. .... . 

($1,485,000,000) {$2, 195, 175,000) 

( 250,254,000) (200,000.000) 

(608,567,000) (839,008,000) 

(528,678,000) (308,897,000) 

.. ..... .... ..... ............. 
I ,627,000,000 729,000,000 

Proposed rescissions 
and deferrals 

- $52.000.000 
( - 15.643.000) 

(- 606,672,000) 

(- 58,054,000) 

( - 39,548.000) 

( - 46,881 ,000) 

( - 751 ,155,000) 

- 234,475,000 

( 423,01 0,000) (507,721,000) ... 

22,227,000 20,970,000 ••••••••••• • u 

House allowance Proposed 
supplementals House allowance 

- $60.000.000 
( - 12.322,000) ($238.87o.ooo) .......... ii9'2'.52iooiii 

( - 606 ,672,000) ...... ...................... ....... .... . 

(- 58.054,000) .................................................. . 

( - 39,548,000) ....... 

( - 46 ,881,000) . 

( - 751,155,000) .... ....................................................... .. 

- 234,475,000 

( 24,800,000) 

Pay Raise Supplementals 
Employment and Training Administration: 

Federal funds.. ............................... .. . ...................... ........... ................. ....................... 5,064,000 ..................... ....... . 

Trust ~~rid~~~~.s~~-r~ .:::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::...... .. . .. ... ... . . . . .. ... . ........ . ... .. . .. . . . ... . . . . .. . . . .. . . . .. .. . . .... ::: :: :::::::::::::::: ::.::::::::: :·... ... .... .. ........ ('j :4·2s:ooii).. ~ ~:~~~ :~~~l 
Labor Management Services Administration..... .......................... ........................ .............................. 1,915,000 ............................. . 

Occup~~bn~a~~i~\~ ·a·rid .. Heaiih .. A<iniiii(5iiai.iari·. ::::: :::::::::::::::::::: ................... :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ........... ............. ................. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::... . ........ ......... ... 3:a·9o:ooo··· .. ............ ~~:.~ 1.~:~0.~? 
Mine ~fut~aannsJe~ealt·h-Admirlisiiaii()ri ::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::: .... ......................... ........ ................................... (

3
•
090

·
000

) 
(By transfer)......... .................................. .. ................................ .... .. .............................. ... .. ......................... .. .. ..... .. . .. .. .. ~ ·.4.7 ~.000 .............. (4','475.iiiio'i 

Bureau of Labor Statistics .......... ............... .... ..... .... .. .. .. .... ... .. ... .... ... .. .. ......... ............. .... .... . .. . .. .... ... .. .. .. .... ...... ........... ... .. . .. .. ....... ..... ...... .. · .... · .. .. 4 91 i'oiiri.. .. .. . ..... . 
(By transfer) ...................................................................... .... ................................................ ... ... .. ...... . ................... .. ... ....................................... ' ' ... .... .. (4'.9!7,000.) 

Departmental Management: 
Federal funds .................... ................................ . 

(By transfer) .. ............................ .... .......................................... ......... ... ........ ...... . .. 
Trust funds ... .................................. .... .. 

Subtotal, pay raise supplemental: 
Federal funds ............ ................... ............ .. . .... .......................................... ... ............. ..... . 

(By transfer) .... ............................... .... ............................... . 
Trust funds .................................. .................... ... .. . 

Total, Labor Department .................... . 
Federal funds ................................. .. 
Trust funds ..................................... . 

TITILE II- DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Public Health Service 

Health Services Administration 
Health Services 

...................... .................... .. ........... . 

829.000 
.. .. ........ ... ................. (.so:oooi .. 

-234,475,000 -234,475,000 
- 234,475,000 - 234,475,000 

20,290,000 

"i'iXas:oooi 
50 ,575,000 
24,290,000 

(26,285,000) 

................ ('8(. 26. 9o .. '.0o. 0o .. 0o .. l. 

.... i2ii.'29o.iioa·i 
(1,485,000) 

5,185,000 
3,700,000 

{1,485,000) 

Community Health Services: 
Primary care research and demonstrations .................................. ....... ... .. .. .. ............................ 10,000,000 7,000,000 - 6,524,000 
Home health care/demonstrations and training .. ....... ................. .... .. ........ ................... 5,000,000 4,000,000 - 4,000,000 

- 3,524,000 ........ ....... .. ... .... ..................................... . 
-2,000,000 .................... .. ....................................... . 

Maternal and child health: 

~~~ :~~~~~h· ::::::::::::::::::: :::: :::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::: :::::::: :: .... ... ............... ··::::::::::::::::::::: ___ 2_64.:....~84_o3o.:....·:~-~~ ____ 
2_~::.__~~-~:....:~-~~---=_.:.g_6__:6:_~~-~------.. .:....··_ ... _:::.:....::_:::__,:::__,:::.:....::.:.__·::_:::_:::_::.:....:::_: :_::::.__:::__,:::.:....:::__,:::.__:::__,:::.:....:::.:....::~:::: 

Subtotal ......................... ................. .. ...................... 30,843,000 30,000,000 - 5,957 ,000 
Family planning................................. ........................................ 162,000,000 166,047,000 - 4,000,000 

Public health service hospitals and clinics: 
Operations............... ............ .................. ............... ........... .... 171,572,000 162,485,000 -34,086,000 - 34,086,000 

.......... ::.:(ooo:ooo .. ·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Buildings and facilities. .......................... .. .. ........................................................................ 3,000,000 4,769,000 - 2,069,000 - 2,069,000 ........... ............................... .. . 
==================~==~~~~~~~~~ 

Total. Health Services ........................... ...... ........................................................... ... . 
Pay raise supplemental ........ ......... ......... ............................................................ . 

Basic preventive health programs: 

Center for Disease Control 
Preventive Health Services 

~~~t~~~~~r~~v~n~a~~~~~3~J~1tlo·ri:::·· ::: :::::::::::::::::::.::·········· ··· ········:::::::::::::::::::::: ............. . 
Control of chronic conditions: 

Chronic diseases ............................................................. ... ......... ..... ...... ................ . 
Environmental hazards.. .. . . ........................................................................................ .. 

Occupational safety and health: 

~;:i~1~~~::::::::::::::::::::: :: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : : ::::: ::.. ·::::::::::::::: ::::::: 
Program support ......................................................................... . 

Subtotal ....... ........ .. .............................................. .... ............. . 
Technology development and application ............... .. ...................................................................... .. . 

~~~t~f~t~a~~1~~~rut.iuiids::::: :::::::: :::::: :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: :: ::::: : :: :: ................................ . 
Total, Preventive Health Services ................. . 

Pay raise supplemental (by transfer, nonadd) ............ .. 
National Institutes of Health 2 

National Cancer Institute .................................. .......... .. .. 

~~l~~~~~ ~;~~ut~u~F"o!~~ik~~~;~i.t_ut~.::: .. .... ....................... ....... ... .. . 
National Institute of Arthritis, Metabolism, and Di~estive Diseases ........... . 
National Institute of Neurological and Communicative Disorders and Stroke. 
National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases ........ 

382,415,000 374,301 ,000 -56,636,000 - 45,6?9,0000 ........ fi29:ooo ........ .. 

68,000,000 36,000,000 - 27,000,000 -27,000.000 ................................ 
23,500,000 23,717,000 - 1,976,000 - 1,976,000 .. .. ........................ .. 
18,184,000 19,284,000 - 494,000 - 494 ,000 .......................... 
3,681,000 5,223,000 - 1,348,000 - 1,348,000 ... ................................. 

62,195,000 62,383,000 - 6,407,000 - 6,407 ,000 .. ....... ........... ........ 
13,882,000 14,252,000 - II ,543,000 - 5,500,000 ................................ .. ...................... .. ... 
4,305,000 4,546,000 - 467,000 - 467,000 ........................... 

80,382,000 81, 181 ,000 - 18,417,000 - 12,374,000 o' •' o' o o~ ' 'o' o'' 'o o o I o o o o o o o o o' o 00 ' o o'' o o' o o' o 000' 

26,033,000 26,823,000 -369,000 -369,000 .......... ............................. 
3,851,000 3,894,000 - 414,000 - 414,000 .. ... ........................................ 

==========================~==============~ 
............................ .. .... .... ...... - 11 ,400,000 . .. ............. ............................ .... .............. 

223.631,000 196,122,000 - 50,018,000 -55,375,000 ·is:s·ss:oooi ........................ ................................. .. .... . .......... ........ ... . 

999,191,000 1.001,330,000 - 25.386,000 - 7,730,000 6,957,000 .............................. 
527,682,000 560,264,000 - 23,868,000 - 10,131,000 2,750,000 ........................... . 
68,428.000 71 ,206,000 - 1,985,000 .... ~2:3'i6;ooo ... 839,000 

341.415,000 371 ,993,000 - 11 ,179,000 2,248,000 . ......... ... ... .......... .... 
242,175,000 253.838,000 - 6,484,000 - 2,456.000 1,587 ,000 
215,573,000 232,355,000 - 3,884,000 ........................... 1,904,000 . ..................... ........ 
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National Institute of General Medical Sciences ... .................. . 
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development... ... . ........................... . 
National Eye Institute ....... .. .... ................ ..... .......................................................... .... . 
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences ....................... ................................ .. 
National Institute on Aging .. ........................................................................ . 
Research Resources ..................................................................................................... . 
John E. Fogarty International Center ............................ . 

Subtotal, Research Institutes .... 
National Library of Medicine ... 
Office of the Director ... 

Total, National Institutes of Health 

General mental health: 

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration 

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 

~(a~~~~~:: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::· · .. ······ :::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:: 
Community programs: 

Community mental health centers, new ............. ......................... ....... .............. .. 
Demonstrations, chron. mental illness .................. ................................ ........ .. 
Other services (Systems Act).. .. .................................................. .. 

Subtotal, Services ............................................... .... .................................... ......... . 
Subtotal, Mental Health ........ .. ... ........... ................................................................... .. 

Drug abuse: 
Research ................................. .......................................................................... . 
Training ......................................................................................................................... .. 

Fiscal year-

1980 actual' 

$312.479,000 
209,059,000 
113,031 ,000 
83,896,000 
70,063,000 

169,228,000 
8,989,000 

3,361,209,000 
43,979,000 
20,248,000 

3,425,436,000 

1981 appropriation ' 

$335.676,000 
223,565,000 
120,254,000 
97,269,000 
76,091 ,000 

184,439,000 
9,138,000 

3,537,418,000 
44,730,000 
22,549,000 

3,604,697,000 

Proposro rescissions 
and deferrals 

$21,050.000 
- 7,748,000 
- 4,696,000 
- 6,056,000 
-2,213,000 

- 10,745,000 

- 125,294 ,000 
-341,000 
-360,000 

- 125,995,000 

House allowance 

- $2,757.000 
-3,335,000 
-2,619,000 
-3,455,000 
-598,000 

- 8,623,000 

- 44,020,000 

- 44 ,020,000 

144,103,000 151 ,058,000 - 8,368,000 - 8,368,000 
90,354,000 93,854,000 -20,908,000 - 12,000,000 

25,681,000 24,967,000 - 24,967,000 - 24,967,000 
7,600,000 15,000,000 - 7,400,000 - 7,400,000 

260,662,000 67,783,000 - 6,175,000 - 6,175,000 

293,943,000 107,750,000 - 38,542,000 -38,542,000 
528,400,000 352.662,000 - 67,818,000 - 58,910,000 

45,972,000 46.000,000 - 1,211,000 - 1,211,000 
8,680,000 7,644,000 - 192,000 - 192,000 

Proposed 
supplementals 

$299.000 
1,331 ,000 

488,000 
853,000 
563,000 
87,000 

116,000 

20,022,000 
799,000 

1,047,000 

21,868,000 

House allowance 

161 ,000,000 161,000,000 - 755,000 - 755,000 ........ ............................................. .. 
Community programs: 

Project grants and contracts. .. ............................................................... .. 
Grants to States .................................. .. .. ........ ................ ___ 3_8,_oo_o.o_o_o ___ 3o_.o_oo_.o_oo ___ -_3o_.o_oo_.oo_o ___ ---'6._oo--'o,_oo_o _._ ... _. ___ ._ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ ... _ ... _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .... . 

Alcoholism: 
Subtotal, Drug abuse ..... 253,652,000 244,644,000 - 32,158,000 - 8,158,000 

22,229,000 22,251 ,000 - 540,000 
6,880,000 5,821,000 - 374,000 

- 540,000 
-374,000 ~(a~~~~~::: :: :::: :::::: : :: : : : : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·········· .. ··· .. ·· ··::::::::::::::::::::::::·:::::::::::::::::::::::: 

78,706,000 73,000,000 -2,262,000 
54 ,800,000 50,000,000 -50,000,000 

- 2,262,000 
- 10,000,000 

Community programs: 
Project grants and contracts ..................................................... . 
Grants to States ........ .... ... .......... .. .......... .. ..................... .. ....... .... . 

Subtotal, Alcoholism .................................................... ... . 162,615,000 151,072,000 - 53,176,000 - 13,176,000 

Total, Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health.. .............................................. 944,667,000 
Pay raise supplemental ..................................................................... . 

748,3 78,000 - 153,152,000 - 80,244,000 
......... 2:7'a6:ooo ............... ... ........ .. 

St. Elizabeths Hospital: 

~~s~~~~~i~P~~~~;;~Ia.tio.n .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ......................................... a9:o84,ooo 9~:~~~ :~~~ ....... .. ... ~.1.:~.~~-.~.~~ ........... .. ... -
1
'
500

'
000 

........ .. ..... 4:59I:oiiii ............... $4.591.ooo 
============================================ 

Total, ADAMHA .......... 

Health Resources Administration 

Health Resources 
Health planning and resources development: 

Health planning: 
Local Planning and implementation ....... ......................................................................... . 
Program support .. .............................. ....................................................... . 

Subtotal, health planning ........................................................ , .... .............. ............ .. 
Health professions education: 

Institutional assistance: 
Capitation: 

I ,033,751,000 

124,717,000 
9,622,000 

134,339,000 

844,151,000 

101,717,000 
9,685,000 

111 ,402,000 

- 154,652,000 

- 24,000,000 
-215,000 

-24,215,000 

MOD....... .... ...................... ....................................... ............ ......... .. ........ ........... 57,721,000 55,613,000 - 55,613,000 
VDPP...................... ...................................... .................................. 9,397 ,000 9,815,000 - 9,815,000 

Subtotal, capitation .......................................... ... ..................................... ............ 67,118,000 65,428,000 - 65,428,000 

- 81 ,744,000 7,377,000 4,591 ,000 

- 24,000,000 
-215,000 

-24,215,000 

- 55,613,000 
- 9,815,000 

- 65,428,000 
Startup assistance.......................................... .. ....................................................... ___ 2_.7_00_,o_oo ____ 1._79_o_.oo_o ___ -_U_9_0,_oo_o_ ... _ ... _ .. _ .. . _ ... _ .. . _ .. _ .. . _ ... _ .. . _. _ .. . _ ... _ .. . _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ .. . _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. . 

Subtotal. ....................... ............................................................. ........ .... ............. ........... 69,818,000 67 ,2 18,000 - 67,218,000 - 65,428,000 
Health professions education and services: 

National Health Service Corps: Scholarships ........................................ .............................. 79,500,000 79,500,000 - 16,100,000 - 16,100,000 
Health professions student assistance: Loans.. ......................... .. ................ 16,500,000 16,500,000 - 16,500,000 

Dental health education: 
Team grants ...... .. .. ....................................................................... 2,000,000 2,000,000 - 1,000,000 
EFDA (dental extenders) ....... ...................................... ........................... .... .. 2,000,000 2,000,000 - 1,900,000 

- 1,000,000 
- 1,900,000 .. 

Gen. dentistry residences & training .................................................. 4,050,000 4,050,000 - 4,050,000 - 2,025,000 

Subtotal, dental health edacation .................... ............................................. 8,050,000 8,050,000 - 6,950,000 - 4,925,000 
Public health and Health Administration: 

Capitation .............................................................. ... ............. ..................................... 6.450,000 6,450,000 - 6,450,000 
Special projects .......................................................................................................... 5,000,000 5,000,000 -2,200,000 ~2:2'oa:oaa···:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Health administration grants .. ............................................. 3,000,000 3,000,000 - 3,000,000 
Public health trameesh1ps................................................................ .... ......................... 7,000,000 7,000,000 - 3,300,000 

- 3,000,000 ... .... ... ...................................... ... .. ... .. .. .. 

Health administration traineeships .. .............................. .................................................. -=--__ 2_,o_oo_,o_oo ____ 2._oo_o'-,oo_o ___ -_1,5_o_o,_oo_o ___ -_1_,5_oo_,o_oo_._ ... _ ... _ .. _ .. . _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _____ _ 

Subtotal ................................................................................................................. 23,450,000 23,450,000 - 16,450,000 - 6,700,000 
Allied health. ................................................................................... ..................... 6,700,000 6,700,000 -5,700,000 - 5,700,000 
Primary care: 

Family med/gen. dental res. and training........... ...................... 36,450,000 36,450,000 - 16,000,000 - 8,000,000 .......................................................... .. .. 
General internal medicine and pediatric............... .. ........................................ ___ 19_,5_oo_.o_oo ____ 1_9,_5o_o'-,oo_o ___ -_6_,o_o_o._oo_o ___ -_1_,5_oo_,o_oo_._ .. . _ .. _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. . 

Subtotal, Primary care 55,950,000 55,950,000 -22,000,000 - 9,500,000 
Special manpower initiatives: 

Physicians extenders............. .. .................. .. 9,100,000 9,100,000 - 1,000,000 - 1,000,000 
3,000,000 3,000,000 - 3,000,000 
8,500,000 8,500,000 - 8,500,000 

Emercency medical training .. ................................................................ .. 
Health profession education improvement and development .. 

- 3,000,000 
- 8,500,000 

Subtotal, special mitiatives ............. . 20,600,000 20,600,000 - 12,500,000 - 12,500,000 
Nursing programs: 

Capitation grants ...... .. ................... . 24,000,000 24,000,000 -24,000,000 -14,000,000 
Advanced nurse training 
Nurse practitioner .... . 
Special projects ..... .. 
Traineeships .. .. ..... ........... .... .............................. . 

12,000,000 12,000 ,000 -1 1,243,000 
13,000,000 13,000,000 -3,000,000 
I 5,000.000 15,000,000 -3,000,000 
13,000,000 13,000,000 - 13,000,000 

-3,000,000 
-3,000,000 
- 3,000.000 
- 3,000,000 
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Scholarships ....... . 

Subtotal , nursing programs .................... . 
Program support, health professional and nursing... ... .. .. .......... .. 

Subtotal, Health professions and nursing .. ....... .. ... .. ........ . 
HRA program management ............... . 

Total, health resources 

Pay raise supplemental (by transfer) 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Health 

Salaries and Expenses 
Health services research ... .. .. ........... ........ ........................... .. 
Health maintenance organizations development activities .......... .... . 
Special health initiatives: 

Smoking and health .. 
Health promotion ..... .. ................... .. 

Fiscal year-

1980 actual ' 1981 appropriation ' 

$9.ooo_.o_oo ___ $_9.ooo.ooo 
86,000,000 86,000,000 
14,823,000 20,775,000 

381,391,000 384,743,000 
12,429,000 14,261,000 

528,159,000 510,406,000 

22,449,000 
43,813,000 

2,519,000 
1,664,000 

23,177,000 
43,813 ,000 

2,995,000 
3,275,000 

Proposed rescissions 
and deferrals 

- $9.000.000 

- 63,243,000 
- 740,000 

-227,401 ,000 
- 126,000 

- 251,742,000 

- 728,000 
- 28,094,000 

- 933,000 
- 969,000 

House allowance 

- $9.000.000 

- 35,000,000 
- 740,000 

- 156,593,000 
- 126,000 

- 180,934,000 

- 728,000 
- 35,000,000 

Proposed 
supplementals 

($3,062.000) 

House allowance 

($3,062,000) 

- 933,000 .... ........ ................. ..... ............ . 

Public Health Service termination cost .. .......... . ······················· ··········· ········ ····· ············ ·· ·········································· ····· ·· ·············· ····· ··· ...... ~.~.6 ~·-~.00 ....... .. ....... i.2ii}29.'oiiii ............ .... 4o:ooo·.iioo .. 
Total , Assistant Secretary for Health .... ..................... 70,445,000 73,260,000 - 30,724,000 - 37,630,000 120,729,000 40,000,000 ============================================ 

Pay raise supplemental ................................ .. 
Total , Public Health Service .. . .. 

Health Care Financing Administration 
Professional Standards Review Organizations: 

Hospital review (payments account) : 
Medicaid, direct appropriations ........ .. 
Medicare, nonappropriated funds ....... . 
Non-hospital activities: 

Federal funds... .. ................... , .......... ..... ..... .. 
Trust funds ............ ............................. .. .............. ................ . 

Total, PSRO budget .......................................................... . 
Research, demonstration, and evaluation: 

Federal funds....... ........................... .. ............... ..... .... . 
Trust funds .... ... ......... .... ... ... ............................................... .. 

Subtotal, Research and evaluation .. .... .... ............................. .. 
State Certification: Medicare certification, trust funds ........................ .. 

Total, Program management: 
Federal funds ................................................ .. 

2,124,000 
159,827,000 44,591,000 ............... ::::::::::::: :: :::::::::: · · · · .... ~.6-69:7'67 .'o.oo ... · .. · .. · -~·4-4s:J.a2.'a·ao .. · 

33 ,250,000 40,120,000 - 8,693,000 - 4,346,000 ........................................................... .. 
(63,320,000) {78,180,000) ( - 16,940,000) ( - 8,470,000) ....... .................................................... .. 

29,050,000 22,372,000 - 5,992,000 - 2.996,000 ........... ......... ..................... ........... ....... .. 
(29 ,600,000) (32,996,000) (- 6,643,000) ( - 3,322,000) ............... ............................................. . 

(155,220,000) (173,668,000) (-38,268,000) { - 19,134,000) ... .............. ... .. ...................................... .. 

30,490,000 30,000,000 - 1,000,000 - 1,000,000 .................. ....... .. ............ ... .................. .. 
{16,292,000) (20,000,000) ( -3,000,000) ( - 3,000,000) ............................................................ . 
46,782,000 50,000,000 - 4,000,000 - 4,000,000 .. .......................................................... .. 

(27,782,000) (29,760,000) ( - 6,000,000) ( - 6,000,000) ................................ ............................ .. 

59,540,000 52,372,000 - 6,992,000 -3,996,000 ............................................................ .. 
Trust funds ..... . . ............................................. ===(7=3,=67=4,0=0=0)===(=82=,7=56=,0=00=)==( -=15=,6=43=,0=00=) ==( -=1=2,=32=2,=00=0)= .. ·=·"="'="'="'="'='"="'="'="'=" '=""='"="'='"==== 

Pay raise supplemental: 
Federal funds ................... .. 
Trust funds ....... .. ........ . 

Social Security Administration 
Supplemental Security Income: 

Pay raise supplemental. .................................. . 
Limitation on Administrative Expenses: 

Contmgency reserve mcrease for new leg1sla t1on 
Pay ra1se supplemental . . ... .... . . .... .. . .. ... . .. .. .. .. ...... .. .. .. ... . . .. .. .. .. . ..... 

Assistant Secretary for Human Development Services 
Adoption assistance .... .. .. ...... ......................... .. ........ ............ ................................. .. 
Administration on Aging: 

614,741,000 691,891,000 ..... ......................... ............... ......... .. 

{2,444,791 ,000) 

2,500,000 
{4,174,000) 

38,192,000 

(67,667,000) 
(139,700,000) 

5,000,000 

25,000,000 

(90,000,000) 

5,000,000 

Grants for State and community activities ....... .. 630,907,000 
450,000 

691 ,720,000 
581,000 

- 10,000,000 - 5,000,000 .............................. .............................. . 
Federal Council on Aging .................... .. - 100,000 - 100,000 . .. ........................................ .... . 

Subtotal , Human Development Services ... 631,357,000 692,301 ,000 - 10,100,000 - 5,100,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 
Pay raise supplemental 1,420,000 ............................ .. 

Refugee Assistance (General) 
State administration services: 

Cash assistance .. ...... . ............... .. .. .. . 182,251,000 271 ,252,000 - 9,424.000 - 9,424,000 
Medical assistance ........ ............................. ......... ... ... ... ...................................... ..... .. 90,514,000 139,400,000 - 4,938,000 - 4,938,000 
State administration .... ....... ... ...... .......... .. ..... ...... .... ... ...... .. .... . ....... ... ...... ... ...... .. .. ..... . 31 ,210,000 46,600,000 - 1,638,000 - 1,638,000 
Social services ........................................... ...... ..... ............ ...... ... .... .................................. .. 
Pre-1978 Cuban program (phasedown) ................ .. .. ..... .. ........ ....... ... ..... ...... .. 

101,110,000 93,678,000 - 4,000,000 - 4,000,000 
53,308,000 44,800,000 - 8,000,000 - 8,000,000 

Subtotal, States ..... ........................... .. ................. ................ 458,393,000 595,730,000 -28,000,000 - 28,000,000 
Voluntary agency programs ........ ............................... 25,000.000 24,000,000 - 14,400,000 - 14,400,000 
Federal administrative expense.. ............. .. .. . .... .... .... ...... .. ... .. ... ... ............. ........ 4,000,000 6,600,000 - 405,000 - 405,000 
Services for asylum applicants...... .............................................. .... ................. .. .... ....... ............ ................ 12.000,000 - 7.000,000 - 7,000,000 
A~u~~~~~~ca~~~-~~-~~oc~~M~Q .. - ... - .. - .. . - ...... _ ..... - ... ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _·~~~~·-· ··_· ·_ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _-_ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ .. _-_ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ .. ·~~-~~~~-00~~-00~._ ... _-_ .. _~_ ... _ ... _ .. _-_-_ ... _ .. _ . .. _ .. _-_ ... _ ... _ ... _ .. _-_-_-_-

Subtotal, Refugee Assistance ........................................ . .. .................................... 487 ,393.000 638,330,000 - 49,805,000 - 74,805,000 
================================================== 

Departmental Management 
Pay raise supplemental: 

General departmental management . .. . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . .. . ... . . . . . . . . . ... . .. ... .. .................................................. ............................................................. .. 
(By transfer)........ ..... .. .... .. ...... ... .. ..... ...... . .. ................................................. ......... ... .................. ........ .. .. ..... ........... ......... ... .......... .. ...... .. ................. .... .... .. 

Office of the Inspector General ............................ ........................ ... ....... ........... ................... .. ....................... ............................................. .......................... .. 
Office for Civil Rights............... .. .... .. ...... .................. ... ... ..... .... ... .............. .... ......... ............................................................ ......... ... ... ...... ............ .... ...................... .. .... ...... .. 

Total, Department of Health and Human Services: 
Federal funds .......... .. .................. ...... .......... .. 
Trust funds ............ .... ...................... .. .................. . 

TITLE Ill- DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SPECIAL INSTITUTIONS 
Elementary and Secondary Education 

Grants for disadvantaged, Title I: 

Basic &;:~tt;: to local educational agencies ....................................... ·- ........... .. 
State agency programs: 

Migrants .... .. 
Handicapped .. . 

2,630,022,000 

245,000,000 
145,000,000 

2,824,880,000 

288,000,000 
165,000,000 

- 745,357,000 
( - 15,643,000) 

- 706,220.000 

-72,000,000 
- 41,250,000 

- 533,629,000 
( - 12,322,000) 

- 282,488,000 

- 28,800,000 
- 16,500,000 

( u~~:~~~) ... ........... iii:Joo',iioo'j 
2,212,000 ............................ .. 
1,116,000 1,116,000 

217,683,000 
(211,541,000) 

75,707,000 
(90,000,000) 
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Fiscal year- Proposed rescissions Proposed House allowance House allowance 
1980 actual ' 1981 appropriation 1 and deferrals supplementals 

$35.571.000 $37.750.000 - $9.438.000 -$3.775.000 Neglected and delinquent.. ... ....................................................... ... .... .................. . _________ ,;__ ___________ ,;__ __ .............................. .. ....... .. ............. ....... 

Subtotal .................... ............... ............................................... ...... ................ . 425,571,000 490,750,000 - 122,688,000 - 49,075,000 .............................................................. 
State administration .... ................................................................................................ . 47,000,000 47,000,000 - 11,750,000 - 4,700,000 .............................................................. 

13,000,000 10,000,000 -2,550,000 - 1.000,000 .............................................................. ~~~tioo~d~~~s.- .... --.... --.. ....... --........... - .... - ...... ----·- ....... ______ ,;__,;__ ___ ~-~---~~~---~~,;__~~~~~~~~~~~= 

3,115,593,000 3,372,630,000 - 843,208,000 - 337,263,000 .......... ........... .. 
100,000,000 142,142,000 - 35,536,000 - 14,214,000 ··················· ······················•·· ··········· ······· 

Subtotal. Basic grants ........ .. 
Concentration grants ...................... .. 

Subtotal, grants for disadvantaged, title 1 .... ........................................... .. ........................ . 3,215,593,000 3,514,772,000 -878,744,000 - 351,477,000 ···· ···· ······················· ····· ·························· 
146,400,000 91,400,000 - 41,400,000 - 9,140,000 oo oo .. o•oooo O oooOo o • .. oooOOOOOO O 000000000 0 0000000000000000UOo 

51,000,000 51,000,000 -12,750,000 - 5,100,000 ....... .............. 
166,963,000 174,963,000 - 43,741 ,000 - 17,496,000 ········ ································ ..................... 

3,000,000 3,000,000 - 3,000,000 - 300,000 .. .. ..... ......... .. ...... ... ... .......... .............. 
2,000,000 2,000,000 -2,000,000 - 200,000 ... .. .... ... ...................... ...... ..... ...... .......... . 
1.000,000 1.000,000 - 750,000 - 100,000 ....................................... ..... 

Support and innovation grants: 
Improving local educational practice .................................................................... .. ......... .. .. .. . 
State agency management .... ........................................................................................ , ...... . 

Bilingual education .................................................................................................................... .. 
General assistance for the Virgin Islands ............................................... .. .. ...... ......... ..................... .. 
Territorial teacher training assistance .................. ...... .... ........ .. .. .. ........................................... ........ . 
Ellender fellowships.. ......................... .. ................................... .. 

Total, Elementary and secondary education .............. ............ ........................... ................... .. 3,585,956,000 3,838,135,000 - 982,385,000 - 383,813,000 .................................. .. ..... ......... .. .......... 

School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas 
Maintenance and operations: 

Payments for "a" children. ............. .............. ............ .................................... .................. ...... - 20,050,000 
Payments for "b" children ............... .......................... ......................................... .................. -12,550,000 

399,000,000 401,000,000 -40.100,000 
277,000,000 251 ,000,000 -25,100,000 

S~~~W~~M-- .. . --.. ··- ·--- .. --.. ·-----·--.. -----·· .. --.. ·---~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=-~6~~~~~00~·~·· ·~-~-~ .. ~-~-~-~ ... ~ .. ~ .. ·~-~ .. ~ .. ·~-~ .. ~· .. ~-~·· ·~ .. ~-~-~ .. . 14,000,000 13,000,000 -1,300,000 

Total, impacted area aid........................................................................... ....... .. .......... .. ... - 33,250,000 690,000,000 665,000,000 -66,500,000 

Equal Educational Opportunities 
Emergency school aid: 

General grants to school districts........ ................... ............................................................... - 16.475,000 107,800,000 107,800,000 -26,950,000 
Nationally competed funds: 

S~ial programs and projects...... .... ............................................. ..................... ........... - 10,448,000 
Magnet schools, pairing and neutral site schools................................. .. ..................... - 750,000 
Grants to nonprofit organizations .. .. .. .. ........... ...................... ... ............... .... ...... ............. .. - 937,000 
Educational television and radio ............................................................... ...... ... ............. - 807,000 

92,019,000 83,583,000 - 20,896,000 
36,302,000 30,000,000 -7,500,000 
5,000,000 7,500,000 - 1,875,000 
6,450,000 6,450,000 -1,613,000 

Evaluation ........................ ....... ..... .. .......................................................... ............. ...... ..... ___ .:_:_.:_:_:...._ __ ~:...._:.___ ___ :...._~~-----....:.5.:..:00.:..:,0.:..:00:........:. . .:..: ... .:..:.: ... .:..:.: ... .:..: .. .:..:"'.:..:.:"·.:..:.: ... ....:. ... .:..: .. .:..:"·.:..:.: ... .:..: .. .:..:.: ... .::: ... ....:. .. .:..: ... .:..: ... .::: .. . ....:. ... .:..: .. .:..: ... =. 1,000,000 1,000,000 - 500,000 

Subtotal, emergency school aid ........................... ..... .. .................................. - 29,917,000 
Training and advisory services........................................................................ ..... .......... .... ...... .. ... - 5,709,000 

248,571 ,000 236,333,000 - 59,334,000 
45,675,000 45,675,000 -11.419,000 

Women's educational equity ........................... .. ........... ......... ............... .. ....................................... - 1,250,000 
================~~==~~~~~~~~~ 

10,000,000 10,000,000 - 2,500,000 

Total, Equal education opportunities 304,246,000 292,008,000 - 73,253,000 - 36,876,000 

Libraries and Learning Resources 
School librades and instructional resources ................................ .... .......... .......... . 171 ,000,000 171,000,000 -42,750,000 - 21,375,000 

Education for the Handicapped, Gifted and Talented 
Education for the handicapped: 

State grant program ................. .... ...... ............................ ...... .................. ............................ . 
Preschool incentive grants .... ......... ................................. ............. ...................................... .. 
Severely handicapped projects............ .... .. ... .. .............................. . 
Early childhood education .. ... ........................................... .... ......... ... ..... ... .... ......................... . 
Regional. vocational, adult and postsecondary programs .. .. ............................... .......................... . 
Innovation and development ...................................................................... ... .. 

874,500,000 922,000,000 - 230,500,000 
25,000,000 25,000,000 -6,250,000 
5,000,000 5,000,000 - 1,250,000 

20,000,000 20.000,000 -5,000,000 
2,400,000 4,000,000 - 1,000,000 

20,000,000 20,000,000 -5,000,000 

- 47,500,000 ............ .. ............... ..... ..... ........ .... ... . 
- 3,125,000 .. ................................ ...... ........ .. 

- 625,000 .. .......... .. ......... .. .......................... .... .... .. . 
- 2,500,000 ............................................... ............. .. 

- 500,000 ............................................................. . 
- 5,000,000 ....... .. ............ .. .................. .. .. ............... . 

Media and resource service: 
Media services and captioned films .. ...... .......................................................... ... ....... .... . 
Regional resource centers ........ ............. ........ .................... ............................................ . 

S~ial education personnel development. ........................................... .. 

19,000,000 19,000,000 -2,000,000 
9,750,000 9,750,000 - 2,438,000 

55,375,000 58,000,000 -14,500,000 

- 1,000,000 
- 1.219,000 
- 7,250,000 

Total. education for the handicapped .... .............................................. .. 1,031,025,000 1,082,750,000 -267,938,000 - 68,719,000 ............. .................. .. .. ... ...... .............. .. . 

Rehabilitation Services and Handicapped Research 
Rehabilitation services: 

28,348,000 32,860,000 - 6,572,000 Serv1ce pro1ects .............................................................................................. .. .. .. ... ................. .. ... .. · · · .. 
Independent living ........................ ...... ............. ... .................... ............ ........... . - 1,800,000 :::::::: .. :::::::::.::::::.::.::::::: ::: :::: .. :::::::::::::::: 15,000,000 18,000,000 -3,600,000 

28,500,000 25,500,000 -5,100,000 Training. ... ... .................................... ....... .. ... ....... ....... ... .. .... .. ..... , ___ ,;__,;__ ____ ~.:..._ ___ ___:.__..: ____ -_2..:...,5_50...:..,0_00_ . ....:. ... .:..: .. ..:.:·"....:."·....:. ... ....:. ... ..:.: .. ....:."·....:. ... ....:. ... .:..: .. ....:."·..:.: .. ..:.:·"....:."·....:. ... .:..: .. _ .. . ....:. ... _ ... ....:. .. :....._"" 

71.848,000 76,360,000 - 15,272,000 Subtotal ............. ....................................................... ....... ............... ......... ..................... - 4,350,000 
31 ,488,000 35,000,000 - 7,000,000 National Institute for Handicapped Research................... ........... .......... ................. ... ......................... - 3,500,000 

25,000 256,000 - 51 ,000 N~oo~Co~~oo~~~~ped -- . - ...... __ .-.. . - .. . ·--.. . - ... - .. ..... - .. - .. --.. ·--=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=-~~~~=00~·=-=· .. =··=-= ... = .. ~· .. =···=···=-=··=· .. =··= .. ·=·~~~= 
103,361 ,000 111.616,000 - 22,323,000 Total, Rehabilitation and handicapped research ........ ............................................ - 7,875,000 

Vocational and Adult Education 

562,266,000 
124,817,000 
10,000,000 
20,000,000 
43,497,000 
6,500,000 
4,800,000 
5,000,000 

776,880,000 
100,000,000 

3,138,000 
15,000,000 
3,617,000 

Total , vocational and adult education ....... ......................... .................. .. .... ............... ........ . 898,635.000 

Student Financial Assistance 
Basic grants ( Pell program) : 

Program funds ................................................ ......... .............. .. ... .......................... . 
One time funding for 1980 deficit.... ........... .. ........ .. .... .. ...................... .. 

2.441,328,000 
............................ 

Subtotal, Pell grants .................................... ....... .. 2,441,328,000 

Student Loan Insurance 
Guaranteed student loan program ................ .......... ...... . 1.609,344,000 

562,266,000 
124,817,000 
10,000,000 
20,000,000 
43.497,000 
6,500.000 
4,800,000 
5,000,000 

776,880,000 
120,000,000 

10.000,000 
15,000,000 
3,617,000 

925.497,000 

2,159,000,000 
. ....... .................. 

2,159,000,000 

1,950,296,000 - 103,270,000 

- 34,127,000 
- 31,494,000 
- 2,523,000 
- 2,000,000 
- 4,350,000 

$403.000,000 
258,000,000 

661 ,000,000 

$403.000,000 
258,000,000 

661,000,000 

- 103,270,000 .................... .. ......................... ..... .. 
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H.R. 3512, RESCISSIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL$, FISCAL YEAR 1981, CHAPTER VIII: LABOR, HHS, EDUCATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES-Continued 

Fiscal year-
House allowance House allowance 

1980 actual' 1981 appropriation ' 
Proposed rescissions 

and deferrals 
Proposed 

supplementals 

Higher and Continuing Education 
Veterans cost of instruction .. .. .............. ... .... .......... .. . 
International education and foreign language studies: 

Domestic programs ....... .................... .. 
Overseas programs ...... ... .... ................... ................ ...... .. . 

Educa~~~~~i~;:lc~nr;~~~~~~: centers ................ .... .. ...... .... ...... .. ... ...... ... . 
University community services and continuing education ............ ..... .. . 
State postsecondary education commissions.................. .... .. .......... ... . ................. .. 

Public service grants and fellowships ........ .. ......... .. ....... ........... ..... .......... .. .. . 
Mining fellowships ... .. ............ ........... ........................... ...... . .... ....... ..... .... ........... . 
Law school clinical experience... ............ .. .. .. ........ ... . .... ...... .. ............... ... .. 
Law·related education......... ............ .. ... .... ...... .. ...... .. . ...... ...... ... ... .. . . 
Archi tectural barriers removal......... .. .. .. .. . .. .. ....................... .. 

Total. higher and continuing education ... ... .. .. .. ...... ... .. .. .. .... .. ......... .... ... .. ....................... .... .. 
Higher Education Fac. Loan Insurance Fund: 

Deferral, (nonadd ) ... ...... .......... ... ..................... ....... ............ .. ... .. ... ........... .. ....... ... ..... ........ . . 
College housing loans .. .. ... ...... ... ... .... ... .... .. . .. . . .. .............................. ......... .............. .. 

$14.380.000 

17,000,000 
3,000,000 

3,000,000 
9,000,000 
3,000,000 
4,000,000 
4,500,000 
4,000,000 
1.000,000 

62,880,000 

13,645,000 

$12.039.000 

21 ,800,000 
6.200,000 

3,000,000 
9,000,000 
3,000.000 
4,000,000 
2.150.000 
4,000.000 
1,000,000 

10,000,000 

76,189,000 

(25.000,000) 
14,271 ,000 

- $12,039.000 

- 4,800,000 ... ..... ...... .... .............. .. ... ... . 
- 3,200,000 .... .. .. .......... .. . .. .. ..... .. .. .......... .. ......... .. ........................ .. ........ . 

- 3,000,000 
- 6,800,000 ....... .... .......... ............. .. ....... .. ......... ... ... ...... .............. ..... .... .. . 
- 3,000,000 
- 2.000,000 
- 1,150,000 
- 3,000,000 .. 

_ io.~~~ :~~~ ..... .. ~Iia'.'Ooo'.liao· · ·:::::::::::::::::::::::::·::::: ::::: :: :: ::::: :::::::::::::: :: 

- 49,239,000 - 10,000,000 

(- 25,000,000) ............ .. ....... .. ... .... . 
- 14,271 ,000 

School Improvement 
School improvement programs: 

Basic skills improvement .. ... .. ........... ....... ................................ .. .. .. .... .. ......................... .. .. .. .. 35,000,000 35,000,000 - 8,750,000 - 3,500,000 

i~~~~ ~d~~:i~na.~~ .. ~~~~ ~~.ti~e~~.:::::::::: : ::: :: : : : : : :: : : : : : :: : : : ::::: : ::::: :: : :: : :: :::::: : . : :::: : ::::: : ::..... . .. . ... 3,500,000 3,500,000 - 875,000 - 350,000 
Metric education ........... .. ......... ......... .. .... .. ......... ..... .... .. ............ .. ..... 1,840.000 1,840,000 - 460,000 - 184,000 
Cities in schools.. ............................ .. ............................... ... .......... ....... .. ........ .. ........ 3,050,000 3,050,000 - 763,000 - 305,000 
PUSH for excellence ............. .. ................. .. .... .. ................ ................. .. ___ l.:..,O_OO.:..,O_OO ____ I._00_0.:..,00_0 _ ___ -_2_5....:0,_00_0 ____ -_1_00.:..,0_00_._ ... ....:. .. _ ... _ ... _ .. . .:.:. .. _ ... _ ... _ .. . ....:. ... :._ .. _ .. . _ .. _ ... .:.... ... _ ... _ .. _ ... .:.. ... _ ... _ .. ..:...."" 

9,390,000 9.390,000 - 2,348,000 - 939,000 
3,000,000 3,000,000 - 750,000 - 300,000 
3,000,000 3,000,000 - 750,000 - 300,000 

~~:~~~:~~~ ~~:~~~ :~~~ = a~~:~~~ 

Subtotal, special projects and initiatives .... ... ............................................ .. ...... ...... ..... . 
Alcohol and drugs abuse education ....... ............ ...................... ..... .............. ........ .................... . 
Ethnic heritage studies.. .. ......................................... . .. .... ........... ..... ....................... . 

Dissemination and professional development programs: 
Teacher corps .............. .... .... .. .. .... ........ . 
Teacher centers .............. ....... ................... .. .. 

- 3,000,000 .. ............ .................... .... ...... .......... .. 
- 1,300,000 .. .... ... ... .. .. ............... .. ..... ............. .. .. .. 

2,500,000 2,500,000 - 625,000 
44,250,000 44,250,000 - II ,063,000 
6,280,000 6,280,000 - 1.570,000 

Followp~~~~~~e. ~.i~n~~ .. ~ea.c~.~r . t.r.~~n.i~·~·::::: : : : : :: ::: ::::::::: 
Gifted and talented .. ....... .. .. ... .. .... .. ............ .. ... .. 

- 250,000 .. ................ .................. .. ......... .. .. .. ... .... .. 
- 4.425,000 ... .. ................. .. .... ................ .. 

- 628,000 ..... ..... .......... .. ..... .. .......... .. 

Total, educational improvement 146.420,000 146,420,000 - 36,606,000 - 14,642,000 

Research and Related Activities 
National Institute of Education ... ... .................... ................ .. ..... ....... .. ....................... . 74,111 ,000 74,111 ,000 - 7,000,000 

Pay Raise Supplementals 

~~t~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~e~: ..... : ~: ~: : =~==~.~ : ~~=~ ::~~= ~ : ===~ : : : =:_: ~_~.:....:_:~....:.=.:....:.:.:.:~_· · ·~~~-~-~---··.:.:.· .. .:....··.:.... .. . .:.:. .. .:....-.:.:.-....:.".:...."~~~~~~~---~-{.:....~~~0=~.:....~---~~~9~~=00~0 
Subtotal .......................... ...... ... .. ...... = ... = .. =========='="'="'="'="'=""="'='"="'='"=" ="'='"='"="'=""="'='"="'="'="·=· ===8,=19=7,=00=0 ====49=7~,00~0 
Total. Department of Education ............ ............................. ......... ... ..... .. .............................................. .. - 1,897 ,312,000 - 785,891 ,000 669,197,000 661,497,000 

TITLE IV- RELATED AGENCIES 3 

Action (domestic programs) : 
Volunteers in Service to America: 

VISTA operations .... .. ... ......................... ... ......... ................. .. .. ..... .. .... ................. ...... .. .. 32,850,000 34,050,000 - 1,727,000 - 1,727,000 
Citizen Participation and Volunteer Demonstration Programs ................ .. .... .. ........ ..... .. . 3,364,000 3,364,000 - 1,480,000 
Older Americans Volunteer Programs 

Senior Compamon Program .. .. .. .......... .. .. ... ...... .......... .. .................. .... . ===1=0,=20=0,=00=0 ===1=2,7=83=,0=00= ==-=1=,4=80=,0=00======= ... == ... = ... == .. ·==·"=="·==·"=="·==·"=="·== ... == ... == .. ·=="==" == ... == ... == ... == ... == .. ·==·"=="·==·"=="·== .. . 

Total, Action .. ...... .......... ................ ....... .. .... . 
Pay raise supplemental .. ... .. 

Community Services Administration: 

~~~~n~il~N~~ .s~~s .. ~.r.~~~~.~.: : ::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: ... 
Economic development. .. ... ..... ... ....... ............... ..... .. . 
Rural Development Loan Fund: 

(Limitation on direct loans) ............ .. .... .. 
(Limitation on guaranteed loans) ......... .. .. 

Community Development Credit Union Loan Fund: 

6,000,000 
381,800,000 

44,500,000 

( 20,000,000) 

6,000,000 
394 ,300,000 

48,500,000 

- 3,207,000 

- 6,000,000 

1 ~ :~~~ :~~~ l :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

- 3.2o7.ooo ......... .. ... .. .. 
9
.
20

:
000 

................ .... .. .. ..... .. . 

- 12,500,000 
- 4,000,000 

(- 2,500,000) ... ... ... .. .. ..... .. ... .................. .. ........... ...... .. 
(- 2,000,000) .. .... .. .......... .. .................... .. ............ .. ... .. 

(Limitation on direct loans) ...................... .......... .. ..... .. (5,000,000 ) {1,000,000) ... .. .. .. .. ... .. .. ..... ( - 1,000,000) ..... .. .......... .. ....... ................. .. ... ...... ... .. .. . 
Corpo:a~ro~a~~~ ~~~~~~~~!~~a~~~g: .. .. · .. · .. · · · · ...... .. · · · .. .. · ..... ·.. · .. .. · .. · .. · .... · .. · · ... ............. .. ... ...... ... ... .................. .. ... .. .... .. 791 ,000 .......... .. .. . 

Fiscal year 1982 (advanced in fiscal year 1980) ..... .. ................................................... .. . 
Fiscal year 1983 (advanced in fiscal year 1981 ) ....... .. ........ ..... .. ....................... . 

Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service ................... .. .............. ............................ .. 
Federal Mine Safety and Health Review Commission .. .. .. . 
National Commission on Libraries and Information Science ......... .. ................ ........ ... ...... ... .. ... .. .. .... .. .. .. .. 
National Commission on Student Financial Assistance .................................................... .................... . 

162,000,000 
172,000,000 

23.820,000 
4,58 2,000 

National Labor Relations Board ......... .... .. .. ............................ .... ..... .............. .. ...... .......................................... ......... .... . 
National Mediation Board......................... ................... . .. .... .. .. ... .... .. .. .. ......... ... .. .. .... ... .. 
Presidential Commission on Ethical Problems in Medicine ....... ....... ... .. .. ......... .. .. ..... .. . ............. .. ...... . 
Railroad Retirement (limitation) ........................... .. ... .......................... .. ......... ....... .... ... ..... ...... .... ...... ..... ... ...... .. .. .. ... . . 
Occupational Safety and Health Review Commission .................... .. .. ............ .......... .. ........... 7,450,000 
Soldier's and Airmen's Home (trust fund appropriation): 

Operation and Maintenance .. 19,516,000 
Pay raise supplemental .... .. ......... ....... . 

Total, Related Agencies: 
Federal funds .. .. ................. .. .. ..... ...... .. .. .. ... .. ...... .. 
Trust funds .. .............. ........ .. . 
1982 advance .. .. ............. .. 
1983 advance .. .. .. .. 

172,000,000 
172,000,000 
25,919,000 
4,617,000 

691 ,000 

= n~~~:~~~ .......... ~·so :ooo :ooo' .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: = ~~~ :~~~ .............. ~.2'73 :ooii ....... .. .. .. ... .. ........................................ .... .. ..... ..... 4:a·ao ... .............. .. ............. . 
······················································ ··· 1so.ooo .. .. .. .... ... .. ... 7sa·:aoii' 

116,635,000 
4,780,000 
1,500,000 

(36,750,000 ) 
7,860,000 

20,326,000 

....... ~.s4:oao · ··· · · ........ - 54,000 

- 10,221,000 - 20,034,000 

·· ~ '43:o·oo:o·oo · · · ·· · ·· · · · ··· ··· ·· · ·· · ·· ··· · ····· 
- 52,000,000 - 60,000,000 

2.913,000 2,913,000 
52,000 
45,000 

( 1,044.ooo) ......... ..... ii.:o44 .. ooa·i 

755,000 
1,074,000 

7,304,000 
(1,044,000) 

755,000 
1,074 ,000 

5,492,000 
(1 ,044,000) 

' Prior year appropriations are included for individual programs with supplementals or rescissions in the bill ; totals have not been included as th is comparison is not applicable to a rescission/supplemental bill. 
"Supplementals for the National Institutes of Health are for the Oct. I, 1980 pay raise. 
~ All of the supplementals for title IV, related agencies are for the Oct. 1, 1980 pay raise. except for the Soldier's Home and the National Commission on Student Financial Aid. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 

HUMAN SERVICES 
HEALTH SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

HEALTH SERVICES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Health Serv
ices" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 96-
536, ~ amended, $45,679,000 are rescinded. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I want you to know, 
and I am sure you can appreciate that 
the Labor Health and Human Serv
ices, and Education chapter of this bill 
was a particularly tough one to mark 
up. 

All year long we have heard the 
media express the concern that this 
budget would be balanced on the 
backs of the poor-on the backs of the 
very people who need a helping hand 
the most in this great Nation. I know 
that all of the members of the Labor
HHS and Education Subcommittee 
have shared those same concerns. We 
went through an agonizing markup 
and there were a lot of hard decisions. 
But we now have here a good bill that 
strives to attain equitable treatment 
for all persons. 

Our chairman, BILL NATCHER, did a 
tremedous job as always. We all know 
BILL is an extraordinarily fair man 
and he did a remarkable job of leading 
us through many challenging deci
sions. I was proud of the entire sub
committee on both sides of the aisle 
for the effort that was made to be 
both humanely sensitive and fiscally 
responsible. . 

The subcommittee's markup m
cludes $1,634,000,000 in rescissions as 
compared with the President's request 
for $2,887,000,000 in rescissions. Yes; 
the President asked for more than the 
committee recommends, but in our 
judgment these were the right and 
proper cuts-and they go a long way 
toward helping the President's eco
nomic recovery program. 

Our recommendations also include 
$751 million in deferrals requested by 
the President. In addition to these re
scissions and deferrals the subcommit
tee required that the agencies absorb 
many of the pay supplementals they 
were requesting. In that regard we ap
proved supplemental requests totaling 
$749 million and denied requests total
ing $172 million. 

I will give you a quick breakdown by 
agency. In Labor we rescinded $234 
million in CET A programs as request
ed by the administration. In addition 
we deferred $751 million as recom
mended in the budget request. 

In Health and Human Services we 
are recommending rescissions totaling 
$533.6 million as compared with the 
requests of $745.4 million. 

In Education we are recommending 
$785.9 million in rescissions as com
pared with the President's request of 
$1.9 billion in rescissions. This was one 
of the toughest areas for us because 
the budget called for many vital pro
grams to be cut 25 percent across the 
board and we did not believe that such 
dramatic cuts were proper in all cases. 

For example, in the area of handi
capped education the President called 
for cuts totaling 25 percent of all 1981 
funds. The committee could not rec
ommend that level and ultimately 
chose to take savings elsewhere while 
allowing cuts of only 6 percent in 
handicapped education. 

In education we did provide the re
quested supplemental of $661 million 
for the Pell grants program to keep it 
operating. 

There are many other areas that 
concerned everyone of us and I am 
proud to say we did our best work in 
preparing this bill. We have all had to 
tighten our belts and we have done 
that here. We must now recognize the 
larger needs of the Nation and the 
economy and support this chapter 
intact. 

Before closing, I would like to take 
just a minute to touch on the National 
Institutes of Health. The President re
quested rescissions totaling $126 .mil
lion for fiscal 1981 and the committee 
is recommending rescissions totaling 
$44 million. The committee did not 
provide the requested $21 million in 
pay supplementals requested for NIH. 

Allow me to turn for just a moment 
to the National Institute of Arthritis, 
Diabetes Digestive and Kidney Dis
eases. With respect to the way in 
which this Institute allocates its re
search funds, the committee discussed 
its concerns that funds should be dis
persed solely on the basis of quality of 
research based on priority scores. We 
do not believe or expect that cutoff 
scores which represent ceiling for in
vestigator-initiated research grant 
awards should differ significantly 
from one program area of the Insti
tute to another, nor among the four 
clusters of the Institute. 

Furthermore, I am concerned that 
the funding of the multipurpose ar
thritis centers, which should certainly 
continue to receive a high priority by 
the Institute, not be made at the ex
pense of arthritis research. These pro
gram elements must both receive con
tinued support for advancements in 
the treatment of arthritis. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 

<RESCISSION ) 

Of the funds provided for "Refugee As
sistance" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96- 536, as amended, $74,805,000 are rescind
ed. 

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

Mr. Chairman, if I can have the at
tention of the gentleman from Ken
tucky <Mr. NATCHER), the chairman of 
the subcommittee, on this: This sub
ject has come up because of some con
cern expressed by those dealing with 
the refugee programs in the various 
States as to why we have this rescis
sion. It is my understanding that this 
rescission is based on the fact that the 
initial funding we had forecast was 
based on a larger number of refugees 
coming into the country on a regular 
basis than has actually transpired. I 
would direct this question to the chair
man of the subcommittee, Is that in 
fact the basis for the rescission? 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman from California would 
yield to me at this point--

Mr. LUNGREN. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to direct the attention of 
my friend from California to that part 
of the report which appears on page 
216, and I quote as follows: 

Approval of this rescission does not reflect 
any change in refugee policy on the part of 
either the President or the Congress. These 
savings accrue because of lower than antici
pated costs in several of the refugee pro
grams-principally because fewer refugees 
are arriving than was anticipated .... The 
President's rescission proposal assumes that 
168 000 Indochinese would arrive during 
198i. Only 60,000 have arrived during the 
first 6 months of the year and the Commit
tee believes it is unlikely that more than 
140,000 will actually arrive this year. 

I would further like to say to my 
friend from California that the com
mittee recommendation does not in 
any way restrict the number of refu
gees who can be admitted to this coun
try. It does, however, reduce the esti
mates for public assistance since it is 
clear that the number of refugees 
needing assistance will be lower than 
originally anticipated. The committee 
recommendation is based on testimony 
by the Department of Health and 
Human Services on April 28, and I 
would like to further state to my 
friend from California that in our sub
committee we believe that, based on 
this testimony, that the $74.8 million 
rescission can be approved without 
harming the refugees or the States. 

Further, the Department testified 
that should the amounts remaining be 
inadequate to fully fund cash and 
medical assistance costs, they would 
recommend a supplemental or addi
tional appropriations to the 1982 
budget, which the gentleman knows is 
now under consideration in our sub
committee. 

We believe on our subcommittee 
that our current estimates are accu
rate, but if they turn out to be wrong, 
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we will have an opportunity to provide 
more funds at a later date. 

Mr. Chairman, I think I should 
make that statement not only to the 
gentleman from California but to the 
gentleman from Minnesota and sever
al others who have inquired. If this 
bill contains inadequate money, then a 
supplemental would have to be sent 
up. We would take the matter up 
either in the supplemental request or 
during the hearings on the regular 
1982 fiscal year budget, and we would 
recommend additional money. 

Mr. LUNGREN. I appreciate the 
statement-from~ the -cha-il'm-an. If I 
could just clarify for the record what 
the situation is; it is this: Under the 
Refugee Act of last year, we gave the 
authority to the Federal Government 
to allow a flow of 14,000 refugees a 
month to come in. That flow has been 
reduced to about 8,000 to 9,000 over 
the last several months. However, the 
State Department believes, in its inter
pretation of the law, that they have 
the right to make up the monthly dif
ference within any 1 year, and in the 
event they do that, it would require us 
to come in for additional funding. I 
think it is important to know that the 
State Department makes the determi
nation as to the numbers coming in, 
but HHS has to pick up the cost so 
that local and State governments do 
not have to pick this up. 

I thank the chairman for clarifying 
that point. 

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

Mr. LUNGREN. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I too want 
to thank the gentleman from Ken
tucky for his statement, because I 
think it is terribly important that the 
House realize that the justification for 
this rescission is the change in the 
amount of refugees coming into this 
country. As the gentleman well knows, 
one of the most effective programs we 
have is thy:'matching grants program 
under w.h1ch the private sector and 
public sector work together for the 
entry of Soviet Jewish refugees. 

I just want to point out and under
score what the gentleman said. In Jan
uary, the numbers were way down. In 
February and early March they start
ed to go up again, and then they were 
down. We are at the mercy of the 
spigot in the Soviet Union. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has ex
pired. 

<At the request of Mr. FISH and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. LUNGREN was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. FISH. In the event that spigot is 
opened again, we certainly will be back 
to the committee asking for a supple
mental appropriation. 

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

Mr. LUNGREN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to thank the gentleman from 
Kentucky for his explanation of this 
cut. The southern California area, 
which I have the honor of represent
ing along with Mr. LuNGREN and 
others, becomes the final place of loca
tion for the bulk of the Indo-Chinese 
refugees. We have about 200,000 of 
them down in southern California 
now, and they are working to assimi
late. We are trying to bring them into 
our economy and society, but there is 
still a very great financial burden for 
aid to many of these people which will 
fall upon our local taxpayers if Feder
al help is not available. These people 
came here as the guests of the U.S. 
Government. 

I trust that the chairman will, in his 
future hearings, ask his most inquisi
tive a.nd penetrating questions, to 
probe deeply into the need, because 
these are the guests of the United 
States of America, and should not be a 
burden on the local taxpayers. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUNGREN. I yield to the gen

tleman from Louisiana. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman from California for 
raising this point and the chairman 
for his response, because indeed for 
those of us that have refugees in our 
area and those of us who do not have 
such circumstances maintain an inter
est hopefully in providing adequate 
funding, although the number of refu
gees may be reduced, the spend-out 
program is ·very questionable in terms 
of any appropriation reduction. So, it 
looks like we will be back, to engage 
the chairman, Mr. NATCHER's commit
ment. I wish I had the faith of the 
chairman and the administration in 
reduced cost figures in this particular 
program, but I am very pleased, and I 
hope the gentleman would yield to the 
chairman of the committee so that he 
might further respond to my concern 
that even though the number of refu
gees may be down, the dollar amount 
in terms of spend out is actually ex
ceeding, and it looks like a shortfall in 
terms of our State and in terms of rev
enue from the Office of Refugee Re
settlement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again 
expired. 

<At the request of Mr. VENTO and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. LUNGREN was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. NATCHER. I would like to say 

both to the gentleman from California 
and the gentleman from Minnesota 
that if the occasion arises that he has 

just ·described to the committee, cer
tainly every consideration will be 
given to his request either in a supple
mental or in the regular bill for fiscal 
year 1982. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman, 
and I appreciate that support for what 
I think is a very serious problem in the 
commitment and dedication shown to 
this problem. I thank the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. Chairman, while H.R. 3512, the 
fiscal year 1981 supplemental appro
priations and rescissions legislation 
contains many necessary legislative ac
tions, it also contains many shortsight
ed and unjustified reductions in Feder
al programs. In some areas, the com
mittee has reviewed the rescissions 
proposed by the administration and 
found the rescission requests counter
productive. I especially want to com
mend the subcommittee for their 
action to propose rescissions in Feder
al education aid which are substantial
ly less than the administration's re
quest. 

I am very concerned about the com
mittee's request for rescissions above 
the President's request for refugee 
services. President Reagan requested 
rescissions totaling $50 million in 
fiscal year 1981. The committee in
creased the rescission by $25 million 
for a total rescission of almost $75 mil
lion for this fiscal year. 

The refugee assistance programs are 
critically important for many areas of 
the country which have large concen
trations of refugees. In my district, 
Ramsey County, Minn., with a popula
tion of less than 450,000 persons, we 
have more than 10,000 Indochinese 
refugees. The Federal reimbursement 
for services provided to these refugees 
by the county and State has been es
sential to insure that the needs of our 
new residents are being met. 

In combination with the Reagan re
scissions, the committee's proposal will 
reduce Federal reimbursement for 
cash assistance by approximately $24.1 
million, medical assistance will be re
duced by $12.6 million, and Federal re
imbursement for social services will be 
reduced by $4 million. 

The effect of this action upon com
munities with large numbers of refu
gees will undoubtedly be adverse. If 
the administration's and the commit
tee's estimation of the projected need 
for Federal funds are incorrect, local 
governments will be forced to pay for 
these services from their own limited 
budgets. The importance of these 
funds can be demonstrated by a recent 
action of the Ramsey County Board of 
Commissioners. This week the board 
passed a resolution expressing the 
sense of the board that because of the 
financial difficulties facing the county 
and the difficulty in obtaining ade
quate Federal reimbursement, further 
initial resettlement of refugees should 
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take place in other jurisdictions. I 
cannot endorse this action, but it does 
demonstrate the level of concern that 
many communities have about these 
Federal funds. These rescissions will 
only serve to aggravate this situation. 

Federal policy has been to reimburse 
fully the costs borne by local govern
ments in serving refugees. This policy 
should continue and Congress must 
insure that adequate funds are availa
ble for that purpose. For that reason, 
this legislation leaves me in a quanda
ry. On one hand, I am cognizant of the 
fact that the vast majority of funding 
for refugee programs remains intact. 
On the other hand, I musLdeplore the 
actions of the administration and the 
committee in reducing these funds. 

The administration and the commit
tee support these rescissions because 
they believe that the number of refu
gees . entering this country will de
crease and that reallocation of funds 
can be made between States. I certain
ly hope that these projections are cor
rect. I note that the administration 
has testified that if there are not suffi
cient funds, they will request a supple
mental appropriation. I am also mind
ful that the Labor-Health, Education 
and Welfare Subcommittee has acted 
with compassion on these requests in 
the past. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
is aware of my concern, and I wish to 
let him know that I am willing to work 
with him in his oversight efforts to be 
sure that sufficient funds are available 
to assist the refugees in making a diffi
cult transition to our country. 

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

I would like to engage in a colloquy 
with the gentleman from Kentucky, 
the distinguished chairman of the sub
committee, relating to page 66 of the 
bill. 

I would like to state for the record 
to the chairman of the subcommittee 
that I am very concerned about the re
scission of approximately $36 million 
related to the closure of public health 
hospitals and clinics. Under the rule, 
an amendment cannot be offered to 
restore funding, but I am pleased that 
the distinguished chairman of the full 
committee and the able and respected 
chairman of Labor, Health, Human 
Resources and Education Subcommit
tee have not recommended the elimi
nation of the entitlement of free medi
cal care to eligible beneficiaries. 

This matter is better left to the 
proper authorization committees. If 
the gentleman would comment further 
on the action our committee took, I 
would greatly appreciate it. 

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I would be de
lighted to yield to the distinguished 
chairman. 

Mr. NATCHER. First, before an
swering the gentleman's question I 
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want the gentleman from Louisiana to 
know that as one of the new members 
on our subcommittee, we are certainly 
delighted to serve with him, and con
sider it an honor and privilege to have 
him on our subcommittee. 

The gentleman is exactly correct, 
Mr. Chairman, in his understanding as 
to the committee action. I would like 
to call the gentleman's attention, as 
he well knows, to that part of the 
report which appears on page 207, and 
I quote as follows: 

Approval of this request does not affect 
the entitlement of the merchant seaman to 
Federally subsidized health care which the 
President _has_pr~oposed be eliminated. This 
issue is outside of the jurisdiction of the Ap
propriations Committee • • • 

That is the way we held at the 
markup, and as the gentleman knows, 
in addition to that, when the question 
was raised as to Public Law 93- 155, we 
emphatically stated that under no cir
cumstances could we on our subcom
mittee change that law. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen
tleman for his comment. It has been a 
real pleasure to work with the gentle
man in the committee. I might also 
thank him for his assistance in this 
particular bill and for his outstanding 
leadership on the committee with re
spect to this matter. 

The language as I understand it in 
the report binds our committee to seri
ously consider a request to add funds 
to the 1982 bill to upgrade a particular 
facility if a community makes a firm 
commitment to take over a hospital. 
Such language is vital to those areas 
which are impacted by the decision to 
close these public health facilities. 
Could the gentleman from Kentucky 
clarify for me if, under this bill, future 
funding is possible in the event a com
munity is working closely with a pri
vate concern for the taking over of a 
hospital? 

Mr. NATCHER. I would like to say 
to the gentleman that he is correct, 
and certainly every consideration 
would be given to such a request. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen
tleman for his clarification. This is ex
tremely important to me because such 
an interest could arise in several of 
these locations. My own city, the city 
of New Orleans, had a similar problem 
some years ago with another Federal 
hospital, and with the magnificent 
help of the gentlewoman from Louisi
ana <Mrs. BoGGS) who has been a 
champion for the cause of public 
health hospitals since she has entered 
office, we were able to work out an ar
rangement with private concerns to 
take over the hospital. Hopefully, if it 
is feasible and if indeed the hospital is 
closed as a public health facility, we 
may be able to do the same in this 
case. 

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. At this time I 
would be delighted to yield to the gen
tlewoman from Louisiana. 

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
delighted to have the gentleman yield. 
I thank the gentleman for his leader
ship in this regard, and as he also 
knows, of course, the New Orleans 
Hospital is an areawide hospital. 
There are seven clinics in seven differ
ent cities, including one in San Juan, 
Puerto Rico, that are within the satel-
1ite area of the New Orleans Hospital. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would hope that in 
any consideration of the closing of any 
public sector arrangements, we would 
consider those satellite facilities as 
well. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
agree with and thank the gentlewom
an from Louisiana <Mrs. BoGGS) for 
her comments. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purpose 
of engaging in a colloquy with the dis
tinguished chairman of committee, 
the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
NATCHER). 

The legislation we are considering 
rescinds $751.2 million from the Com
prehensive Employment and Training 
Act <CETA) program; and $234.5 mil
lion from the CET A countercyclical 
public service jobs program. Both of 
these rescissions have been requested 
by the administration and as this body 
acts to rescind these funds, Mr. Chair
man, I think it is of the utmost impor
tance that we insure that the Depart
ment of Labor act fairly and responsi
bly in implementing the changes that 
will occur as a result of the enactment 
of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that the 
Department of Labor has already 
moved to reduce the staff of the Em
ployment and Training Administra
tion by 160 slots; however, it is 
planned that 50 percent of this staff 
reduction, or 80 positions, will be 
taken from the Bureau of Apprentice
ship Programs. This action cannot be 
called responsible and can be expected 
to severely cripple one very important 
aspect of the CETA operation by 
denying local apprenticeship councils 
the services of the Bureau. 

Given that this body cannot reason
ably be expected to oversee all of the 
changes that are likely to occur as a 
result of this legislation; I recommend 
that the Department of Labor be in
structed to equally disperse all staff 
reductions so as to prevent any single 
bureau, administration, or other struc
tural unit, from experiencing a dispro
portionate share of staff reductions. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
CLAY) yield to me at this point? 
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Mr. CLAY. I will be pleased to yield 

to the gentleman from Kentucky. 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, as 

the distinguished gentleman from Mis
souri <Mr. CLAY) has stated to the 
House, this is an important matter. 

This is a matter that can be brought 
to the attention of our subcommittee 
during the markup of the bill on the 
fiscal year 1982 appropriations. We are 
now in the process of holding hear
ings. We are just about through the 
hearings on this particular bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to the gentle
man from Missouri that every consid
eration will be given to his request 
during the hearings and at the 
markup of the bill. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
NATCHER). 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ALBOSTA 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 

A LETTER TO POPE JOHN PAUL II 
Mr. ALBOSTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

have a letter that I am going to send 
to the Pope on Monday, May 18, and 
any Member who would like to sign 
that letter wishing him well is invited 
to sign. It is a very short letter, and I 
will not even bother to read it now. 

One of my staff people is out in the 
Rayburn room right now taking signa
tures, and I would hope that all the 
Members would get their names on 
this letter. We are going to get it out 
to the Pope on Monday. 

I thank the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SOLDIERS' AND AIRMEN'S HOME 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

For an additional amount for "Operation 
and maintenance," $755,000, to be paid from 
the Soldiers' and Airmen's Home permanent 
fund. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offer ed by Mr. WALKER: On 

page 79, after line 25, insert the following: 
No part of any appropriation contained in 

this chapter shall be used in connection 
with the issuance, implementation, or en
forcement of any rule, regulation, standard, 
guideline, recommendation, or order which 
includes any ratio, quota, or other numeri
cal requirement related to race. creed, color, 
national origin, or sex, and which requires 
any individual or entity to take any action 
with respect t o Cl ) the hiring or promotion 
policies or practices of such individual or 
entity, (2) the admissions policies or prac
tices of such individual or entity. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment that I am offering here 

would not, I would hope, have to take 
the time of the committee for a lot of 
debate, because it is precisely the same 
language that this House has included 
in appropriation bills for the last sev
eral years and which places antiquota 
language in the Health and Human 
Services and Education and Labor 
budgets. This amendment would stop 
the use of discriminatory quotas in 
education and employment. The lan
guage is exactly the same as that 
which the House has previously put in 
continuing appropriations and regular 
appropriations bills. I would ask its 
adoption. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. WALKER. I am glad to yield to 
the chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, we 
ask for a vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. WALKER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 102. No part of the funds appropri

ated by this or any other Act or resolution 
shall be available for planning or adminis
tering any user-reimbursement program or 
policy that requires reimbursement for com
puter services and equipment provided by 
the House Information Systems to the com
mittees of the House of Representatives or 
the House Leadership offices. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GONZALEZ 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GoNZALEz: On 

page 81, after line 7, add the following new 
section: 

SEc. 103. No part of the funds appropri
ated by this or any other Act or resolution 
shall be available for payment of subsidies 
for operation of either the Senate or House 
restaurants. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, Ire
serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi <Mr. WHITTEN) re
serves a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
GONZALEZ) is recognized for 5 minutes 
in support of his amendment. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, this 
is a very simple amendment. It is what 
I call an equal-sacrifice amendment. 

It has always been very interesting 
to me to see how consistent all of 
those who are asking other Americans 
to be frugal and to make sacrifices 
themselves seem quite reluctant to 
participate in that sacrifice. Last week 
we enacted a budget that calls upon 
poor people to make great sacrifices in 
the name of a sound economic nation
al policy. Yesterday in obedience to 
that call, the Agriculture Committees 
on both sides of the Capitol approved 
plans that would knock about 1 mil
lion people off the food stamp rolls. 

So we are asking the poor to give up 
something very substantial in this war 
against inflation, namely, their assist
ance for buying food. Yet we in the 
higher salaried brackets, we who are 
well paid, are enjoying subsidized food. 
In fact, we have our food stamps or 
equivalent in our subsidized facilities, 
and I find that to be interesting 
enough. Although the House side has 
been pretty good, it still is subsidized, 
and it still even has a deficit. I find a 
pretty big deficit on the other side. 

We do not even know how much it 
takes to operate the White House 
mess. Why should dedicated Presiden
tial knife wielders eat subsidized 
meals, with no question of reduction, 
when millions of poor people are in 
line to lose their food assistance? 

All I am suggesting is that when we 
demand that the poor lay their stom
achs on the line, we can also put our 
stomachs on the line. If they can pay 
their own way, then I think we should 
also. If the restraurants on either side 
are enjoying a million-dollar subsidy, I 
think they can give that up in the 
name of equal sacrifice. 

The way I calculate it under this 
amendment is that the sacrifice would 
amount to $1 for every person who is 
thrown off the food stamp program. 
Let us say $1 billion would be saved by 
the food stamp reduction. My equal
sacrifice amendment would require 
the Congress to give up $1 for every 
$1,000 given up by the poor. I can see 
the accounting now, $1 from us, $1,000 
from the poor. 

They give up the possibility of 
buying chicken; we cut out subsidized 
T-hone steaks and maybe a couple of 
beers, maybe only one beer, the way 
the prices are going up. They give up 
the possibility of buying milk; we give 
up the subsidy on custards. They give 
up fresh fruits and vegetables; we give 
up our subsidized Scarsdale diets. 

I am not asking that we give up 
much, only that if we are moving to 
kill food stamps for 1 million people 
and if we are moving to kill subsidized 
school lunches for 1 million more, why 
can we not pay the full price of our 
own lunches? If a first-grader can pay 
the going rate, then I think we can 
pay the full tab, too. 

Mr. Chairman, if some sacrifice is re
quired from the stomachs of people in 
need, surely we who are not in that 
need can give up a little bit of a subsi
dized meal. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Mississippi <Mr. WHITTEN) 
insist on his point of order? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to have the attention of my 
colleagues. I hesitate to proceed, but I 
reserved the point of order, as the gen
tleman will recall. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Mississippi <Mr. WHITTEN) 
move to strike the last word? 
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Mr. WH~TTEN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

hesitate to make this point, but the 
Committee on Appropriations this last 
week worked through the lunch hour 
many times. I went 3 days without any 
lunch. I am serious about this, because 
when we did get through, the lines 
were so long everywhere we went 
around this Capitol that we just 
simply could not get in and we did not 
have the time. 

Folks do not realize that there are 
40 or 50 Members who get so busy that 
they have this problem. I know, too, 
that the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
GoNZALEZ), is one of the harder work
ers in this Congress, but this is the sit
uation. Let me say that there is no 
way or hardly any way to break even 
on a restaurant that serves the public 
one meal a day, and that is approxi
mately what happens. But if the work 
of this Congress is delayed, the extent 
of the delay is lessened if we have 
some kind of food available here to eat 
and to continue to work. 

On the bill that we have before us, 
we met at 9:30 and we went until 2:30 
without break, considering over 500 
items. I am just saying that to have 
this food available around here is 
highly necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, my point of order is 
that the gentleman proposed to in
clude language in the bill that funds 
made available in other appropriation 
acts are not to be covered by this one, 
and that is clearly subject to a point of 
order. I have, therefore, to insist on 
my point of order at this point. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that my 
friend, the gentleman from Texas, un
derstands that everybody's work is not 
as regulated as that of some of us on 
committees. When they wish to eat, 
they can eat, but we have to eat when 
we can. I insist on my point of order. 

0 1815 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle

man from Texas desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. GONZALEZ. If the chairman 
please, I did not quite grasp the basis 
of the point of order. I wonder if I 
could have a very brief summation of 
the reason for the point of order-the 
basis for it. 

Mr. WHITTEN. On the basis that it 
is essential and economical, economi
cal for the country and for the Con
gress to have food available around 
here. That is the reason I make it; but 
the point of order is that it goes to 
other provisions in the act which are 
not before the Congress, which clearly 
is reaching out and amounts to legisla
tion, changing the existing act. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Well, I am address
ing the amendment to this title. 

Mr. WHITTEN. It is clause 2, rule 
XXI, is the reference to which I make 

this, but that in everyday language is 
the reason. 

I hope the gentleman will withdraw 
his amendment. The gentleman sees 
his experience and I am telling the 
gentleman what some of the rest of us 
have. 

Now, the prices are out of this world 
that you pay if you are conscious of 
that, and I know the gentleman is. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Texas wish to be heard fur
ther on the point of order? 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Well, I will be glad 
to yield, even though I have not had a 
chance to address the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
recognize the gentleman from Massa
chusetts if he desires to be heard on 
the point of order. 

Mr. CONTE. I will be very, very 
brief. The point of order is that it goes 
beyond this bill, to use the words 
"funds appropriated by this or any 
other act." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre
pared to rule. 

The Chair would cite Deschler's Pro
cedures, chapter 26, section 3.3, which 
reads as follows: 

An amendment to a general appropriation 
bill in the form of a limitation which is ap
plicable also to funds appropriated in other 
acts is legislation and not in order. 

That is the point of order made by 
the gentleman from Mississippi and 
the Chair, therefore, sustains the 
point of order. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to clarify a false impression that 
this amendment creates. There is no 
subsidy being paid or appropriated in 
this or any other appropriation bill to 
subsidize the operation of the House 
restaurant system. The restaurant 
system is under the control and able 
leadership of the gentleman from Ten
nessee, Mr. En JONES, and his Services 
Subcommittee of the Committee on 
House Administration. That Commit
tee has supervised the restaurant 
system since 1971, as was directed by 
House Resolution 317. 

House Resolution 317 of the 92d 
Congress sets up a revolving fund to 
insure that the restaurant system 
would operate on a self -sustaining 
basis. The operation of the fund as 
well as the restaurants, and related ac
tivities, are managed by the Services 
Subcommittee. 

According to the most recent audit 
of the restaurant fund by the General 
Accounting Office, the system earned 
an $11,000 profit in fiscal year 1980, 
the latest year for which financial 
data are available. Not 1 cent of appro
priated money was used. 

Since 1977, the restaurant system 
has earned a profit of $449,320.03. 
These profits have all been turned 
over to the U.S. Treasury. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
URBAN DISCRETIONARY GRANTS 

<DEFERRAL) 

Of the funds appropriated under this 
head in the Department of Transportation 
and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 
1981, $210,000,000 shall not become availa
ble for obligation until October 1, 1981: Pro
vided, That this deferral shall consist of 
$23,000,000 from bus and bus related proj
ects, $28,000,000 from existing rail systems 
modernization and extensions, $67,000,000 
from new systems and downtown people 
movers, $52,000,000 from urban initiatives, 
$15,000,000 from planning, $15,000,000 from 
innovative techniques and $10,000,000 from 
technology introduction. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the committee has 
recommended in this chapter funding 
of $221,402,000, which is a cut of 
$112,960,000 from the request of 
$334,362,000. Additional funding of 
$17,938,000 was also approved for the 
family housing pay raise and appears 
in that section of the bill. A deferral of 
$92 million has also been recom
mended in the bill. 

In my first appearance on the floor 
as a subcommittee chairman, I am 
pleased to present these recommenda
tions which were unanimously ap
proved by the committee. I also wish 
to thank my distinguished colleague, 
Mr. REGULA, of Ohio, for his diligent 
work, generous support, and participa
tion in our subcommittee's delibera
tions. 

I wish first to note that although 
the committee strongly supports de
fense spending, it is vitally interested 
in assuring that only necessary funds 
are appropriated. The committee takes 
very seriously its responsibility to 
review these large program increases 
to assure that, in these times of 
budgetary decreases in other areas, we 
get the best use of our dollar. 

The committee has approved $90 
million for additional planning and 
design funds to allow for an anticipat
ed expansion of the fiscal year 1982 
and fiscal year 1983 programs. It has 
also approved an additional $112 mil
lion for family housing to improve the 
quality of life for our military. In addi
tion, $19 million has been approved 
for project starts to meet operational 
dates for the Army, Marine Corps, and 
Air Force. 

Reductions have been made for proj
ects that were not of an urgent nature, 
could not be obligated in an orderly 
fashion in fiscal year 1981, or were not 
fully justified. 

The major reductions include a de
ferral of $92 million and a reduction of 
$26.5 million for MX planning and 
design. This was done because of the 
President's ongoing review of the MX 
plan and delays in the environmental 
impact statement. This action is rec
ommended to assure that planning 
and design funds are not used for any 
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contracts until final decisions on the 
MX basing mode have been resolved. 

Also, a reduction of $26 million from 
Air Force and Army rapid deployment 
force planning has been recommend
ed. 

The Secretary of Defense's request 
for contingency funds has been re
duced by $10 million because of the 
availability of sufficient funds. Var
ious other reductions have been made 
because of the lack of urgency or the 
inability to obligate funds in fiscal 
year 1981. 

Mr. Chairman, I heartily recom
mend that the recommendations of 
the committee on the military con
struction chapter be adopted as re
ported to the Committee of the 
Whole. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. FIEDLER 
Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. FIEDLER: On 

page 93, strike lines 15- 24 and substitute in 
lieu thereof: 

Of the funds appropriated under this 
head in the Department of Transportation 
and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 
1981, $238,500,000 shall not become availa
ble for obligation until October 1, 1981: Pro
vided, That this deferral shall consist of 
$23,000,000 from bus and bus-related proj
ects, $28,000,000 from existing rail systems 
modernization and extensions, $95,500,000 
from new systems and downtown people 
movers, $52,000,000 from urban initiatives, 
$15,000,000 from planning, $15,000,000 from 
innovative techniques, and $10,000,000 from 
technology introduction. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to amend H.R. 3512 to further delete 
$28.5 million. The specific project I am 
moving to defer is the "downtown 
people mover" in Los Angeles. Beyond 
the fact that this project is an attempt 
to undo the President's economic pro
gram and the Latta-Gramm amend
ment, this project is an utter waste of 
tax dollars. 

Let me explain briefly what I mean. 
First, this project will end up costing 
millions of tax dollars. When original
ly conceived, it was supposed to cost 
$124 million. Recent estimates put the 
price tag for the full system at $259 
million, although proponents are now 
willing to scale that back to $175 mil
lion; so we are actually saving many 
more millions by deferring this $28.5 
million today. 

The project would place a Disney 
Land monorail around 2.9 miles of 
downtown Los Angeles. This is an area 
that is virtually deserted except 
during business hours. This is not a 
mass transit system. It will not take 
cars off the Los Angeles Freeway be
cause in order to get to this monorail, 
you would have to travel either by bus 
or vehicle to reach it. 

The GAO says this area would be 
better off served by bus rather than 
by rail transit and there is already a 

minibus service operating very success
fully. 

Furthermore, every independent 
group that has looked at this project 
has recommended that it not be built. 
For example, a citizens advisory com
mittee was formed to study it and they 
spent 1 year doing so. The advisory 
committee recommended that the Los 
Angeles people mover not be built. 

The Society of Professional Engi
neers recommends against it as do the 
League of Women Voters and the 
city's major papers and radio and tele
vision stations. 

In short, except for a small group of 
special interests, no one wants this 
project. 

Los Angeles has severe transporta
tion problems and this particular 
project would do nothing to alleviate 
them. It does not take our disadvan
taged citizens from where they live to 
where they can find jobs, so what we 
have is a project that does not make 
economic sense. It does not make 
transportation sense. 

We are going to be making some ex
tremely difficult decisions in the 
House in the next few months con
cerning funding for various projects 
and programs. Why should we spend 
this $28.5 million today and eventually 
millions of dollars more to fund a 
project that every independent observ
er says is not a good idea. I believe 
each project must be looked at individ
ually. There may be places in this 
country where a people mover project 
would be viable. In Los Angeles it is 
not. 

The taxpayers in this country do not 
need to have their money wasted, so I 
ask you to join with me today in 
voting in favor of deferring this addi
tional $28.5 million from H.R. 3512. 
The taxpayers who pay the bills and 
the people who need real transporta
tion solutions will thank you. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to tell 
you the true facts with regard to this 
project. The downtown people mover 
is all located in my district. I have rep
resented this area since 1949. I was 
then a member of the Los Angeles 
City Council. I was involved in the re
development plans for that area and I 
know its needs better than anyone in 
this House or any bureaucrat in the 
Federal Government. 

The people mover will run from the 
convention center to Union Station, 
each of which will have a satellite 
parking area so that people coming 
from all over the city can park there 
and then take the people mover to 
their destination in the downtown sec
tion. 

There are 147,000 employees, 12,000 
residents, and 1,500 businesses located 
in this area. The system will provide 
mobility, and reduce air pollution be
cause the cars parked in these satel-

lites will not be coming into the down
town section of Los Angeles. 

The system will require no Govern
ment subsidy once it is operational. 

Buildings have been and are being 
constructed to accommodate the 
downtown people mover. For an exam
ple, $3 billion of private construction 
have been predicated on the system 
and businesses have already started to 
spend money for tunnels and other 
things that are needed to accommo
date the general public that will come 
into this area. 

It is said that there is no support for 
this project, but that is not true. This 
project has been supported by the Los 
Angeles Civic Council since 1947. 

It is supported by the board of su
pervisors and the Southern California 
Rapid Transit District. 

It is supported also by the Southern 
California Council of Governments, 
and by the Los Angeles Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Every union in Los Angeles that I 
know of supports this program and it 
is also heavily supported by the busi
ness community. 

I do not understand how anyone can 
take the position that no one wants 
this project when the truth of the 
matter is that it has broad support. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read 
parts of a letter sent to me by the 
mayor of the city. The mayor has this 
to say: 

I am disturbed to hear that those who 
oppose a continuing Federal commitment 
are portraying our own efforts as those of a 
"small number of special interest groups." 

0 1830 

Not only have the city council and I sup
ported this project continuously over the 
past 5 years, but the project is an integral 
part of the Los Angeles County Transporta
tion Commission's four-part program to 
bring a comprehensive transportation 
system to our city and to our area. 

I am further distressed-

The mayor goes on-
that a total project cost figure of $250 mil
lion is being used by those opposing the 
project. The project has always been esti
mated to cost approximately $175 million, 
and despite inflationary pressures that have 
forced some adjustments in the scope of the 
project, we anticipate the cost remaining at 
that level. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Not at this point
This is an important project for the City 

of Los Angeles. It is an integral part of our 
downtown revitalization program where 
over $3 billion in development is currently 
under construction and/or committed. Fur
thermore, based on the commitment of the 
Federal Government to the DPM, develop
ers along the DPM route have already in
vested millions of dollars in improvements 
linked directly to· the construction of the 
DPM. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from California <Mr. 
RoYBAL) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. RoYBAL 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman the 
mayor goes on-

A portion of the DPM tunnel is presently 
under construction as part of the Crocker 
Center complex and easements over the 
DPM were provided by Security Pacific 
Bank and the World Trade Center develop
ers as part of their development plans. 

Again indicating that the business 
community is behind this project. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Not at tnis point. 
The mayor says-
For those who have criticized the need fe-r 

this type of major downtown circulation 
system, I question when they last have vis
ited downtown or the depth of their knowl
edge of overall transportation plans. 

He goes on to say: 
I need not tell you of the new spirit in 

downtown Los Angeles where a 1,100-unit 
apartment senior center is nearing comple
tion on one of the planned DPM stations 
and where the first element of a 4,000-unit 
mixed income complex is soon to get under 
construction. 

These are people who would be 
served by this unit. In addition, the 
mayor says: 

The system is an integral part of a major 
proposed retail complex. While there are al
ready 1,500 businesses and 140,000 employ
ees in the DPM corridor, we have plans for 
even greater community revitalization. The 
system makes both economic and long-term 
mobility sense for the Los Angeles commu
nity. 

Mr. Chairman, this comes from a 
mayor that was just recently reelected 
to a third term by the largest majority 
ever received by anyone ever elected 
mayor in the city of Los Angeles. The 
downtown people-mover project was 
on his program when he was cam
paigning for reelection, so I can assure 
you that it has the overwhelming sup
port of the people of Los Angeles. I 
hope that every Member of this House 
takes a position based on facts, and on 
the true need for this project in the 
downtown section of Los Angeles. 

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

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. ROEMER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding, just to establish the 
facts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. 
RoYBAL) has expired. 

At the request of Mr. RoEMER, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. RoYBAL 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. ROEMER. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, is this the first or 
the last in a series of payments for 
this project? Where does it stand? 

Mr. ROYBAL. There has already 
been a payment made in the past of 
approximately $16 million. This i-s the 
second payment that is being request
ed. There is a program almost com
pleted whereby the business communi
ty has agreed to establish an assess
ment district to defray operational 
and maintenance costs. This is some
thing that is unique for the private 
sector, as the gentleman knows. 

Mr. ROEMER. I thank the gentle
man. My question, though is to the 
point: Are there any additional Feder
al funds needed to complete the 
project? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Probably to complete 
the project there will be additional 
funds needed ·not to exceed $116 mil
lion. 

Mr. ROEMER. $116 million in addi
tion? 

Mr. ROYBAL. That will probably be 
the total. 

Mr. ROEMER. I see. I have one final 
question. What about the report we 
have heard from the well just a 
minute ago, trying to establish the 
facts, that a citizens' group in Los An
geles studied it for 1 year and reported 
unfavorably on the project? 

Mr. ROYBAL. The citizens' group 
did not report unfavorably on that 
project. The citizens' group made rec
ommendations with regard to the 
project, and their recommendations 
have been incorporated in the new re
vised project now being presented to 
this House. 

Mr. ROEMER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Ms. FIEDLER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. I would like to dis
pute the statement the gentleman 
made regarding the citizens' study. I 
have it right here with me and would 
be happy to show it to anybody who 
would like to see the specific language 
where they clearly state that they do 
not support it, that they do not feel it 
is the best form of transportation, 
that it is not as cost effective as they 
would like to see, and that they have 
many grave concerns about it. 

But further regarding the issue that 
there has been a commitment on the 
part of the Federal Government, I in
quired of the Department of Trans
portation today to check out whether 
or not that is true. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. 
RoYBAL) has expired. 

<At the request of Ms. FIEDLER, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. RoYBAL 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Ms. FIEDLER. If the gentleman 
would continue to yield, I received a 
letter from the Department of Trans
portation, the Policy Department, 
where it says: 

let me emphasize that the Federal 
Government has never legally or morally 
obligated itself to this project by the issu
ance of the appropriate legal document 
Oetter of intent). 

It further goes on to say: 
I must reiterate that our letter of intent 

procedure, as mandated by congressional 
appropriation and authorizing legislation is 
the only sure commitment of Federal funds 
<subject, of course, to actual appropriations) 
other than an actual grant itself. Local offi
cials and businesses have always been aware 
of this legislatively imposed requirement. 

We, therefore, do not feel that Los Ange
les has a commitment from us to construct a 
DPM, and oppose its specific inclusion in 
our program because of the serious financial 
pressure it would put on our efforts to con
trol spending. 

I will simply state that I believe 
there is a small special-interest group 
that would surely be benefited by this 
project. 

Mr. ROYBAL. May I respond to 
that. I have already read a large list of 
groups and organizations supporting 
the program including the chamber of 
commerce, the unions, the downtown 
businessmen. 

The chamber of commerce is, of 
course, involved through its business 
members, from all over the city, so the 
gentlewoman is mistaken when she 
even suggests that only a small spe
cial-interest group is backing the 
project. This is something that the 
city of Los Angeles desperately needs 
and something that was committed, I 
think, under the Nixon and Ford ad
ministration. The Los Angeles propos
al was accepted in competition with 
other cities and the entire country. It 
has broad support, not just from a few 
individuals, but a cross section of 
people in the city of Los Angeles. 

With regard to this so-called citi
zens' committee, I do not know who 
appointed the citizens' committee. My 
understanding is that they were self
appointed. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I will yield at this 
point. 

Ms. FIEDLER. That citizens' com
mittee was appointed specifically by 
the mayor of the city to study the 
issue. They were roughly the citizens 
who participated, and I just needed to 
clarify that. 

Mr. ROYBAL. That is not the infor
mation I have at all. The information 
is that it was a self-appointed commit
tee that volunteered its service. The 
recommendations made by the com
mittee, however, are now in this plan. 
They did not turn it down. They criti
cized it, and the plan was corrected to 
meet criticisms that were advanced by 
members of that committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. 
RoYBAL) has expired. 

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
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words, and I rise in support of the gen
tlewoman's amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of 
people of good will and proper motiva
tion on both sides of this very contro
versial issue, but I think the best time 
to stop a project of this nature is 
before it is begun. I would remind my 
colleagues that we are talking about 
2.9 miles of people mover at a cost of 
some $250 million. My arithmetic tells 
me that is about $80 million a mile to 
go from the train station to the con
vention center. 

Most people going to conventions do 
not go by train to Los Angeles. But un
doubtedly commitments have been 
made by past administrations, both 
Republican and Democratic, and, 
indeed, commitments may have been 
made by this Congress. But I feel, Mr. 
Chairman, that a lot of commitments 
have been made that cannot and 
should not be kept, in the public inter
est. There is not unanimity of support 
in the local community at all. The 
community is divided. 

There has been a very critical GAO 
report of the people mover business in 
general, and I believe that an expendi
ture of $250 million in these critical 
times for what I consider to be a ques
tionable operation of 2.9 miles in 
downtown Los Angeles is not in the in
terests of the taxpayers of this coun
try. What I think would come under 
the jurisdiction of transportation and 
of much more importance would be 
the Los Angeles to San Diego corridor 
which would serve 11 million people 
on Amtrak. We are going to have to 
find every nickel we can lay our hands 
on to support those sections of 
Amtrak that are heavily used and 
ought to be supported. 

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

Mr. BURGENER. I would be pleased 
to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I appreciate his interest 
in the San Diego-Los Angeles Amtrak 
corridor and share his enthusiasm for 
increased ridership on that route. I 
would simply point out that the 
people mover will be the connecting 
link between the Los Angeles-Wilshire 
corridor subway system and the Union 
Rail Station. For those people who 
wish to take a transit system in order 
to travel to a major rail link between 
other major cities and downtown Los 
Angeles, this system will provide an in
tegral link. It will permit them to 
make that connection without getting 
into their automobiles and that is very 
important for the low-income people. 

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

Mr. BURGENER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. Did I understand the 
gentleman to say that this is going to 
cost $80 million a mile? 

Mr. BURGENER. That is correct. 
Mr. WALKER. I guess we can be 

thankful it is only a couple of miles 
long. 

Mr. BURGENER. I thank the gen
tleman for his contribution. 

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

Mr. BURGENER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DIXON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. The gentleman from Cali
fornia continues to use the figure of 
$250 million. That in fact was the 
figure reported in the paper, and at 
one time the figure estimated, but it is 
a fact that the figure now is $163 mil
lion, not $250 million. So in the state
ment, although at one time that figure 
was used, those who are opposed obvi
ously would like to .continue to use 
that figure, but the fact is that it is 40 
percent less than the original figure. 

Mr. BURGENER. I thank the gen
tleman for his contribution. Even as
suming that it is $150 million in round 
figures, that comes to $50 million a 
mile. I think we have to consider once 
in awhile around here not only what 
might be nice but what we can really 
and truly afford. In my best judgment, 
I think we cannot afford this, and I 
urge my colleagues to adopt the 
amendment. 

Mr. BENJAMIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would first clarify 
the containment of this section of the 
supplemental appropriations bill 
within the framework of the Gramm
Latta amendment. The President re
quested $900 million of supplemental 
appropriations; the committee recom
mends $780 million. The President rec
ommended two rescissions for $36.2 
million; the committee provides three 
rescissions for $69.2 million. The Presi
dent recommended deferrals of $210 
million; the committee provides defer
rals of $210 million. 

Planning for the Los Angeles down
town people mover began in 1969 as an 
integral part of the improvement of its 
regional freeway and transit system. 

Los Angeles has a critical traffic con
gestion problem that will increase 
with developments in process that add 
almost 60,000 employees and $3 billion 
of new construction before 1990-
predicated in major part on the down
town people mover. 

Unfortunately, additional buses and 
street improvements alone will not 
solve the problem and would probably 
exacerbate the already critical air pol
lution problem. 

The DPM, planned and partially ini
tiated, is a system of automated vehi
cles operating on a 2.9-mile grade-sepa
rated guideway. It will include 11 sta
tions and facilities for transferring to 
other modes of travel at both ends. It 
will run from the convention center to 

Union Station, serving an area of 
147,000 employees, 12,000 residents, 
and 1,500 businesses. Around 70,000 
passengers per day will ride the 
system by 1990. The system will pro
vide mobility, reduce air pollution, and 
will permit the heart of the Los Ange
les region to operate. It can be expand
ed easily. 

Implementation of a downtown 
people mover was adopted by the Los 
Angeles City Council in 1974 as part of 
the official plan for the city. The 
downtown people mover program was 
supported by the Nixon, Ford, and 
Carter administrations. In 1976 it com
peted with 38 other communities to be 
a part of our national policy. It was se
lected as a tier 1 city and is the only 
tier 1 city which has a viable project. 

In 1976, Transportation Secretary 
William Coleman committed $11 mil
lion for engineering of the project. He 
further stated that subject to environ
mental clearances and other statutory 
conditions, it was UMTA's intention to 
provide up to $100 million from the 
discretionary capital grant fund to the 
project. 

In April 1980, Transportation Secre
tary Neil Goldschmidt advised that 
DOT would provide the full Federal 
share of the estimated $175 million 
cost if the environmental require
ments were met. The environmental 
impact statement for the project was 
satisfactorily completed on July 14, 
1980. 

As a consequence, the 96th Congress 
approved $41.5 million for the start of 
construction with $70 million project
ed for 1982. However, because of Fed
eral spending reductions, the supple
mental bill before you reduces the 
$41.5 million to $28.5 million for fiscal 
year 1981. The consideration for fiscal 
year 1982 will not be $70 million but 
$13 million which represents the por
tion your committee deferred from the 
fiscal year 1981 spending. At this time, 
there is no commitment beyond the 
1981 appropriations and no projection 
beyond 1982 for this project. 

To date, Los Angeles taxpayers have 
helped pay for construction of rapid 
transit systems in every major U.S. 
city except their own. The funding in 
the 1981 appropriations bill for the 
downtown people mover now proposed 
to be struck by the pending amend
ment, is the first Federal tax dollars to 
be returned to Los Angeles for con
struction of a transit project. 

A thousand feet of people mover 
tunnel construction has been complet
ed through the Crocker Center; 500 
more feet of tunnel will get underway 
with the construction of the billion 
dollar California Center development. 
Core borings have been completed at 
numerous locations along the route. 

Today, cost is a key concern on the 
public's mind. Five years ago when al
ternatives for downtown transporta-
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tion were being evaluated, planners 
recognized that cost would become an 
increasingly important factor. It was 
concern about rising costs in all trans
portation sectors-cars, buses, and 
parking, that attracted attention to 
people mover technology. People 
movers are extremely cost effective. 
Low operating costs are possible 
through automation. Drivers are not 
required on board vehicles. People 
movers operating in airports and at 
other locations show excellent public 
acceptance and safe operation with 
automated transit vehicles. Construc
tion costs are also very reasonable. 

p:'oday, more than $15 million in pri
vate sector construction has gone into 
the Los Angeles downtown people 
mover. The Federal Government has 
spent $18.7 million and other public 
agencies have contributed $6 million. 

The $3 billion of new construction in 
Los Angeles adding 60,000 people to 
downtown's employment population 
will otherwise require more than 
30,000 additional parking spaces. The 
cost of these parking spaces is well 
over $500 million-a cost which even
tually must be paid by downtown em
ployees, shoppers, and visitors in the 
form of rapidly escalating parking 
fees. Just as important is the fact that 
downtown streets and freeways will 
not accommodate the additional cars 
and traffic. 

The people mover will allow parking 
facilities to be built on the fringe of 
downtown and provide a quick, safe, 
and efficient method of transfer into 
the downtown area. It will also tie in 
with regional transit service at the 
Convention Center and Union Station 
and encourage commuters to use 
Amtrak, commuter rail, freeway ex
press buses and carpools, thereby re
ducing traffic congestion on approach
ing freeways. Over 4 7 percent of 
people mover riders will be transfer
ring from regional rail and bus lines. 
1 These figures and the Federal Com
mitment demonstrate the importance 
of the Los Angeles downtown people 
mover to that area and the Nation. I 
urge the rejection of the amendment. 

I 
I 0 1845 

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

Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. It 
has been said that this people mover 
was to take people from the train sta
tion to the Civic Center in Los Ange
les, and I guess what we should be 
worrying about is whether any people 
will be coming into the train station. 

The administration opposes this ear
marking of funds for this people 
mover. I opposed this earmarking in 
the subcommittee, this proposed ear
marking of funds for this people 
mover. 

Let us make no mistake about it. 
What this is the camel's nose under 

the tent. It is the first installment, 
and you can argue about the amount 
of dough, but it will be $250 million, 
you can bet on that, and you can bet it 
will be more before we are through. 

It has been said that there is a com
mitment to proceed with this project. 
Let me be clear that there is no com
mitment to proceed with this. 

I have in my hand a letter from the 
Administrator of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration, Mr. 
Teele who, and I quote, says: 

Pursuant to my recent testimony, it 
should be noted that these letters are not 
binding instruments nor do they obligate 
the Department of Transportation in any 
way. 

So there is no commitment to this 
project. 

This is the time to stop considering 
this project. If we start funding it, we 
will never stop funding it, as we have 
so many other things. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of 
the amendment. 

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to associate myself 
with the remarks of the gentleman 
and with the statements of the gentle
woman from California. 

I support this amendment. I think it 
is imperative that we made cuts to 
bring the deficit down to affect inter
est rates. I am concerned about the 
out years, whether this expenditure is 
within budget or not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from California <Ms. FIEDLER). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 244, noes 
156, not voting 30, as follows: 

Albosta 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Bad ham 
Bafalis 
Bailey <MO> 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bliley 
Boner 
Bouquard 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Broyhill 

[Roll No. 43] 
AYES-244 

Burgener 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman 
Collins <TX) 
Conable 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D 'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 

Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dyson 
Eckart 
Edwards <AL) 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Evans <DE> 

Evans <IA) Lent 
Fenwick Lewis 
Fiedler Livingston 
Fields Loeffler 
Findley Long <MD> 
Fish Lott 
Flippo Lowery 
Forsythe Lujan 
Fountain Luken 
Frenzel Lungren 
Frost Madigan 
Gephardt Marks 
Gibbons Marlenee 
Gilman Marriott 
Gingrich Martin <ILl 
Glickman Martin <NCJ 
Goldwater Martin <NYJ 
Goodling Mazzoli 
Gradison McClory 
Gramm McCloskey 
Green McCollum 
Gregg McCurdy 
Grisham McDade 
Gunderson McDonald 
Hagedorn McEwen 
Hall <OH) McGrath 
Hall, Ralph McKinney 
Hall. Sam Michel 
Hammerschmidt Miller <OH) 
Hance Mitchell <NY) 
Hansen <IDJ Molinari 
Hatcher Montgomery 
Heckler Moore 
Heftel Moorhead 
Hendon Morrison 
Hightower Mottl 
Hiler Murphy 
Hillis Myers 
Holt Napier 
Hopkins Neal 
Horton Nichols 
Hubbard O'Brien 
Huckaby Oakar 
Hughes Parris 
Hunter Pashayan 
Hyde Paul 
Jacobs Petri 
Jeffords Porter 
Jeffries Pritchard 
Jenkins Railsback 
Johnston Regula 
Kemp Rhodes 
Kindness Rinaldo 
Kramer Ritter 
Lagomarsino Roberts <KS) 
Latta Roberts <SD> 
Leach Robinson 
Leath Roemer 
Lee Rogers 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Bailey <PA) 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Benjamin 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonier 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown <CA) 
Burton, Phillip 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Coelho 
Collins <IL) 
Conte 
Conyers 
Coyne, William 

NOES-156 

Danielson 
Daschle 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dwyer 
Early 
Edwards <CA) 
Ertel 
Evans <IN) 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Fithian 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <TN) 
Fowler 
Frank 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Ginn 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hamilton 
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Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Rudd 
Russo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 

. Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Smith <ALJ 
Smith(NEJ 
Smith <NJ) 
Smith <ORJ 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Weaver 
Weber<MN) 
Weber <OH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams<OH> 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young <FL> 
Young<MO) 

Harkin 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Holland 
Howard 
Hutto 
Jones <NCJ 
Jones <OKJ 
Jones <TNJ 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kildee 
Kogovsek 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman 
Leland 
Levitas 
Long <LA> 
Lowry 
Lundine 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McHugh 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CAJ 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell <MDJ 
Moakley 
Moffett 
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Mollohan 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Patterson 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Price 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Ratchford 

Bolling 
Brown <OH> 
Burton, John 
Cotter 
Crockett 
Deckard 
Downey 
Dymally 
Edgar 
Erlenborn 

Reuss 
Richmond 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith <IA> 
Solarz 
Stark 

Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Udall 
Vento 
Washington 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Whitten 
Williams<MT> 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Yates 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-30 
Evans <GA> 
Ford <MI> 
Hansen <UT> 
Hartnett 
Hollenbeck 
Ireland 
LeBoutillier 
Mattox 
Nelligan 
Patman 

0 1900 

Pease 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rosenthal 
Sabo 
Shamansky 
StGermain 
Tauzin 
Weiss 
Young <AK> 

Mr. HUTTO changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. CLINGER, LONG of Mary
land, NEAL, and TRAXLER changed 
their votes from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 

"Salaries and expenses", $797 ,000; 

0 1915 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask, 
on the American Battle Monuments 
Commission, the chairman or the sub
committee chairman responsible, what 
the details are behind these $797,000 
that we are appropriating in the legis
lation for the American Battle Monu
ments Commission. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chariman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. CONTE. These are American 
battle monuments that we have all 
over the world. We have cemeteries in 
France, in Italy, and in the Philip
pines. This is for the salaries and ex
penses for maintaining the graves of 
our fallen American soldiers. 

Mr. WALKER. Am I correct that 
the money that is being appropriated 
here, however, is for the purpose of 
making cost-of-living increases to the 
staff, and that the total amount of 
money here is for cost-of-living in
creased for staff? 

Mr. CONTE. That is right. 
Mr. WALKER. So we are spending 

$800,000 to pay them just cost-of
living increases for the staff of this 
Commission? 

Mr. CONTE. This money is to main
tain cemeteries for America's fallen 
soldiers. This money is for maintain
ing the grounds and buildings. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for his explanation. The only 
thing that bothers me is, when I look 
at that figure and compare it with the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, which does 
very fine work, money for the Civil 
Aeronautics Board is lower than it is 
for this Commission. I go down the list 
in the bill and find in the Commission 
on Civil Rights, which does very im
portant work in our society, it is half 
that amount. 

Mr. CONTE. I hope the CAB will be 
a lot lower in the future. As the gen
tleman knows, we have deregulated 
the airlines and they are dropping 
down on -employees, and let us hope 
they will be out of business in a couple 
of years. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man. I still cannot understand how 
the American Battle Monuments Com
mission, which certainly has some 
vital work to do, has a staff increase 
for cost of living which exceeds the 
Commission on Civil Rights by almost 
200 percent. 

Mr. CONTE. We make sure that 
they absorb every dollar possible. 

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield. 
Mr. TRAXLER. In order to assist 

the gentleman, the American Battle 
Monuments Commission has responsi
bilities overseas for the maintenance 
of our cemeteries in the various na
tions around the world where our hon
ored and hallowed dead are interred. 
These are foreign nationals, and these 
pay costs primarily go in those areas 
for those people. There are some here 
in the United States, but very few, so 
essentially those are pay cost increases 
that go for foreign nationals in order 
to maintain those cemeteries and pay 
prevailing wage rates. That is what 
the gentleman sees. 

Let me say that the American Battle 
Monuments Commission is very 
frugal. They do an excellent job, in my 
opinion. I appreciate the gentleman 
asking the question, and I sincerely 
hope this assists him in understanding 
what it is. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man. I still raise the question as to 
whether or not we ought to be spend
ing $800,000 for cost-of-living increases 
for the American Battle Monuments 
Commission when the Commission on 
Civil Rights is receiving $300,000. It 
seems to me to be a rather large dis
crepancy between the two. 

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly support 
the supplemental appropriations. 
However, we took some action yester
day in reducing funding for the 
Export-Import Bank that was wrong 

and amounted to unilateral economic 
disarmament. It was wrong because it 
was counterproductive to our favora
ble balance of trade. It was wrong be
cause it impacts negatively on Ameri
can jobs. 

The Export-Import Bank does pro
vide subsidies to some large companies 
doing business in the United States, 
and on the surface it might appear to 
be politically popular to support a re
duction in funding for so-called big 
business. But, I want the Members to 
keep in mind that in those major com
panies they are supplied by thousands 
and thousands of small suppliers who 
are employing tens of thousands of 
American workers. 

Those major U.S. companies like 
Boeing and General Electric and West
inghouse, so very easy to vote against, 
are competing in the world market. 
They are competing internationally, 
and they are competing against for
eign corporations; but they are also 
competing against foreign govern
ments. American workers can compete 
successfully against workers anywhere 
in the world if the competition is fair 
and equitable. 

There are predatory financing prac
tices going on at the present time by 
many countries, that hurt American 
business and American jobs. Just 
today, my friends, just today we en
tered into negotiations with the 
French and the English and the West 
Germans and others to end unfair 
credit practices. What have we done 
by our vote yesterday to reduce fund
ing for the Eximbank? We have taken 
away our chips before we have gotten 
to the table for bargaining. 

That vote was spectacularly ill 
timed. We do not need to take away 
the competitive position that we have 
in American business in competing in 
that world market because we are not 
willing to meet some of the problems 
that American business faces, and 
American workers face. 

Consequently, I am going to ask for 
a separate vote on the amendment by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin <Mr. 
OBEY). I hope very much that the 
Members will support strongly that 
separate vote, and send a clear signal 
to any country that we are willing to 
compete in the world market, but we 
want to eliminate unfair government 
subsidies. We need to send that mes
sage now. If we do not we are depriv
ing our negotiators of a chip that we 
should not take away. I urge a no vote 
on the Obey amendment for American 
jobs and American business. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland, Mr. Chair
man, let me say that I support the 
gentleman's statement. I hope very 
much his suggestion prevails. 
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Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, on Export, which I chair, consists of 

will the gentleman yield? 85 members, and we have identified 
Mr. EVANS. I yield to the gentle- export financing as the major issue for 

man from Arkansas. this session of the Congress. We feel 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I contributions to the Export-Import 

compliment the gentleman on his posi- Bank, particularly as they relate only 
tion. I support that position. I will not to lending authority, is an important 
take additional time, but I urge my issue for this House to support. 
colleagues to reconsider the action of Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, 
this body yesterday and vote against will the gentleman yield? 
the amendment. Mr. GIBBONS. I yield to the gentle-

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, will man from Ohio. 
the gentleman yield? Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I 

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I yield to am prepared to change my vote on 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. this. I voted for the Obey amendment, 

have no personal interest, Mr. Chair
man, in how Members vote on this 
issue. I simply want to make clear 
what it is we are voting on. 

The action that you took yesterday 
in supporting my amendment reduced 
in this bill the request for the Exim
bank to the amount requested by the 
President. The committee bill original
ly was $376 million above the Presi
dent's request in direct assistance and 
$500 million above in guarantees. 

This bill cuts programs for medical 
schools, for health, for education, for 
sewage treatment plants, and for sci-Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I but I would just like to make a couple 

would hope that we would sustain the of points. Some of the same businesses ence. If you change your ~ot~ from 
position taken -in the_ Qhey_ amend-_ that_were___affuct.e..d Q_y the Obey ~e~terday: what you are saymg Is that 
ment yesterday. I think it is very im- amendment were in here lobbying last It- Is all n~ht to de that.' but that we 
portant for us to understand that one · week for the Gramm-Latta substitute. oug~t to ,mcrease spendmg ab.ove the 
of the prime uses of the Export- Mr. GIBBONS. I am not going to try Presidents request for the Eximbank. 
Import Bank over the years has been to defend everybody in this country. Those who make the argument on 
the spread of nuclear technology All I am saying is, if you vote for Obey exports ought to remember this point: 
around the world. It has allowed nu- it is going to cost us jobs. Less than 5 percent of American ex-
clear companies in this country to give I yield back the balance of my time. ports are underwritten by the Exim-
the very unstable Third World coun-

0 1930 
bank. Sixty-seven percent of the fund-

tries the ability, not to produce elec- ing under the Eximbank goes to 
tricity, but rather to build bombs to Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I Boeing, Westinghouse, McDonnell-
destabilize this world. If we can use move to strike the last word. Douglas, Lockheed, Western Electric, 
this as an opportunity to send a signal Mr. Chairman, I will not take my and General Electric. All of those cor
that we are no longer going to allow full time, but if the gentleman will porations, as far as I know, were sup
balance-of-payment arguments, export permit me, I would just like to make a porting the President last November 
arguments, to allow the spread of nu- couple of other points. and they were supporting the Presi-
clear technology, and I think we will We are in the Eximbank underwrit- dent last Tuesday. 
have accomplished a very great deal. ing sales for big business at lower than Another point: If you are United 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I the interest rates the American people Airlines, you cannot buy a Boeing air-
move to st~ike the last word. are paying to buy homes, which is one craft on concessional interest rates, 

Mr. Chairman, the vote on the Obey consequence of the kind of monetary buy if you are a Japanese airline, you 
amendment yesterday was a mistake. policy that is contained in the admin- can but it on concessional interest 
The whole issue is jobs. The Obey istration's budget. rates, which means that the Japanese 
amendment will cost American work- What is more, it was the administra- airline is going to be flying at a com
ers jobs. One-third of all the agricul- tion that was supporting the Obey petitive advantage against American 
tural workers in the United States amendment, and I think it is time that corporations. That is not fair either. 
have their jobs J:>ecause o~ exports. business interests began to realize that If you vote no on the amendment, 
One .out of ever_Y eight Amencan wor~- they cannot have their cake and eat it you are voting to say that we can cut 
~rs m. the l!mted States have the~r too. health, education, science, and trans
~obs-mdustnal workers-have their I am for jobs, and I am going to vote portation, and payment in lieu of 
J~bs becau~e of export~. If you wa.n~ to for this motion to reconsider, but I am taxes, but you are going to exempt 
give away JObs to foreign competitiOn, getting sick and tired of being told several of the largest "big boys" in 
you vote 3:ye o~ Obey. If .you want to that we have to cut spending, we have this country from sharing the sacri
save Amencan JObs, you wil~ vote no.. to quit subsidizing the poor and the fice. That is the choice. What you are 

Mr. FRENZE~. M?r. Chairman, will disadvantaged, and at the same time doing is saying to those seven "big 
the gentleman yield. . we are going to have more subsidies guys": "We are going to exempt you." 

Mr. GIBBONS. I will be glad to for big business. . 
yield. Mr. Chairman, I think we had better The gentleman from Delaware said 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman I start thinking about those things. we have to send a message. A message 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I Mr. MARKS. Mr. Chairman, I move ~ad been sent. You have all been get
want to congratulate him and the gen- to strike the last word. t~ng a lot of calls from .the. corpora
tleman from Delaware for raising the Mr. Chairman, just briefly, there are tiOns affected, and that IS fme, I un
question of a second vote on the Obey over 12,000 men and women in the city derstand .tha~. ~ut what . they. ~re 
amendment. With the gentleman from of Erie, Pa., whose lives depend on really sayn:~g.' ~'? llg?t of their positiOn 
Florida and the gentleman from Dela- being able to work in a locomotive last week, ~s. Don t cut,me, cut that 
ware, I think the House made a mis- plant of General Electric and who fellow behmd the tree, as Senator 
take. depend on help from Eximbank. I LoNG used to say. 

If we really want to protect Ameri- would appreciate it very much if we All I want to suggest to you is that I 
can jobs, to build American exports, would follow the lead of the gentle- understand it if you y.rant to do a fa-yor 
provide opportunities for the future man from Delaware <Mr. EvANS) at for a Member, and If you are gettmg 
we ought to vote no on a separate vot~ this time. calls from corporations and want to 
on the Obey amendment. Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move change your vote, that is not going to 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, will to strike the last word. bother me any. I offered the amend-
the gentleman yield? Mr. Chairman, I support this effort. ment to illustrate a point, and how the 

Mr. GIBBONS. I yield to the gentle- Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to House votes today will also illustrate a 
man from Washington. strike the last word. point. 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, just Mr. Chairman, the quieter it is, the Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
one final word. The House Task Force faster we can get finished. I really the gentleman yield briefly? 
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Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 

from Missouri. 
Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman's amendment just basically 
took it back to the President's original 
request; is that not correct? 

Mr. OBEY. That is what this amend
ment does. I am surprised at the gen
tleman from Delaware, who is one of 
the strongest supporters of the Presi
dent on this floor, and since in this 
case he is not supporting the Presi
dent, I just thought somebody had to. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASHBROOK 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AsHBROOK: 

Page 133, after line 2, insert: 
SEc. 305. No funds appropriated by this 

Act shall be available to pay for an abortion 
or the administrative expenses in connec
tion with any health plan under the Federal 
employees health benefit program which 
provides any benefits or coverage for abor
tions under such negotiated plans after the 
last day of the contracts currently in force . 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, on 
August 20, last year, I offered this 
identical amendment, a point of order 
was raised, and it was held in order by 
the Chair. There were 8 pages of 
debate, and it resulted in a 228-170 af
firmative vote. I believe I need to say 
little else. The debate appears on page 
22171. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask for sup
port for this amendment again. 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to ask the gentleman a 
question. Did I understand him to say 
that this is the identical language that 
was used last year and adopted by this 
House? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 
say to my colleague that it is the exact 
language, with a section change. It is 
section 305 this year, and it was sec
tion 614 last year. 

The identical language appears on 
page 22171, if my colleague would like 
to look at it. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, if this 
is the identical language, we have no 
other recourse but to accept it. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to 
take much of the time of this House
we have heard the list numbers-but I 
do want to say something. Let us think 
before we keep doing these things to 
human beings. 

Life is not easy. With amendments 
such as this, you are putting people's 
heads on the block. People are suffer
ing. This is not something that any
body does lightly. We are dealing here 

with one of the saddest and most 
tragic parts of human life, and we are 
treating people in this way, denying 
funds. 

I have the highest respect for those 
who object on principle; they are talk
ing about a moral principle, and they 
are moved on principle. But this is 
money, and there is something very 
ugly in denying help through money 
to those who ask for a procedure 
which is legal for the rich. 

I cannot believe that this House is 
again and again and again going to do 
these cruel things. I think it is per
haps because one does not understand 
what position people are put in. That 
is what we are talking about-human 
beings without very much money, not 
knowing where to go, and being denied 
help because they have no money. It is 
not worthy of the House to act in this 
way. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to have 
taken the time of the House, but I do 
plead for some more serious and con
sidered vote on this measure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 242, noes 
155, not voting 33, as follows: 

[Roll No. 44] 
AYES- 242 

Albosta Courter Gradison 
Annunzio Coyne, William Gramm 
Applegate Craig Gregg 
Archer Crane, Daniel Grisham 
Ashbrook Crane, Philip Gunderson 
Asp in D'Amours Hagedorn 
Atkinson Daniel, Dan Hall, Ralph 
Bad ham Daniel, R. W. Hall , Sam 
Bafalis Dannemeyer Hamilton 
Bailey <MO l Daub Hammerschmidt 
Bailey <PAl Davis Hansen <ID > 
Barnard de Ia Garza Heckler 
Bedell DeN ardis Hendon 
Benedict Derwinski Hertel 
Benjamin Donnelly Hightower 
Bereuter Dorgan Hiler 
Bethune Dornan Hillis 
Bevill Dougherty Holt 
Biaggi Dreier Hopkins 
Bliley Duncan Hubbard 
Boggs Dwyer Huckaby 
Boland Dyson Hunter 
Boner Early Hutto 
Bonior Edwards <OK> Hyde 
Bouquard Emerson Jacobs 
Bowen Emery Jeffries 
Breaux English Johnston 
Broomfield Evans <IA> Jones <OK> 
Byron Evans <IN) Jones <TN) 
Campbell Fary Kazen 
Carman Fields Kemp 
Carney Fish Kildee 
Chappell Fithian Kindness 
Chappie Fuqua Kramer 
Cheney Gaydos Lagomarsino 
Clausen Gephardt Latta 
Coats Gibbons Leach 
Coleman Gingrich Leath 
Collins <TX) Goldwater Lee 
Conte Goodling Lent 
Corcoran Gore Lewis 

Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long <LA > 
Lott 
Lowery 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lungren 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin <NY > 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McClory 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
Mica 

. Michel 
Miller <OH) 
Minish 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Mottl 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Napier 
Natcher 
Nelson 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Bonker 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Brown <CO ) 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Collins <ILl 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Coyne, James 
Danielson 
Daschle 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dunn 
Eckart 
Edwards <ALl 
Edwards <CA) 
Erdahl 
Ertel 
Evans <DE> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Findley 
Flippo 

May 13, 1981 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Paul 
Perkins 
Petri 
Porter 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Rudd 
Russo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith <AL) 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE) 

NOES- 155 

Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MD 
Ford <TN> 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gilman 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall <OH> 
Hance 
Harkin 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Hettel 
Holland 
Horton 
Howard 
Hughes 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Jones <NC) 
Kastenmeier 
Kogovsek 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman 
Leland 
Levitas 
Long <MD> 
Lowry 
Lundine 
Marks 
Martin (IL) 
Martin <NC> 
Matsui 
McC1oskey 
McKinney 
Mikulski 
Miller <CAl 

Smith <NJ) 
Smith <OR> 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Weber <MN) 
Weber <OH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <OH) 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (FL> 
Young <MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Min eta 
Mitchell <MD> 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Neal 
Obey 
Panetta 
Patterson 
Pepper 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rodino 
Rose 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Udall 
Walgren 
Washington 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Whitley 
Williams<MT> 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 



May 13, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 9671 

Beard 
Bolling 
Brown <OH> 
Burton, John 
Conable 
Cotter 
Crocket t 
Deckard 
Downey 
Dymally 
Edgar 

NOT VOTING- 33 
Erlenborn 
E vans <GA > 
Hansen (UT> 
Hartnett 
HolJenbeck 
Ire1and 
LeBout illier 
Mattox 
Mitch ell (NY ) 
Nelligan 
Ot tinger 

0 1945 

Patman 
P ease 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Roberts (KS > 
Roe 
Rosent hal 
S t G ermain 
Tauzin 
Waxman 
Young <AK> 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Young of Alaska for , with Mr. Hollen

beck against. 

Messrs. OBEY, FOUNTAIN, and 
JAMES K. COYNE changed their 
votes from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. MICA changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 3512 and wish to 
address myself specifically to the pro
vision in the legislation which will 
have the effect of providing an addi
tional $5 million in funds for title IIIB 
of the Older Americans Act. 

A $10 million rescission was pro
posed for title IIIB, which is responsi
ble for the various social services pro
vided by the Older Americans Act. 
This was an especially significant 
action because at the same time fund
ing was being reduced for the pro
gram-the 1978 Older Americans Act 
had mandated that title IIIB assume a 
number of new responsibilities. These 
included the provision of transporta
tion services for the all important nu
trition program. It had been conserva
tively estimated that 20 percent of 
overall nutrition funds were being 
spent on transportation. Based on 
fiscal year 1981 appropriations, this 
would involve more than $64 million. 
Meanwhile funds for title IIIB were 
being reduced by $10 million. 

This partial restoration of funds will 
avert service delivery in a number of 
areas across the country. Correspond
ing with this action was last week's 
vote in the House Education and 
Labor Committee which reported out 
H.R. 3046, a bill to extend the various 
programs of the Older Americans Act 
for 3 years. Included were increased 
but defensible authorizations for title 
IIIB. 

I wish to praise Chairman N ATCHER 
on the Labor-HHS Subcommittee for 
his leadership in this small but impor
tant area. In February I sent a letter 
cosigned by some 20 of my colleagues 
on the House Select Committee on 
Aging urging that this rescission not 
be approved. The actions taken by the 
committee are reflective of a commit
ment to the social and human service 
needs of our seniors.e 

e Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to join with 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs in his recent com
ments regarding this supplemental ap
propriations and rescission bill as it af
fects the Veterans' Administration. I 
believe that the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the full Appropri
ations Committee, and also the chair
man and ranking member of the Sub
committee on HUD and Independent 
Agencies, have done an admirable and 
sympathetic job in steering appropri
ations toward their areas of greatest 
need within the VA. 

Both I and Chairman MONTGOMERY 
have been deeply concerned for sever
al years over the personnel levels 
within the Veterans' Administration, 
and particularly the levels of hospital 
care staffing. It was for this reason 
that we and the other members of the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee strongly 
supported language in last year's ap
propriations measure that would legal
ly bind the Office of Management and 
Budget to staff those positions that 
the congressional appropriations proc
ess funds. I am pleased that the Ap
propriations Committee continues to 
place this matter in the same priority 
that we on the Veterans' Committee 
do. 

In this regard, Mr. Chairman, I was 
also gratified to see the clarification 
provided Chairman MONTGOMERY with 
respect to the limitation language on 
page 125 of the bill. Legislation which 
places a cap on part-time medical em
ployees could be interpreted by the 
unknowing as an effort to cut back on 
medical care at a time when the Veter
ans' Administration hospital system 
has its back to the wall. However, 
when the limitation of part-time em
ployees is read together with the man
date that the Administration hire the 
number of full-time equivalent em
ployees dictated under the appropri
ations process, it · clearly follows that 
the part-time limitation is intended to 
require greater hiring of full-time per
sonnel. I am not certain that this is 
the best way to go about obtaining 
such a result, but I do applaud the 
committee for its concern. We are, 
indeed, seeking the same guarantees. 
Hopefully, however, once the viability 
of the appropriations mandate is ac
cepted by OMB as legally binding, we 
can explore methods that will be less 
rest rictive of the discretion of the 
V A's Chief Medical Director to create 
his best mix of full- and part-time em
ployees.e 
e Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the fiscal year 
1981, supplemental appropriations and 
rescfssions bill <H.R. 3512). 

Th{s bill represents another goose
step in the direction of Reaganomics 
and another giant leap backward for 
humankind. 

While this bill contains some in
creases for some programs that are 
vital for meeting some pressing human 
needs, it also contains cuts in many 
more critical programs and giant in
creases in defense spending. Consider 
our sense of priorities when Congress 
votes to destroy food stamps and stu
dent loans while increasing defense 
spending without regard for a demon
strated need. 

And consider the attitude and envi
ronment of defeatism, despair, and 
hopelessness when Congress votes to 
cut housing programs by $5.2 billion 
and slash education, employment and 
training, health, human services, and 
economic development by over $1.7 bil
lion-all of these cuts to be achieved 
before October 1 of this year. 

The issue before us is not a question 
of who wins or loses in political terms. 
The real issue that is being debated 
here on the floor of the House is 
whether or not the hopes and dreams 
of the American people will be defeat
ed by our actions. 

If my Democratic colleagues feel de
moralized and discouraged about their 
prospects for the next election, I sug
gest that they put themselves in the 
shoes of the young family hoping to 
buy a house, or the 13 million unem
ployed, underemployed, and discour
aged workers in this country. 

What are the hopes and dreams of 
these people? Are they worried about 
losing their plush offices of influence 
in Congress? Are they worried about 
not being able to have lunch with the 
President? 

No; they are worried about much 
more modest things, like a simple 
home for their families, food for the 
table, affordable health care, utility 
bills, a good education for their chil
dren, and the opportunity to be a pro
ductive participant of our society. 

But what hope does the bill before 
us give to the American people? 

It does not reduce inflation; it does 
not improve the housing market, lower 
health costs, improve education, or 
even balance the budget-even if that 
would help. And it most certainly does 
not create jobs and economic growth, 
as the President has so eloquently 
promised. 

No; what this bill really does is to: 
cut professional health training; cut 
alcohol, drug abuse, and mental 
health programs; cut refugee assist
ance; cut preventive health services; 
cut elementary and secondary educa
tion; cut student loans and financial 
assistance; cut vocational education; 
cut education for the handicapped; cut 
minority education assistance; and, fi
nally, it will cut employment and 
training programs for the disadvan
taged and hard-to-employ. 

This bill will not "put America back 
to work," it will eliminate over 100,000 
jobs before October 1. 
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Mr. Chairman, I submit that this bill 

represents a bipartisan compromise of 
our moral commitment to social decen
cy and justice. It is the fiscal equiva
lent to child pornography. 

I cannot and will not be a party to 
this compromise of Democratic princi
ples.• 
e Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, in 
January 1790 the first Congress of this 
new Nation met its second session. 

The first session had been largely 
devoted to organizing the Houses and 
their relationships with one another 
and with the executive branch, con
firming appointments, and establish
ing some of the ceremonial functions 
that we follow even today. 

Now it was down to substantive busi
ness. 

The first order was the huge nation
al debt, owed not only to American 
citizens who had loaned millions to 
the Confederation Government to 
fight the British, but to France and 
Spain, and to Dutch banking interests 
which had advanced many additional 
millions and now held American in
debtedness. 

Alexander Hamilton, our first Secre
tary of the Treasury, was directed by 
the House of Representatives to pre
pare a financial plan. 

It was his intent that the fledgling 
United States establish itself above all 
as a worthy credit risk. 

He knew more loans would be neces
sary to our developing Nation, and 
nothing would be of greater disadvan
tage than the perception of our coun
try as one unable to pay its debts and 
put its financial house in order. 

Hamilton proposed to pay all indebt
edness and all interest accrued in full. 

There were many then in the Con
gress, though recognizing instantly 
the wisdom of Hamilton's plan, who 
felt it would be unfair to the poor, 
many of whom had sold their "Conti
nentals" to speculators at 10 or 20 
cents on the $1 because they had 
needed the cash and now would suffer 
extreme inequity. 

This first great debate of the Con
gress raged back and forth for 6 
months. 

Even James Madison of Virginia, the 
leader in the House of Representatives 
and Hamilton's ally in the Congress, 
could not come to grips with the battle 
within him. 

His heart said to pay off a portion 
only and provide protection to those 
who had to sell. 

His head said the Nation must have 
unquestioned credit if its future was to 
be secure. 

He finally proposed a weak compro
mise, listening to the dictates of his 
heart. 

It lost. , 
Two months later Congress finally 

adopted full funding and agreed to 
raise the money to pay off all the debt 
in full. 

The measure brought a new climate 
of economic stability and confidence 
to the country. 

It strengthened the National Gov
ernment, established its credit, and en
couraged business optimism and 
growth. 

It drew capital to America to assist 
in the Nation's development. 

It was a critical moment in our Na
tion's history and the Congress acted 
with courage and wisdom. 

We are again at such a juncture of 
history. 

Our dollar is weak. 
Inflation is high. 
Our economy is stagnant. 
Foreign competition threatens the 

very existence of our basic industries. 
Our heads tell us instantly what we 

must do. 
Yet the needs of our Nation's chil

dren, the poor, the handicapped, the 
disadvantaged minorities all beckon 
our hearts. 

We are faced with a choice of heart 
or head. 

Obviously, there are times in our 
history for each. 

I believe this is a time that the 
wisdom of our heads must prevail. 

They are telling us that former poli
cies simply have not worked and have, 
in fact, brought us to this low position. 

And they are right. 
They are telling us that new policies 

are needed: 
To control the rate of increase in 

Federal spending; 
To remove the tremendous burden 

and pressures on money markets for 
ever higher rates of interest; 

To lower marginal tax rates to en
courage personal savings and business 
investment and to increase incentive 
and productivity; 

To squeeze waste and fraud and 
abuse out of our programs; 

To end unnecessarily costly regula
tions that burden our business enter
prises; 

To control the expansion of money 
and credit and curb inflation. 

And our heads are again right. 
Let us be steadfast in our belief that 

wise judgment now will ultimately 
lead to a revitalized and newly vibrant 
and strong economy, one growing and 
creating jobs and competing success
fully on world markets. 

And one producing ever-increasing 
amounts of revenue to finance those 
times when our hearts will prevail. 

That first Congress had the courage 
to decide upon the right course, not 
just for that day, but for the future of 
a new country dedicated to the free
dom of mankind. 

We must have that same courage 
and remember that the principles we 
believe in and our country embodies 
must exist not just in our place and 
time, but, we would hope, for all 
time.e 
• Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, the sup
plemental appropriations bill we are 

considering today duplicates the prior
ities of the 1982 Reagan budget this 
House had the poor judgment to ap
prove last week. In short, this bill's 
priorities are the opposite of what this 
country needs. 

Like the Reagan budget, the supple
mental bill is distinctly unbalanced in 
favor of defense. Fully one-half of the 
nonmandatory costs included in the 
supplemental authorizations are slated 
for defense, $6 billion. 

The bill cuts almost as large a figure, 
$5.2 billion, from housing assistance 
programs. But the slashes in social 
programs do not stop there. Other sig
nificant rescissions and deferrals are 
made in education, jobs, economic de
velopment, health, and alternative 
energy programs. Assistance for refu
gees; minority education; health pro
fessionals' training; alcohol, drug 
abuse, and mental health programs; 
energy conservation; alcohol and bio
mass fuel; urban waste fuel conver
sion, and the Solar Energy and Energy 
Conservation Bank, are all cut back. 
In many cases, the committee would 
rescind smaller amounts than the ad
ministration requested, but the 
damage remains. Indeed, the largest 
rescission exceeds the administration's 
request by $120 million-the housing 
assistance cut-and would reduce as
sisted units by 45,000 nationwide. 

The rescission of a total $985 million 
in CET A programs for both the struc
turally unemployed and for countercy
clical public service jobs is a particu
larly inappropriate step. At this time 
of economic hardship, it is important 
to expand Government's role in pro
viding employment and training, not 
reduce it. Certainly the costs of pro
viding for the many workers who will 
be forced to go on unemployment and 
food stamps will far exceed the costs 
of providing these worthwhile pro
grams. 

Mr. Chairman, the budget priorities 
of this Nation are dangerously out of 
whack. Nothing more aptly illustrates 
this imbalance than the continuing 
emphasis on overspending for defense. 
Such excessive spending will only fuel 
inflation, accelerate the arms race, 
and concentrate Federal dollars in a 
sector of our economy that produces 
fewer jobs than almost any other. We 
run the grave risk of even worse infla
tion than we already have by persist
ing in this pattern of spending; yet no 
voice is raised asking how we can 
afford to pay for it. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
ill-considered bill, and return it to 
committee to be fashioned in a 
manner more appropriate to our Na
tion's real needs.e 
e Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the supplemental appro
priations bill for fiscal year 1981. This 
is my first appropriations bill as a new 
member of the committee and I be-
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lieve that my fellow committee mem
bers should be commended for fash
ioning a bill which provides for the 
needs of this country in every critical 
area and does so in a manner which is 
well within the President's budget re-

. quest. 
I am particularly proud of two items 

found in the chapter on Interior and 
related agencies, one of the two sub
committees of which I am a member. 
Included in this chapter is a $15.9 mil
lion addition to the Forest Service sup
plemental request for timber salvage 
on Mount St. Helens and the restora
tion of $250 million for the land and 
water conservation fund. 

Mr. Chairman, next Monday will be 
the first aniversary of the devastating 
eruption which occurred on Mount St. 

:Helens. None of us, particularly those 
of us from the Pacific North west, will 
ever forget that incredible tower of 
smoke and ash which rose some 63,000 
feet in the sky. All of us were over
whelmed by this act of nature. It took 
a day or two, however, for most of us 
to realize just how devastating the 
eruption of Mount St. Helens had 
been. 

The loss in life and property was 
enormous. Thirty-four people lost 
their lives-27 are still missing. The 
eruption leveled all vegetation in a 
150-square-mile area north of the 
mountain. 

The damage to the Gifford Pinchot 
National Forest was particularly 
acute. Twenty thousand acres of na
tional forest were devastated and an
other 200,000 acres were heavily dam
aged or covered by 4 inches or more of 
ash. Approximately 1.6 billion board 

1feet of timber, 100 miles of streams, 
2,300 big game animals, 27 recreation 
sites, 63 miles of road, 12 bridges, 97 
miles of trails, and 15 Forest Service 
buildings were destroyed. The estimat
ed loss was $134 million. 

Those facts prompted me to seek an 
additional appropriation for timber 
salvage. Anyone familiar with our Na
tion's forests knows the inherent 
danger associated with downed timber. 
The damage caused by the eruption of 
Mount St. Helens can only be com
pounded by bug infestation or a dis
astrous fire. 

The $15.9 million add-on, coupled 
with Forest Service reprograming of 
approximately $26 million, will result 
in timber salvage of 449 million board 
feet by 1983. Just as important is the 
fact that the additional $15.9 million 
will allow for the basic road system to 
be established which will result in an 
additional 322 million board feet of 
timber salvage. If we do not approve 
this funding, the Forest Service will 
lose the upcoming summer construc
tion season. This would push back the 
road program and dangerously in
crease the risk of bug infestation and 
fire. 

I did not offer this amendment 
adding money to the Forest Service 
lightly. All of us are concerned about 
the budget and the need to cut Feder
al spending. But it is important to look 
at the other side of the current eco
nomic equation which is to increase 
revenue. Mr. Chairman, this $15.9 mil
lion add-on will generate net revenues 
to the U.S. Treasury estimated at $103 
million. The expenditure of these 
funds will increase revenues as well as 
seek to avoid spending even more 
money to eradicate disease and fire. 

I am also pleased with the action of 
my colleagues in restoring $250 million 
for the land and water conservation 
fund. Too often we in Congress are 
told that we must make a choice be
tween production and the environ
ment, between a timber salvage oper
ation and parks. Mr. Chairman, both 
are necessary 'and can be accommodat
ed within today's budgetary realities. 

In 1965, Congress passed the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Act. 
The purpose of the legislation was to 
increase the outdoor recreation oppor
tunities for the American people. The 
Congress envisioned a 20-year period 
of land acquisition in order to accom
plish this goal-its success is well 
known. More Americans are visiting 
the Nation's parks than ever before. 
The fact that there is a land and water 
conservation fund has meant that 
more parks and recreational areas 
have been established to accommodate 
the remarkable increase in visitation. 

The Federal portion of the land and 
water conservation fund has been used 
to acquire wildlife refuges, national 
parks, wild and scenic rivers, seashores 
and wilderness areas. The State por
tion of the fund, about 60 percent of 
the total, has been used by the States 
and their political subdivisions to ac
quire and develop public recreational 
facilities. The land and water conser
vation fund has been successful be
cause it is flexible. Just as you cannot 
place a value on the experience of vis
iting an area like the Oregon Dunes, 
neither can you quantify the value of 
a playground or a swimming pool to a 
small town. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
rejected the notion offered by the ad
ministration that land acquisition 
should be put on a 5-year moratorium. 
I also hope that the committee will see 
just how inappropriate it is to use the 
land and water conservation fund for 
uses other than acquisition. 

Let me add a personal note to my 
support for the land and water conser
vation fund. In my district there is an 
area known as the Cascade Head 
Scenic Research Area. Cascade Head 
was set aside in 1974 to insure that the 
rivers, streams, estuaries, and ocean 
headlands of the area would be availa
ble for use by present and future gen
erations. The legislation instructed 
the Forest Service to acquire property 

critical to the preservation of Cascade 
Head. If acquisition through negotia
tions could not be achieved, the Forest 
Service was mandated to enter into 
condemnation. 

Such a condemnation proceeding 
would have been started had not the 
funding for the land and water conser
vation fund for fiscal year 1981 been 
restored. The Forest Service sought to 
acquire 134 acres, known as the Dil
worth property, by reprograming 
funds from its portion of the land and 
water conservation fund. That repro
graming request was denied by Secre
tary Watt. If the Appropriations Com
mittee had not agreed to earmarking 
$1.5 million out of the amount re
stored to the Land and Water Conser
vation Fund, the Secretary's decision 
would have held. If the rescission for 
the land and water conservation fund 
had been approved, the Forest Service 
would have been forced to enter into a 
condemnation proceeding. Such a pro
ceeding would cost the Treasury at 
least $3 million. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me 
again commend my colleagues on the 
Appropriations Committee for shaping 
a bill which is mindful of our budget
ary constraints and at the same time 
sensitive in those areas to which only 
the Federal Government can re
spond.e 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise 
and report the bill back to the House 
with sundry amendments, with the 
recommendation that the amend
ments be agreed to and that the bill, 
as amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker having resumed the 
chair, Mr. STUDDS, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consid
eration the bill <H.R. 3512) making 
supplemental and further continuing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1981, rescinding 
certain budget authority, and for 
other purposes, had directed him to 
report the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the recom
mendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill, as amend
ed, do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 

demanded on any amendment? 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I demand 

a separate vote on the so-called Obey 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 
demanded on any other amendment? 
If not, the Chair will put them en 
gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
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The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 

report the amendment on which a sep
arate vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: On page 43, line 1, strike out 

"$5,524,000,000' and insert "$5,148,000,000". 
On line 3, strike out "$8,059,000,000"and 

insert "$7 ,559,000,000". 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 162, noes 
237, not voting 31, as follows: 

Anthony 
Ashbrook 
As pin 
Bafalis 
Benedict 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bonior 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brown <COl 
Broyhill 
Campbell 
Carney 
Cheney 
Coats 
Coleman 
Collins <TX) 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Courter 
Coyne. James 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D'Amours 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
de Ia Garza 
Deckard 
DeN ardis 
Derwinski 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <CAl 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Evans (IN) 
Fascell 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fithian 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Goodling 
Gore 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Atkinson 

[Roll No. 45] 
AYES-162 

Gradison 
Gramm 
Gregg 
Gunderson 
Hagedorn 
Hall <OH) 
Hall, Sam 
Hansen (10) 
Harkin 
Hatcher 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Hendon 
Hiler 
Hopkins 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnston 
Jones <OK) 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kramer 
Latta 
Leach 
Lott 
Lujan 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin (IL) 
Martin <NC) 
Martin <NY> 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDonald 
McEwen 
Michel 
Miller<OH) 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell <MD> 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Myers 

NOES-237 
AuCoin 
Bad ham 
Bailey <MO) 
Bailey <PA) 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benjamin 
Bevill 

Napier 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Obey 
Panetta 
Paul 
Petri 
Pickle 
Rangel 
Reuss 
Ritter 
Roberts <SOl 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Smith <ALl 
Smith <NEl 
Smith <NJ) 
Smith <OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stark 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stump 
Udall 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weaver 
Weber <MN) 
Weiss 
White 
Whitley 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Young <FL) 

Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 

Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CAl 
Burgener 
Burton. Phillip 
Butler 
Byron 
Carman 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Collins (ILl 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Daniel, Dan 
Danielson 
Daschle 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Duncan 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Edwards <ALl 
Erdahl 
Ertel 
Evans <DEl 
Evans <lA) 
Fary 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MD 
Ford <TN) 
Forsythe 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Goldwater 
Gonzalez 
Gray 

Green Pashayan 
Grisham Patterson 
Guarini Pepper 
Hall, Ralph Perkins 
Hamilton Peyser 
Hammerschmidt Porter 
Hance Price 
Hawkins Pritchard 
Heftel Pursell 
Hertel Railsback 
Hightower Ratchford 
Hillis Regula 
Holland Rhodes 
Holt Richmond 
Horton Rinaldo 
Howard Roberts <KSl 
Hubbard Robinson 
Hunter Rodino 
Hutto Rose 
Hyde Rostenkowski 
Jeffords Roukema 
Jones· <NCl Rudd 
Jones <TN) Russo 
Kogovsek Santini 
LaFalce Savage 
Lagomarsino Sawyer 
Lantos Scheuer 
Leath Schneider 
Lee Schulze 
Lehman Schumer 
Leland Seiberling 
Lent Shamansky 
Levitas Simon 
Lewis Skeen 
Livingston Skelton 
Loeffler Smith <IA> 
Long <LA) Solarz 
Long <MD> Stangeland 
Lowery Stanton 
Lowry Stokes 
Luken Stratton 
Lundine Swift 
Lungren Synar 
Marks Tauke 
Marriott Taylor 
Matsui Thomas 
Mavroules Trible 
McClory Vento 
McDade Wampler 
McGrath Washington 
McHugh Waxman 
McKinney Weber <OH) 
Mica Whitehurst 
Mikulski Whittaker 
Miller <CAl Whitten 
Moakley Williams <MTl 
Moffett Williams <OHl 
Mollohan Wilson 
Morrison 
Mottl 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Neal 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Ottinger 
Parris 

Winn 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young(MO) 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-31 
Beard 
Bolling 
Brown <OHl 
Burton, John 
Conable 
Cotter 
Crockett 
Downey 
Dymally 
Edgar 
Erlenborn 

Evans <GAl 
Hansen <UT) 
Hartnett 
Hollenbeck 
Ireland 
LeBoutillier 
Mattox 
Mitchell <NYl 
Nelligan 
Patman 
Pease 

0 2015 

Quillen 
Rahall 
Roe 
Rosenthal 
StGermain 
Tauzin 
Traxler 
Vander Jagt 
Young <AKl 

Messrs. HERTEL, KOGOVSEK, 
SAVAGE, and DASCHLE changed 
their votes from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. SAVAGE, Mrs. HECKLER, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, and Mr. HANSEN of 
Idaho changed their votes from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read the third time, and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

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

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 329, nays 
70, not voting 31, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Bailey <MOl 
Bailey <PA) 
Barnard 
Bedell 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Blanchard 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Banker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
Brown <CAl 
Brown <COl 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chap pie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <TX) 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courte r 
Coyne. James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R . W. 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 

[Roll No. 46] 
YEAS-329 

Davis 
de Ia Garza 
Deckard 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dorgan 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Eckart 
Edwards <ALl 
Edwards <OK) 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Ertel 
Evans <DEl 
Evans <lA) 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithian 
Flippo 
Foley 
Ford <Mil 
Ford <TN> 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Green 
Gregg 
Grisham 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hagedorn 
Hall<OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hamilton 

Hammerschmidt 
Hance 
Hansen <ID) 
Hatcher 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Heftel 
H endon 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holland 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnston 
Jones <NCl 
Jones <OK> 
Jones <TN) 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach 
Leath 
Lee 
Lehman 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long (LA) 
Long <MD) 
Lott 
Lowery 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Madigan 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin (ILl 
Martin <NC) 
Martin <NY) 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
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McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McKinney 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller <OH) 
Mineta 
Minish 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Mottl 
Murtha 
Myers 
Napier 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Railsback 
Ratchford 

Barnes 
Beilenson 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Burton. Phillip 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Collins <ILl 
Conyers 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Danielson 
Daschle 
Dellums 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Early 
Edwards CCA> 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Frank 
Garcia 

Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousse lot 
Rudd 
Sabo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith CAL> 
Smith CIA) 
Smith CNE) 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith <OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 

NAYS--70 
Gejdenson 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gray 
Harkin 
Hawkins 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kildee 
Leland 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Markey 
McHugh 
Mikulski 
Miller <CAl 
Mitchell <MD) 
Moffett 
Murphy 
Nowak 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Patterson 

Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Weber <MN> 
Weber <OH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams<MT) 
Williams<OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (FL) 
Young <MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Paul 
Rangel 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rodino 
Roybal 
Russo 
Savage 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wolpe 

NOT VOTING-31 
Beard 
Bolling 
Brown <OH> 
Burton, John 
Conable 
Cotter 
Crockett 
Downey 
Dymally 
Edgar 
Erlenborn 

Evans <GA) 
Hansen <UT) 
Hartnett 
Hollenbeck 
Ireland 
LaFalce 
LeBoutillier 
Mattox 
Mitchell <NY> 
Nelligan 
Patman 

0 2030 

Pease 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Roe 
Rosenthal 
StGermain 
Tauzin 
Vander Jagt 
Young <AK> 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Hollenbeck for, with Mr. LaFalce 

against. 
Mr. Vander Jagt for, with Mr. Mattox 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Pease with Mr. Hansen of Utah. 
Mr. Rahall with Mr. Quillen. 

Mr. St Germain with Mr. Young of 
Alaska. 

Mr. Roe with Mr. Mitchell of New York. 
Mr. Patman with Mr. Nelligan. 
Mr. Rosenthal with Mr. LeBoutillier. 
Mr. Ireland with Mr. Beard. 
Mr. Tauzin with Mr. Conable. 
Mr. Evans of Georgia with Mr. Brown of 

Ohio. 
Mr. John L. Burton with Mr. Erlenborn. 
Mr. Crockett with Mr. Dymally. 
Mr. Edgar with Mr. Hartnett. 
Mr. Downey with Mr. Cotter. 

Mr. MILLER of California changed 
his vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. ROUSSELOT changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERMISSION FOR THE COMMIT
TEE ON GOVERNMENT OPER
ATIONS TO HAVE UNTIL MID
NIGHT, FRIDAY, MAY 15, TO 
FILE REPORTS ON H.R. 1526, 
H.R. 2098, H.R. 2979, AND H.R. 
2811 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Government Operations may 
have until midnight, Friday, May 15, 
1981, to file four legislative reports on 
the following bills: H.R. 1526, the Fed
eral Managers' Accountability Act of 
1981; H.R. 2098, the Inspector General 
Act Amendments of 1981; H.R. 2979, 
to reauthorize the National Historical 
Publications and Records Commission; 
and H.R. 2811, the Debt Collection Act 
of 1981. 

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

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING CONCERTS BY 
NATIONAL SYMPHONY ON CAP
ITOL GROUNDS 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the concurrent resolu
tion (H. Con. Res. 133) authorizing 
concerts by the National Symphony 
on Capitol Grounds, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent reso

lution, as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 133 

Whereas the National Symphony Orches
tra has expressed a desire to perform free 
concerts on the United States Capitol 
Grounds for the entertainment of the citi
zenry of our Nation; and 

Whereas these performances would be 
similar to those presently given by the serv-

ice bands under authority of 40 U.S.C. 1931: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
<the Senate concurring), That the National 
Park Service shall be permitted to sponsor a 
series of four National Symphony Orchestra 
concerts on the Capitol Grounds annually, 
such concerts to be free to the public and 
arranged not to interfere with the needs of 
Congress, under conditions to be provided 
by the Architect of the Capitol. For the pur
poses of this resolution, the National Park 
Service and the National Symphony Or
chestra are authorized to erect upon the 
United States Capitol Grounds, subject to 
the approval of the Architect of the Capitol, 
such bandstand, sound amplification devices 
and other related structures and equipment 
as may be required for performance of the 
concert series. 

The concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERMISSION FOR ALL COMMIT
TEES TO HAVE UNTIL 5 P.M., 
TUESDAY, MAY 19, 1981, TO 
FILE REPORTS WITH RESPECT 
TO FISCAL YEAR 1981 AU
THORIZATIONS 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all commit
tees may have until5 p.m. on Tuesday, 
May 19, 1981, to file reports, and that 
reports filed by that time be consid
ered to have been filed within the time 
permitted by section 402(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
with respect to fiscal year 1981 au
thorizations. 

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

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Mr. LOTT asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
the purpose of inquiring what the 
schedule for next week might be. 

I will be glad to yield to my dis tin
guished whip on the other side, the 
gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
FOLEY). 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
prepared to make any final announce
ment for the program of next week, 
but I think I can give the gentleman 
some general guidance. 

When the House adjourns tonight it 
will adjourn to meet tomorrow morn
ing at 11 o'clock in pro forma session. 

The House will then adjourn tomor
row to meet on Monday at 11 a.m. 
There will be no session on Friday. 
The meeting of the House at 11 a.m. 
will be for the purpose of recessing 
until noon to receive former Members 
of Congress. 

Following that, the House will re
convene and it is expected that there 
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may be several, one or more suspen
sion bills, votes on which will be post
poned until Tuesday. 

Mr. LOTT. The votes will be post
poned until Tuesday? 

Mr. FOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. LOTT. Does the gentleman have 

any indication of what the schedule 
might be on Tuesday, Wednesday, or 
Thursday next week? 

Mr. FOLEY. Well, of course, as the 
statement usually goes, conference re
ports may be brought up at any time 
and if the conference on the first 
budget resolution reaches a conclu
sion, it is expected that that would be 
brought up quite promptly within the 
scope of next week, if possible. 

Mr. LOTT. The hours of meeting 
next week have been changed. It is 11 
a.m. on Monday. What about the time 
of meeting Tuesday? 

Mr. FOLEY. Tuesday the House 
would be expected to meet at noon. 
The possibility is that the House will 
meet at 10 a.m. on Wednesday and 
Thursday, but I would rather reserve 
that for later announcement. But the 
House will meet at 11 a.m. on Monday. 

Mr. LOTT. I believe our schedule in
dicates that beginning May 15 until 
the end of the session we would 
change to a meeting at noon on 
Monday and Tuesday and 10 a.m. on 
Wednesday, Thursday and Friday. 

Mr. FOLEY. That is correct and 
that is the regular procedure at this 
stage in the legislative year, as the 
gentleman knows. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. 

SELECTION OF MEMBERS AS OF
FICIAL ADVISERS TO U.S. DEL
EGATIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 
CONFERENCES, MEETINGS, 
AND NEGOTIATION SESSIONS 
RELATING TO TRADE AGREE
MENTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the provisions of section 161(a), 
title I , Public Law 93-618, and upon 
recommendation of the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the Speaker has selected the following 
members of that committee, to be 
accredited by the President, as official 
advisers to the U.S. delegations to in
ternational conferences, meetings, and 
negotiation sessions relating to trade 
agreements during the 1st session of 
the 97th Congress: 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI of Illinois; Mr. 
GIBBONS of Florida; Mr. JONES of Okla
homa; Mr. VANDER JAGT of Michigan; 
and Mr. FRENZEL of Minnesota. 

APPOINTMENT AS ADDITIONAL 
MEMBER OF SELECT COMMIT
TEE ON AGING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to clauses 6 (e ) and (g) of rule X, 
and without objection, the Chair ap-

points as an additional member of the 
Select Committee on Aging the gentle
man from Tennessee, Mr. BoNER. 

There was no objection. 

"NOW" ACCOUNTS NO BOON TO 
BANKS 

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

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, in the 
past I have talked with the Members 
of this body about the shortcomings of 
NOW accounts. Many letters have 
come to my attention and it appears 
that consumers are not the only ones 
having problems. Banks, too, are find
ing out that NOW accounts might not 
be for them either. 

Typical of the many letters I have 
received is one from H. Phelps Brooks, 
Jr., president of the Peoples National 
Bank in Charleston, S.C. In his opin
ion NOW accounts are not only a rip
off for the consumers, but they are 
also a "ripoff to the thousands of 
small regulated financial institutions 
throughout the Nation." 

Mr. Brooks states: 
It has been necessary for us to spend enor

mous amounts of money and time, in a de
fensive attitude, to provide the public with 
what much of the press led them to believe 
was interest on checking account balances 
and free service charges. 

In his letter, Mr. Brooks presents 
some facts that reflect the plight of 
small financial institutions in many 
States. His bank is located in a small 
county that ranks 20th out of 46 coun
ties in per capita income in a State 
that ranks 48th in the Nation. 

Quoting again from Mr. Brooks' 
letter: · 

There are very few families in our service 
area that, with combined incomes of two, 
would produce as much as $30,000 income a 
year. We need NOW accounts like the Eski
mos need television sets. 

I do not know about Eskimos, but 
for over 35 million depositors in this 
country with balances of $200 or less, 
NOW accounts have nothing to offer. 
I am very concerned that many con
sumers are being unfairly penalized 
because of misleading information. It 
also concerns me that banks such as 
Mr. Brooks' are also being hurt. 

I question the banking industry's 
repr:esentation in the media of NOW 
accounts as the "ultimate account." 
The advertising claim that suggests 
that this is a boon to all consumers is 
just not the case. 

A number of banking officials, in ad
dition to Mr. Brooks, have also voiced 
concerns that NOW accounts do not 
provide any advantage or benefit to 
consumers with incomes under 
$20,000. Even the United States 
League of Savings Associations has 
cautioned that NOW accounts might 
not be for everyone. 

It is evident that there is confusion 
and a lack of understanding by con
sumers regarding NOW accounts. The 
fact of the matter is that consumers 
are in many cases paying more in serv
ice charges and fees for this service 
and would be better advised to stick 
with regular checking accounts. 

The letter from Mr. Brooks is yet 
another statement by a member of the 
banking community speaking out 
against NOW accounts. I regret that 

·the Congress is finding out the hard 
way that this legislation should have 
never been passed as written. 

LEGISLATIVE REMEDIES ARE 
NEEDED TO RESTORE FAITH 
IN SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM 

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

Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to offer recognition of the 
Reagan administration's contribution 
to the congressional debate on the 
future of the social security system. 
Its proposals deserve our very careful 
consideration along with alternative 
legislative remedies now under review 
by the Ways and Means Subcommittee 
on Social Security. 

I think that we will all agree that 
there will be no easy votes on social se
curity for this Congress. Indeed, the 
financial condition of the trust fund is 
precarious at best, with most analysts 
agreeing that the retirement fund will 
deplete its reserves used to pay out 
benefits by mid-1982. Prominent na
tional pollsters have found that the 
vast majority of current workers have 
little or no confidence that there will 
be funds available to pay their retire
ment benefits. Clearly, this Congress 
must enact comprehensive long-term 
solutions to the financial conditions 
that plague the system, but these 
must be forged in an equitable fashion 
and must not endanger the benefits of 
those about to retire and current 
beneficiaries. 

The recent trend toward early retire
ment has resulted in great pressures 
on the trust funds. It now appears 
that more than 60 percent of the Na
tion's work force retires early or 
before age 65. When a worker should 
retire depends on multiple factors that 
vary greatly among individuals. Stud
ies have shown us that a large major
ity of workers who retire early do so 
involuntarily, the result of either poor 
health or because of layoffs and dis
continuation of jobs. 

As was the original charge of the 
early retirement option when enacted 
in 1962, we must continue to extend 
adequate protection to the victims of 
these problems. In that spirit, we must 
reject one of the administration's pri
mary proposals that would impose a 
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severe penalty on early retirement in 
an effort to dissuade many workers 
from seeking early retirement. The ad
ministration's proposal to reduce early 
retirement benefits at age 62 from 80 
percent to 55 percent of full retire
ment benefits would pose a severe 
hardship on those many who are 
forced into early retirement with little 
or no other means of financial sup
port. 

Since the implementation of the 
early retirement option some 18 years 
ago, many workers have planned to 
leave the work force at age 62. To tell 
these individuals now, as 1 they near 
that date, that their benefits will be 
cut sharply would be a grave injustice 
for those who have contributed to the 
system during their working years in 
expectation of early retirement bene
fits. Yes, our collective goal must be to 
maintain the solvency of the system 
and restore full public confidence, but 
we must do so in a way that guaran
tees for those nearing retirement or 
now out of the work force that their 
retirement years need not be ones of 
economic despair. 

THE DANGERS OF AWACS SALES 
TO SAUDIS 

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

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, I rise at this time to express my 
deep concern over the Reagan admin
istration's plan to sell advanced 
AWACS (airborne warning and control 
system) aircraft to Saudi Arabia. Al
though Congress has been concentrat
ing its efforts on budget matters 
during the past few months, this issue 
is of significant importance and should 
not be forgotten. 

Opposition to the sale is growing by 
the day and many of our leading news
papers throughout the country have 
questioned the administration's pro
posal. The New York Times offers a 
simple message: "Cancel this mission." 

I am pleased that many Members of 
the House of Representatives have 
also commented on this ill-advised 
plan. The grounds for concern are 
clear and I join in opposing the sale. 

The implications of the addition of 
yet another of the world's most so
phisticated military devices to Saudi 
Arabia's arsenal are extremely danger
ous. Once operational within Saudi 
airspace, these systems will be able to 
detect high-flying objects within a 
350-mile radius and low-flying objects 
within a 250-mile radius. These detec
tion systems can differentiate between 
600 targets, analyze the data, and 
relay commands to ground forces or to 
other aircraft. With this equipment, 
Saudi Arabia will be able to monitor 
all of Israel's military activities, in
cluding locating troops, aircraft, tanks, 
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and artillery pieces. Such information 
in Saudi Arabia's hands would bring 
an entirely new and serious dimension 
to the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

There are additional reasons I must 
question the wisdom of supplying the 
Saudi Arabian Government with this 
equipment. I must question the ability 
of the Saudi military to operate and 
maintain this equipment. I also have 
to question whether this sale is in the 
best interests of the United States. In 
1977, Congress voted in favor of selling 
high-technology AWACS aircraft to 
Iran. Only the fall of the Shah in ad
vance of the delivery date prevented 
the airplanes from falling into the 
hands of the present Iranian Govern
ment, or conceivably one still less con
genial to U.S. interests. 

In conclusion, let me say that the 
sale of AWACS aircraft will not en
hance the security of Saudi Arabia, 
which is threatened by internal insta
bility, nor is there any possibility that 
it will enable Saudi Arabia to defeat a 
Soviet thrust. This sale, in fact, will in
crease instability within Saudi Arabia 
and the region. 

The sale will not strengthen the 
Arab-Israeli peace process, since Saudi 
Arabia has been, and continues to be, 
a leading opponent of the Camp David 
accords. 

The sale will not lead to oil price 
moderation or increased Saudi produc
tion. If anything, the sale will appear 
to be appeasement in the face of Saudi 
threats to cut oil production. 

Finally, this sale can only serve to 
undermine the security of our one 
steadfast democratic ally in the 
Middle East-the State of Israel. Pro
viding offensive weapons of this mag
nitude to Saudi Arabia is ill-advised 
and should be halted. 

ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSED 
SOCIAL SECURITY CUTS 

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

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration's new proposals to im
prove the social security system 
threaten to decimate the benefits mil
lions of American workers have count
ed on for their retirement. It would 
change the system from a social safety 
net to a plan for social Darwinism
the survival of the fittest. I think all 
working Americans should be outraged 
by this breach of faith. 

The seemingly innocuous technical 
changes proposed by the administra
tion really serve to mask a plan that 
will create disparities in the way 
people of different income levels and 
health are treated by the social secu
rity system. High income people who 
are in good health, stand to benefit 
greatly from the proposal to phase out 
the earnings test. With no earnings 

test, persons of retirement age will be 
able to have unrestricted earnings and 
still draw on social security. 

But for a worker in poorer health or 
hoping to retire before age 65, the 
Reagan plan spells disaster. It places 
them in the position of having to con
tinue to work past age 62 or face dras
tically reduced benefits. For example, 
a 57-year-old worker planning to retire 
in 5 years will receive a 40-percent cut 
in benefits under this plan and his 
wife's benefits would be slashed by 
more than one-half. 

And for those disabled workers 
whose benefits would be delayed or 
denied through tightened disability in
surance requirements, where will we 
come up with the money to help 
them? Through SSI and welfare 
funded out of general revenues? 

The administration's proposals are 
predicated on mean spirited assump
tions. By discouraging workers from 
taking early retirement benefits when 
they had planned, the social security 
system will be less taxed. But the sad 
truth is that most people choosing to 
take early retirement do so because 
they need to. If workers are now dis
couraged from retiring until age 65, 
many may not survive to enjoy the 
social security benefits they have 
earned through their years of work. 

I think that most Members of Con
gress have been aware of the serious 
financial situation that the social secu
rity system now faces. But what we 
really need to improve the financing 
of the system is a strong commitment 
to full employment policies by the ad
ministration, not a lopsided paring of 
the benefits promised American work
ers through past commitments. 

We need a social security tax credit 
to help ease the double taxation 
burden on American working men and 
women and we also need to promote 
better tax equity for workers. Con
gress also ought to look at the total 
income, both earned and unearned, in
cluding interest, dividends, and private 
and public pensions, and consider re
turning to the insurance nature of the 
social security retirement annuity pro
gram. 

The administration's economic and 
tax policies have received great atten
tion in the past months. But now, 
ironically, in the wake of their big 
budget victory, the administration fi
nally seems to be admitting that their 
economic assumptions and actions are 
inadequate to meet the needs of a fun
damental government program. How 
many more surprises will the total 
Reagan economic program finally em
brace? 

EARLY OBSERVATIONS ON THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

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

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I doubt 
today there exists an American who is 
not familiar with the terms ecology 
and environment. This was not the 
case too many years ago when it 
seemed that America was set on a 
course of explosive expansion without 
concern for what the effects of that 
expansion might be on our fragile eco
system. 

Much has ·changed since then. Most 
of that change would best be described 
as progress on the part of modern man 
while some of it unfortunately could 
best be described as obstructionism to 
progress. 

Many of us were concerned about 
the future of our environment before 
it became popular to be concerned and 
I am worried today about the methods 
being used to achieve some of the 
better environmental goals we all seek. 
On December 2, 1964, 6 years before 
the first Earth Day I delivered a 
speech to the League of Women 
Voters on the subject. I believe my re
marks are still pertinent, and hope my 
colleagues will find them of interest. 

The remarks follow: 
STANFORD E. PARRIS- STATEMENT ON 

CONSERVATION, DECEMBER 2, 1964 
I congratulate t h e League of Women 

Voters of Fairfax County for their timely 
concern and for their continued program in 
the interest of conservation of all of our in
valuable natural resources. 

This may be the era and the generation 
and perhaps even the very year that the 
United States of America, in all its natural 
glory, goes down the drain, and wit h it in
evitably will go our part icular concern, Fair
fax County. From New York to California, 
much of what is lovely, rich and real about 
the U.S. is scheduled for wholesale destruc
tion or defacement . Almost everywhere 
America the beautiful is becoming America 
the ugly, the wasted, the blasted and the 
blighted, the home of th e neon sign , the su
perduper highway <leading from no place t o 
nowhere ), t he billboard, foaming deter
gents, the used-car lot, the useless dam, the 
monotonous housing tract, t h e hot dog 
stand and stinking pollut ion galore. Indeed, 
according to a recent book by P eter Blake, 
the U.S. can now lay proud claim to the tit le 
of God's Own Junkyard. If t his be true, 
t hen we must protect Fairfax County from 
this trend. 

It is true that Congress, at its last session, 
passed th e Wilderness Bill, but such legisla
t ion- by no means perfect- has next t o no 
effect on t h e bulk of 190 million Americans. 
As William H.'Whyte, the aut hor of The Or
ganization Man and now an associate of t h e 
American Conservation Associat ion, re
marked in The Exploding Metropolis, "The 
fact t hat there will remain thousands of 
acres of, say, empt y land in Wyoming is not 
going to help the man living in Teaneck, 
New J ersey." 

Apart from esth etic or ethical consider
at ions, th ere are valid reasons why this car
nage should cease. 

For one, th ere is a desperate n eed for rec
rea tion land, not only as playgrounds for 
fat h er and son or for fish ermen or bird 
watchers, horsemen or hikers, but as t ies t o 

reality, to the biological reality of the world, 
to the essence of life itself. In many sections 
of the country too many Americans are be
coming alienated from the reality that only 
parks, natural areas, clean streams and 
rivers, open spaces and unblighted seashore 
can give. Take Mr. Whyte's man in Teaneck 
or Palo Alto, or Springfield for that matter. 
He has been described roughly as follows: 
He lives at 424 Elms Dell Acres <there are 
no elms, there is no dell and the acre is 50 
by 100). To his company, he is employee No. 
2784, to the post office he is ZIP Code 
94350, and if you want to call him, you must 
dial 415 322- 3099. Instead of being an indi
vidual, a human being, an immortal soul, he 
is part of the anonymous mass, a consumer, 
a member of the viewing audience, a driver 
in a 3-mile traffic jam, a statistic. 

He is separated from life not only by num
bers but by middlemen and packagers. His 
wife buys food in plastic cartons and poly
ethylene bags from a supermarket that is 
identical to thousands of others, and he 
dines on year-old «garden-fresh" peas that 
came out of a freezer . His kids think milk is 
something that is made in a machine, and 
his idea of a vacation is a trip to a " recon
struction" like Williamsburg or an artificial 
carnival like Disneyland. He is told that he 
belongs to the Pepsi generation, and his 
image of nature is Marlboro Country. In 
sum, he has little conception of life, the 
world, nature, values or proper judgments. 
He is a faceless number occupying a ply
wood house on a barren plot fronting an as
phalt strip. Instead of being a rational crea
ture enjoying the use of our dwindling natu
ral resources, he is subjected to all sorts of 
advertising dished out by packagers who 
want to make him buy more garden-fresh 
peas that have been dyed green, while ev
erything in his neighborhood that is really 
green gets paved over. 
, There is no use just sitting by and mourn
ing and allowing the continuing ruin of our 
country and our County, our waters and our 
heritage. We must get out and do something 
to stop it. If we try, we may even succeed. 

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS 
WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
McDADE) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, this 
week is National Small Business Week. 
It is most appropriate that we pause to 
recognize the contributions that small 
business makes to our economy. 

The importance of small business is 
clear when we remember that small 
business-

Employs more than half of the pri
vate sector labor force ; 

Generates the vast majority of all 
new jobs; 

Is the source of half of all new in
ventions and innovations; and 

Produces half the gross national 
product. 

There is no doubt that small busi
ness is the foundation of our economy. 

Small business also represents many 
of the traditional values which we 
hold dear. It provides the opportunity 
for entrepreneurship and economic 
self-determination which are unique 
to our society. Personal service, mer-

chant accountability to customers, and 
community involvement are hallmarks 
of small business. With these attri
butes, small businesses make much 
more than an economic contribution 
to the communities in which they are 
located. 

During these difficult economic 
times, small business has been under 
great pressure. Business failures are 
high, and many firms which once 
thrived are now struggling for surviv
al. High interest rates are especially 
damaging to small businesses in all 
parts of the economy. They also have 
been hurt by the many problems asso
ciated with the inflation and sluggish 
growth we are experiencing. Congress 
must do more than merely make state
ments of support for small business. In 
acting on legislation, we must consider 
the needs of small business and make 
certain that they are reflected in the 
legislation we ultimately enact. 

In spite of these problems, small 
business looks forward to the decade 
of the 1980's with great hope. Thus, 
the theme for Small Business Week 
this year is " 1980's: The Small Busi
ness Decade." I share this optimism 
because of the remarkable ability of 
small businesses to respond to chang
ing circumstances, no matter how dif
ficult they may be. This trait is espe
cially strong in those men and women 
who will be honored this week for 
their accomplishments in small busi
ness. These outstanding citizens and 
their achievements are proof of the vi
tality of small business. They demon
strate that small business deserves our 
respect and support.e 

HELSINKI AND MADRID MUST 
NOT BE ALLOWED TO BE FOR
GOTTEN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois <Mr. PoRTER) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 
• Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, House 
Concurrent Resolution 121 calls for 
prompt congressional hearings at the 
termination of the Madrid Review 
Conference to determine future 
American policy regarding Soviet fail
ures to live up to the human rights 
provisions of the Helsinki accord. 

·I am reintroducing the resolution 
today with the following 20 cospon
sors: 

LIST OF COSPONSORS 
Congressman Jack Kemp. 
Congressman Benjamin A. Gilman. 
Congressman Silvio 0 . Conte. 
Congressman Jim Leach. 
Congressman Vic Fazio. 
Congressman James J. Florio. 
Congressman Barbara A. Mikulski. 
Congressman Daniel E. Lungren. 
Congr essman Bill Frenzel. 
Congressman Thomas M. Foglietta. 
Congressman James M. Collins. 
Congressman Larry McDonald. 
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Congressman James L. Oberstar. 
Congressman Lawrence Coughlin. 
Congressman Donald J . Albosta. 
Congressman Robert J. Lagomarsino. 
Congressman Don Bailey. 
Congressman James H. Scheuer. 
Congressman Brian J . Donnelly. 
Congressman John LeBoutillier. 
These Members and I are concerned 

that when the Madrid Conference fi
nally closes and numerous repeated 
and clear Soviet violations have been 
documented in full for all the world to 
see, Helsinki will go on the shelf. 

It is our belief that we bargained for 
far more at the conference table in 
Helsinki 6 years ago than the right to 
publicly chastise the Soviets and their 
Eastern European allies for their fail
ures to provide basic human rights to 
their citizens. We bargained for the 
granting of those rights. We bargained 
in behalf of those people and the prin
ciples we believe in that are being 
denied to them. We bargained not just 
for propaganda, but for change. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress must 
make a strong commitment after 
Madrid to follow policies that will 
maximize pressure on the Soviet 
Union to grant those rights they 
agreed to grant in 1975-that the beat
ings, harassment, and exiles stop, that 
incarceration of dissidents in mental 
institutions end, that the flow of infor
mation from the West to the East be 
allowed unimpeded, and that emigra
tion rights be secured for all people. 

Mr. Speaker, Helsinki and Madrid 
cannot be allowed to be forgotten.e 

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE 
STATEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin <Mr. KASTEN
MEIER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 
although Public Law 95-521, the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978, re
quires public financial disclosure re
porting, I am continuing my practice, 
begun in 1963, of placing in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD a report on my fi
nancial condition since this disclosure, 
through its more precise reporting, 
does differ in important respects from 
the report which we are required by 
law and by House rules to file. 

My report covers the calendar year 
1980, and also includes the amount of 
Federal, State, and real estate taxes 
paid for 1980: 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL CONDITION- DECEMBER 31 , 1980 

Cash account with the Sergeant at Arms, House of 
Representatives ....................... ....... .. .. ....... ... . . 

Cash .. .. .... .. .. ........... ........... ..... ... .... ............. .... . 
Securities .... .......... .............................. ........... . . 

Residential real estate: Arlington house and lot 
( 1979 assessment ) .......... .. ........................... . 

Less mortgage .. ............. .. .............. .. ................. . 

Equity .................... ...... ... .. ... .. .. ..... .... . . 

79-059 0 - 84 - 80 Pt. 7 

$3,053.30 
99.18 

(1) 

153,100.00 
18,977.55 

134,122.45 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL CONDITION- DECEMBER 31 , 1980-
Continued 

House, Sun Prairie, Wis...... .. ............. .. .... ... .. .... ... 29,000.00 
Plus improvements .. ............. ............... ............. .. 1.766.00 
Back lot .... ,...... ......... ... ... ....... ........ ............. ..... 1,200.00 
Sewer and water improvements. .. .... .... .... ............. 4,789.00 

Total. ... .. .. .. ..................................... ... .. 36,755.00 
Less mortgage........................ .. ............. ............ 15,149.78 
Unpaid sewer and water assessments ...... .. ........... . __ 3_:_,4_53_. 7_0 

Total .. .. .. .. .. .. ................. ....................... 18,603.48 
Equity ............ ..... .. ........................ ....... 18,151.52 

Household goods and miscellaneous personalty ....... . . 
Miscellaneous assets, deposits with the U.S. civil 

service retirement fund through Dec. 31, 1980, 
available only in accordance with applicable 

8,000.00 

law~ and regulations ....................................... 64 ,293.15 
Additional retirement fund deposit ......................... 1,130.00 
Cash surrender, value of life insurance: 

On the life of Robert W. Kasten meier.. ..... ...... ( 1 ) 

On the life of Dorothy C. Kastenmeier ..... .. ..... 544.00 
Deposit, Donaldson Run .. ......... .................... 400.00 

Automobiles: 
1976 Oldsmobile ................................. ... .... 1,000.00 
1978 Mercury ...... ............. .. ..................... .. __ 3_:_.4_00_.o_o 

Total assets ....... .. ......... .............. .. ... ...... 243,063.60 
Taxes paid: 

1980 Federal income tax ........... .................. 14,996.50 
1980 Wisconsin State income tax.. .. ........ ...... 4.730.00 
1980 Federal self-employment tax .. ......... ..... . 546.75 
1980 Federal form 2210 tax ... ....... .............. 32.02 
1980 Federal employers tax .......... .. ............. 130.57 
1980 Arlington County real estate tax ............ 2,044.00 
1980 Sun Prairie real estate taxes billed late ....................... . 
(1979 taxes paid $1 ,832.62) .... .. .. .......... .... .. ... .... ......... .. . . 

Total taxes paid ..................... ....... .. ....... 22.479.84 
Income for 1980: 

Gross rent, Sun Prairie, Wis., house..... .......... 3,120.00 
Net honorariums and per diems . . ... ..... .. .... . ... 6,856.00 

1 None. 

I also am reporting on the separate 
estate of my wife, Dorothy C. Kasten
meier which is not subject to my con
trol and thus, not necesf:arily required 
to be reported. Fair values are estimat
ed and certain interests in property 
are subject to life estates in others: 

Unimproved land, 129 acres, Chireno, Tex............... $10,000.00 
Unimproved land, 160.5 acres, Nacogdoches, Tex..... 10,000.00 
Frame House and lot, 413 Myrtle Street, Nacog-

doches. Tex. .................................... .............. 12,000.00 
Lot and building, 106 Marilyn St ., Nacogdoches, 

Tex... ..... .. .... ... .. .. .. .... .. ................................ . 12,000.00 
158 shares, Fredonia State Bank, Nacogdoches, 

Tex... ... ......................... ... ...... ... .. .. .. .. ........... 6,320.00 

Total ...... ............ ... ............................... 50,320.00 
Total all interest in minerals and timber subject to 

life estate of others: rental income .................... 690.00 

• 
CRIME PROBLEM COMPOUNDED 

BY THE LAW'S DELAY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California <Mr. DANIEL
soN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, an 
issue which we should be addressing 
which is the ever-present cnncern of 
every person whom I meet in my dis
trict is the problem of the high rate of 
crime. People are scared to death of 

the possibility of becoming victims of 
crime. 

We talk about gun control, stricter 
criminal laws, longer sentences, the 
death penalty, and many other ap
proaches. These are controversial and 
new legislation is difficult to enact. 
But there are some things on which 
we should be able to reach agreement 
easily and quickly, and which would 
have a strong deterrent effect on 
those who would break our laws. 
These actions would also help in the 
enforcement of our criminal laws and 
restore public confidence in our courts 
and our system of criminal justice. 

Recently, several important sugges
tions were made by Chief Justice 
Warren E. Burger. Basically, his point 
was that one of the greatest deterrents 
to crime is the knowledge that there 
will be swift and certain conse
quences-swift arrest, prompt trial, 
certain penalty, and, at some point, fi
nality of judgment instead of endless 
appeals. 

Among the points he made, and I 
agree wholeheartedly, we can: 

First, restore to all pretrail release 
laws the critical element of dangerous
ness to the community; 

Second, provide for trial within 
weeks of arrest; 

Third, review on appeal within 8 
weeks of a judgment of guilt; and 

Fourth, following appellate review, 
confine all subsequent judicial review 
to claims of miscarriage of justice. 

There are massive safeguards for ac
cused persons, but we fail to provide 
even elementary protection for our 
law-abiding citizens. 

As just one example of the law's 
delay, the failure of our courts and 
prosecutors to bring cases to trial, the 
following story from the Los Angeles 
Herald Examiner of February 24, 1981, 
is a perfect illustration of how delays 
in our courts is destroying public con
fidence in the administration of jus
tice: 

[From the Los Angeles Herald Examiner, 
Feb. 24, 1981] 

THEY'RE STILL WAITING FOR THAT SPEEDY 
TRIAL- COUPLE WAS BURGLARIZED 5 112 
MONTHS AGO 

<By Timothy Carlson> 
Last Labor Day weekend, Phil and Susan 

Branson returned from vacation to their 
home in the Silver Lake district to encoun
ter a burglary in progress. 

A quick phone call to police, relayed to a 
police spotter helicopter, led to the appre
h€nsion of a man and a female companion 
within 15 minutes. Phil Branson and three 
neighbors made a positive identification of 
the suspects. The pair were arraigned Sept. 
11 and released on bail. 

Tomorrow-5 V2 months after the Sept. 5 
robbery- defendants Edward and Loretta 
Sykes are scheduled for the fifth time to 
appear for their preliminary hearing in the 
Criminal Courts Building on Temple Street. 

Defense attorneys have been granted four 
continuances: Oct. 17, Dec. 5, Jan. 28 and 
Feb. 13. 
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Once the attorneys requested more time 

because they were attempting to consolidate 
the Branson burglary with 12 additional 
counts of burglary pending against Edward 
Sykes in the San Fernando Valley. The 
other continuances were requested either 
because the attorneys needed more time to 
prepare the case because they were engaged 
in other cases at the time. 

"The last time one of the attorneys was in 
Houston, the other attorney was not there 
and an associate at the law firm knew 
enough about the case to get a continu
ance," said Los Angeles County Assistant 
District Attorney Loren Naiman. 

Each time, Branson and his witness neigh
bors, all hard-working professionals, were 
subpoenaed to testify at the four canceled 
preliminary hearings. 

If on any of those four occasions the hear
ing had been held and the witnesses had not 
been present, the Sykes couple would have 
gone free . Furthermore, police assert that 
Sykes has been responsible for at least one 
other burglary since the Sept. 5 arrest. 

Los Angeles Police Department Detective 
Sam Capuano of Northeast Division said 
that on Sept. 12- the day after Sykes was 
released on bail in the Branson case-he was 
tailing Sykes, who was driving the same bat
tered green Karmann Ghia. 

Capuano said Sykes managed to lose him 
in traffic. One hour later, Sykes' car was 
identified at the scene of a burglary in the 
San Fernando Valley and Sykes was 
charged with the crime, bringing to 12 the 
counts of burglary he faces in the San Fer
nando Valley, Capuano said. 

"Of course the defendants feel different
ly, but from our point of view the judicial 
system indeed favors the defendant and 
does present difficulties to the victims, the 
witnesses and the prosecution in regard to 
the practice of granting continuances," said 
Naiman. 

" I can tell you that the police were fantas
tic in making the arrest," Branson said re
cently on a quiet night in his modest home 
in the hills overlooking Los Angeles. "And 
the investigating officer <Capuano) has 
done an extraordinary job in making sure 
all the witnesses will be available to testify 
every time a preliminary hearing is sched
uled. But four continuaces! 

"The way it's going, the day they finally 
have the hearing there'll be no witnesses 
and that sucker'll get off. One of the wit
nesses is a doctor and he has a full load of 
patients every day. These are hard-working 
people." 

Sykes' defense attorney, Gerson Horn of 
Beverly Hills, said he, too, has sympathy for 
the witnesses' plight, but claimed there 
have been unusual extenuating circum
stances. 

" I empathize with the witnesses," Horn 
said while on a brief break from a murder 
trial yesterday. "And I don't feel that the 
prosecution's complaints about the four 
continuances is unjustified. But this case is 
unusual for several reasons. One, the de
fendants each have a lawyer, so problems 
with conflicts in court calendars are multi
plied. Second, I am currently involved in a 
death penalty case and this has taken a ma
jority of my time. 

"And in regard to the last continuance, 
my co-counsel, Robert Sarno <Loretta 
Sykes' attorney), had told the district attor
ney's office prio_r to the hearing that he 
might not be able to return from a case he 
was trying in Houston by the Feb. 13 date 
and asked that the h earing be scheduled for 
Feb. 20. When the DA insisted on the earli-

er date, Mr. Sarno tried to get back in time 
but his trial took longer than anticipated. 
So, if witnesses were forced to go downtown 
on that date, the prosecution is at least par
tially responsible." 

For one of the scheduled hearings, all 
four witnesses got notices in their mailboxes 
the night before that they were supposed to 
show up at 8:30 in the morning. The doctor 
pleaded for and got the privilege of being on 
one-hour call to testify. Another witness 
was out of town, and Branson and the 
woman neighbor had to wait all morning 
before the defendant's lawyers waived their 
right to a trial within 60 days and requested 
additional time to prepare their case. 

Capuano says that a burglary is typically 
"very very frustrating for the victim." In 
the vast majority of cases the burglars are 
not observed and the loot is never recov
ered. 

Naiman, the prosecutor at the Feb. 13 
granting of continuance, could not comment 
specifically .on this case, but contended 
"many attorneys make a career out of de
laying trials until a case is ancient history in 
order to make a better deal for their client." 

"Most witnesses are very conscientious 
about doing their duty for society the first 
few times they are asked to appear as wit
nesses," Naiman said. "But after you've 
been to court eight or nine times, the result 
is you get fed up and stop wanting to help. " 

Said Capuano: " If they wait long enough, 
the witnesses might move away. Or the vic
tims might just die. No victim, no crime, 
charges dropped." 

Defense attorney Horn feels that despite 
increased worries about the· rising crime 
rate, this is no time to begin reducing the 
myriad legal strategems available to a de
fendant . "If all we wanted from the system 
was instant justice," said Horn, "we could 
all look to Ayatollah Khalkali or to Idi 
Amin. There you have trial and sentencing 
with no waiting period. And no standards of 
evidence and more often than not-no survi
vors. Delays are part of the price we must 
pay for a fair system of presenting evi
dence." 

Naiman feels the problem of an over
loaded American judicial system has several 
key knots which need to be untangled. 

"Some trial judges are just too liberal in 
their interpretation of the law in allowing 
continuances," said Naiman. "A good judge 
has to be smart enough to manipulate law
yers to keep his calendar rolling along with 
reasonable speed." 

Furthermore, Naiman said that legal tech
nicalities too often invalidate evidence, 
which leads to lighter sentences than the 
crimes deserve. And California's determi
nate sentencing law, Naiman said, also con
tributes to sentences that are too light. 

Horn asserts that such arguments can cut 
both ways, however. " It depends on whose 
ox is being gored," said Horn. " In the case 
I'm now working on, the prosecution has 
asked for several continuances, and the de
fense has insisted on beginning trial since 
March of last year. The truth is, continu
ances can shorten the actual time involved 
in a trial and lessen the cost to the state. 
For example, a lot of times witnesses are 
contacted who couldn't have been contacted 
before. Or more investigation is done to re
solve the case. And cases are disposed of be
cause of negotiations with the DA. When all 
parties are really ready to go to trial, it 
shortens the time witnesses have to be avail
able. And it shortens the time defense law
yers and prosecutors are actually in court." 

Branson said represen tatives of the dis
trict attorney's office have assured him that 

his trip to the Criminal Courts Building to
morrow will not be in vain. 

Horn said he is confident that both he 
and cocounsel Robert Sarno will be ready 
for action tomorrow. But there's always the 
specter of an emergency in his murder case. 

" In our imperfect legal system, nothing 
under the control of human beings is a sure 
thing." Horn said. 

Except waiting.e 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLA
TION REESTABLISHING EMER
GENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM
PENSATION ACT 
<Mr. FORD of Michigan asked and 

was given permission to extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 
• Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, together with the entire Michigan 
Democratic congressional delegation, I 
am introducing legislation today to 
reestablish the Emergency Unemploy
ment Compensation Act, whose au
thorization expired in 1978. The legis
lation would provide an additional 13 
weeks of unemployment benefits, 
funded by the Federal Government, to 
individuals who have exhausted the 
maximum entitlement to extended 
benefits and who reside in States with 
an insured unemployment rate of 5 
percent or more. 

Michigan is in the midst of an eco
nomic depression unrivalled in the last 
40 years. For the past 16 months our 
unemployment rate has exceeded 10 
percent and currently exceeds 14 per
cent. Each month, nearly 20,000 Mich
iganites exhaust their maximum un
employment insurance entitlement 
and are forced either to seek welfare 
or the charity of their friends, or to 
sell their homes, leave their friends, 
and move to a new State. Only 300,000 
of Michigan's 600,000 unemployed are 
receiving unemployment compensa
tion. 

This depression is not about to dis
appear. In fact, with the passage of 
the Reagan budget, the situation in 
Michigan, Missouri, Illinois, Ohio, and 
the other States of our northern in
dustrial belt will be aggravated and 
may well be made permanent. 

The principal cause of the horren
dous unemployment problem in Michi
gan is the downturn in domestic auto
mobile sales. Auto sales continue to 
lag far behind the levels of 1979 and 
earlier, and the market share of im
ported vehicles is now 30 percent. The 
administration has done very little to 
stem the flow of imports; according to 
the Japanese manufacturers, the vol
untary restriction recently agreed to 
by the Japanese will do no more than 
cap Japanese imports at the level to 
which they would have fallen anyway. 

Interest rates are rising again and 
will rise even higher as the Fed, with 
Mr. Reagan's support, tightens the 
money supply and the Federal budget 
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deficit, swollen by defense spending, 
consumes an increasing share of avail
able credit. Clearly, this will mean a 
disaster for industries such as the 
automobile and construction indus
tries, which depend on the availability 
of consumer credit. It is a wonder that 
auto manufacturers and dealers sur
vive at all with the prime rate at 19 
percent. The Reagan economic pro
gram will not provide a quick recovery 
for the auto industry or an end to the 
unemployment that plagues the indus
trial States. 

Michigan and the auto industry are 
not alone in experiencing economic 
trauma. Twenty States now have in
sured unemployment rates of 5 per
cent or more, and Alaska's IUR now 
stands at 9.93 percent, the Nation's 
highest. All of these States and their 
unemployed workers would benefit 
from the extension of unemployment 
insurance benefits that this legislation 
will provide. 

Unemployment of the magnitude we 
are now experiencing is not a local 
problem. It is a national problem, cre
ated and exacerbated by national poli
cies such as monetary and internation
al trade policies, oil, and gas pricing, 
and our tax laws. The Federal Govern
ment has a responsibility to help miti
gate the suffering of the long-term un
employed, those most severely affect
ed by these national policies. I hope 
my colleagues will join with us in 
sponsoring this legislation which will 
provide assistance to millions of our 
citizens who have lost their jobs 
through no fault of their own. 

The text of the bill follows: 
H.R. 3571 

A bill to provide a program of emergency 
unemployment compensation 

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

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Emergency Unemployment Compensation 
Act of 1981" . 

FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS 
SEc. 2. (a) Any State, the State unemploy

ment compensation law of which is ap
proved by the Secretary of Labor (herein
after in this Act referred to as the "Secre
tary" ) under section 3304 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 which desires to do 
so, may enter into and participate in an 
agreement with the Secretary under this 
Act, if such State law contains <as of the 
date such agreement is entered into) a re
quirement that extended compensation be 
payable t hereunder as provided by the Fed
eral-State Extended Unemployment Com
pensation Act of 1970. Any State which is a 
party to an agreement under this Act may, 
upon providing thirty days' written notice 
to the Secretary, terminate such agreement. 

(b) Any such agreement shall provide that 
the State agency of the State will make pay
ments of emergency compensation-

< 1) to individuals who-
< A Hi> have exhausted all rights to regular 

compensation under the State law; 
(ii) have exhausted all rights to extended 

compensation, or are not entitled thereto, 

because of the ending of their eligibility 
period for extended compensation, in such 
State; 

<B> have no rights to compensation (in
cluding both regular compensation and ex
tended compensation> with respect to a 
week under such law or any other State un
employment compensation law or to com
pensation under any other Federal law; and 

<C> are not receiving compensation with 
respect to such week under the unemploy
ment compensation law of Canada, 

(2) for any week of unemployment
which-

<A> begins in-
(i) an emergency benefit period <as de

fined in subsection (c)(3)), and 
(ii) the individual's period of eligibility <as 

defined in section 5(a)(2)); or 
(B) begins in an individual's additional eli

gibility period (as defined in section 5(a)(4)); 
except that no payment of emergency com
pensation shall be made to any individual 
for any week of unemployment which 
begins more than two years after the end of 
the benefit year for which he exhausted his 
rights to regular compensation. 

<c>< 1) For purposes of subsection 
(b)<l)(A)(i), an individual shall be deemed to 
have exhausted his rights to regular com
pensation under a State law when-

<A> no payments of regular compensation 
can be made under such law because such 
individual has received all regular compen
sation available to him based on employ
ment or wages during his base period; or 

<B> his rights to such compensation have 
been terminated by reason of the expiration 
of the benefit year with respect to which 
such rights existed. 

(2) For purposes of subsection 
(b)<l)(A)(ii), an individual shall be deemed 
to have exhausted his rights to extended 
compensation under a State law when no 
payments of extended compensation under 
a State law can be made under such law be
cause such individual has received all the 
extended compensation available to him 
from his extended compensation account <as 
established under State law in accordance 
with section 202(b)(1) of the Federal-State 
Extended Unemployment Compensation 
Act of 1970). 

(3)(A)(i} For purposes of subsection 
<b)(2)(A), in the case of any State, an emer
gency benefit period-

( I) shall begin with the third week after a 
week for which there is a State "emergency 
on" indicator; and 

(II) shall end with the third week after 
the first week for which there is a State 
"emergency off" indicator. 

(ii) In the case of any State, no emergency 
benefit period shall last for a period of less 
than thirteen consecutive weeks. 

(iii) When a determination has been made 
that an emergency benefit period is begin
ning or ending with respect to any State, 
the Secretary shall cause notice of such de
termination to be published in the Federal 
Register. 

<B)(i) For purposes of subparagraph <A), 
there is a State "emergency on" indicator 
for a week if the rate of insured unemploy
ment in such State for the period consisting 
of such week and the immediately preceding 
twelve weeks equaled or exceeded 5 per 
centum. 

(ii) For purposes of subparagraph <A>. 
there is a State "emergency off" indicator 
for a week if the rate of insured unemploy
ment in such State for the period consisting 
of such week and the immediately preceding 
twelve weeks is less than 5 per centum. 

(d) For purposes of any agreement under 
this Act-

( 1) the amount of the emergency compen
sation which shall be payable to any individ
ual for any week of total unemployment 
shall be equal to the amount of the regular 
compensation (including dependents' allow
ances) payable to him during his benefit 
year under the State law; and 

(2) the terms and conditions of the State 
law which apply to claims for regular com
pensation and to the payment thereof shall 
<except where inconsistent with the provi
sions of this Act or regulations of the Secre
tary promulgated to carry out this Act) 
apply to claims for emergency compensation 
and the payment thereof. 

(e}(l) Any agreement under this Act with 
a State shall provide that the State will es
tablish, for each eligible individual who files 
an application for emergency compensation, 
an emergency compensation account with 
respect to such individual's benefit year. 

(2) The amount established in such ac
count for any individual shall be equal to 
the lesser of-

<A> 50 per centum of the total amount of 
regular compensation (including depend
ents' allowances) payable to him with re
spect to the benefit year (as determined 
under the State law) on the basis of which 
he most recently received regular compensa
tion; or 

(B) thirteen times his average weekly 
benefit amount <as determined for purposes 
of section 202(b)(l)(C) of the Federal-State 
Extended Unemployment Compensation 
Act of 1970) for his benefit year. 

(f) No emergency compensation shall be 
payable to any individual under an agree
ment entered into under this Act for any 
week beginning before whichever of the fol
lowing is the later: 

< 1) the week following the week in which 
such agreement is entered into, or 

(2) the first week which begins after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREEMENTS FOR 
THE PAYMENT OF EMERGENCY COMPENSATION 
SEc. 3. (a) There shall be paid to each 

State which has entered into an agreement 
under this Act an amount equal to 100 per 
centum of the emergency compensation 
paid to individuals by the State pursuant to 
such agreement. 

(b) No payment shall be made to any 
State under this section in respect of com
pensation to the extent the State is entitled 
to reimbursement in respect of such com
pensation under the provisions of any Fed
eral law other than this Act. 

<c> Sums payable to any State by reason 
of such State's having an agreement under 
this Act shall be payable, either in advance 
or by way of reimbursement <as may be de
termined by the Secretary), in such 
amounts as the Secretary estimates the 
State will be entitled to receive under this 
Act for each calendar month, reduced or in
creased, as the case may be, by any amount 
by which the Secretary finds that his esti
mates for any prior calendar month were 
greater or less than the amounts which 
should have been paid to the State. Such es
timates may be made on the basis of such 
statistical, sampling, or other method as 
may be agreed upon by the Secretary and 
the State agency of the State involved. 

FINANCING PROVISIONS 
SEc. 4. <a> The Secretary shall from time 

to time certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury for payment to each State the 
sums payable to such State under this Act. 



9682 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE May 13, 1981 
The Secretary of the Treasury. prior to 
audit or settlement by the General Account
ing Office, shall make payments to the 
State in accordance with such certification, 
by transfers from the funds appropriated 
pursuant to subsection (b) to the account of 
such State in the Unemployment Trust 
Fund. 

(b) There are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated from the general fund of the 
Treasury, without fiscal year limitation, 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 5. (a) For purposes of this Act-
(1) the terms "compensation" , " regular 

compensation", "extended compensation", 
''base period" , "benefit year", "State", 
"State agency", "State law", and "week" 
shall have the meanings assigned to them 
under section 205 of the Federal-State Ex
tended Unemployment Compensation Act of 
1970; 

(2) the term "period of eligibility" means, 
in the case of any individual, the weeks in 
his benefit year which begin in an extended 
benefit period or an emergency benefit 
period and, if his benefit year ends within 
such extended benefit period, any weeks 
thereafter which begin in such extended 
benefit period or in such emergency benefit 
period; 

(3) the term "extended benefit period" 
shall have the meaning assigned to such 
term under section 203 of the Federal-State 
Extended Unemployment Compensation 
Act of 1970; 

(4) the term "additional eligibility period" 
means the thirteen-week period following 
the week in which an emergency benefit 
period ends in a State, as determined under 
section 2(c)(3); but no individual shall have 
an additional eligibility period unless there 
was payable to him in such State, for the 
week in which such emergency benefit 
period ended, either emergency compensa
tion under this Act or extended compensa
tion under the Federal-State Extended Un
employment Compensation Act of 1970; 

(5) the term "rate of insured unemploy
ment" means the percentage arrived at by 
dividing the average weekly number of indi
viduals filing claims (including claims for 
extended compensation and additional com
pensation) for weeks of unemployment with 
respect to the specified period (as deter
mined on the basis of the reports made by 
the State agency to the Secretary) by the 
average monthly covered employment for 
the specified period; 

(6) the rate of insured unemployment for 
any thirteen-week period shall be deter
mined by reference to the average monthly 
covered employment under the State law 
for the first four of the most recent six cal
endar quarters ending before the close of 
such period; and 

(7) determinations with respect to the rate 
of insured unemployment in a State shall be 
made by the State agency in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secre
tary. 
For purposes of any State law which refers 
to an extension under Federal law of the 
duration of benefits under the Federal
State Extended Unemployment Compensa
tion Act of 1970, this Act shall be treated as 
amendatory of such Act. 

(b)(l) If an individual knowingly has 
made, or caused to be made by another, a 
false statement or representation of a mate
rial fact , or knowingly has failed, or caused 
another to fail, to disclose a material fact, 
and as a result of such false statement or 

representation or of such nondisclosure 
such individual has received an amount of 
emergency compensation under this Act to 
which he was not entitled, such individual-

<A> shall be ineligible for further emer
gency compensation under this Act in ac
cordance with the provisions of the applica
ble State unemployment compensation law 
relating to fraud in connection with a claim 
for unemployment compensation; and 

<B> shall be subject to prosecution under 
section 1001 of title 18, United States Code. 

(2)(A) In the case of individuals who have 
received amounts of emergency compensa
tion under this Act to which they were not 
entitled, the State is authorized to require 
such individuals to repay the amounts of 
such emergency compensation to the State 
agency, except that the State agency may 
waive such repayment if it determines 
that-

(i) the payment of such emergency com
pensation was without fault on the part of 
any such individual, and 

(ii) such repayment would be contrary to 
equity and good conscience. 

<B> The State agency may recover the 
amount to be repaid, or any part thereof, by 
deductions from any emergency compensa
tion payable to such individual under this 
Act or from any unemployment compensa
tion payable to such individual under any 
Federal unemployment compensation law 
administered by the State agency or under 
any other Federal law administered by the 
State agency which provides for the pay
ment of any assistance or allowance with re
spect to any week of unemployment, during 
the three-year period aft er the date such in
dividuals received the payment of emergen
cy compensation to which they were not en
titled, except that no single deduction may 
exceed 50 per centum of the weekly benefit 
amount from which such deduction is made. 

(C) No repayment shall be required, and 
no deduction shall be made, until a determi
nation has been made, notice thereof and an 
opportunity for a fair hearing has been 
given to the individual, and the determina
tion has become final. 

(3) Any determination by a State agency 
under paragraph (1) or (2) shall be subject 
to review in the same manner and to the 
same extent as determinations under the 
State unemployment compensation law, and 
only in that manner and to that extent.e 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr_ McEWEN) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. McDADE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, for 60 minutes, 

Thursday, May 28. 
Mr. McCOLLUM, for 60 minutes, 

Wednesday, May 20. 
Mr. PoRTER, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. CoLLINS of Texas, for 30 min

utes, Thursday, May 14. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. FAZIO) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. KASTENMEIER, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. BLANCHARD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DANIELSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MAVROULES, for 30 minutes, 

Thursday, May 14. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission 
to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. FAZIO, to insert his remarks in 
the RECORD immediately following 
those of the chairman of the full com
mittee, in chapter IX. 

Mr. NATCHER, and to include extrane
ous remarks immediately following 
the reading of chapter VIII of H.R. 
3512, in the Committee of the Whole 
today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. McEWEN), and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio in two instances. 
Mr. WEBER of Minnesota. 
Mr. MICHEL in two instances. 
Mr. BETHUNE. 
Mr. CONTE. 
Mr. FINDLEY. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Mr. PARRIS. 
Ms. FIEDLER. 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. 
Mr. NAPIER in three instances. 
Mr. WEBER of Ohio. 
Mr. GRISHAM. 
Mrs. HOLT. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO in two instances. 
Mr. PORTER. 
<The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. FAZIO) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Mr. GuARINI in two instances. 
Mr. STOKES in three instances. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Mr. SCHEUER. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. AuCoiN. 
Mr. NOWAK. 
Mr. CoNYERS in two instances. 
Mr. MINISH. 
Mr. YATRON. 
Mr. BoLAND. 
Mr. FAUNTROY. 
Mr. WEISS. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. STUMP. 
Mr. WOLPE. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Mr. FRANK. 
Mr. McDoNALD. 
Ms. OAKAR in three instances. 
Mr. OTTINGER. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
Mr. FOLEY. 
Mr. DANIELSON. 
Mr. SoLARZ in two instances. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. 
Mr. BENNETT. 
Mr. DELLUMS. 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 

REFERRED 
A joint resolution of the Senate of 

the following title was taken from the 
Speaker's table and, under the rule, 
referred as follows: 

S .J . Res. 79. Joint resolution to designate 
the second week in May beginning with 
Mother's Day, May 10, 1981, as "Senior 
Center Week"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 8 o'clock and 41 minutes 
p.m.) the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, May 14, 1981, at 11 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1337. A letter from the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a report on real 
and personal property of the Department of 
Defense as of September 30, 1980, pursuant 
to 10 U.S.C. 2701; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1338. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to amend title 10 of the United States 
Code by repealing the provision limiting 
compensation for members of the Naval Re
search Advisory Committee to $50 per day; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

1339. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Installations and 
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca
tion, nature, and estimated cost of various 
construction projects proposed to be under
taken by the Army Reserve, pursuant to 10 
U.S.C. 2233a<l>; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

1340. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Installations and 
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca
tion, nature, and estimated cost of various 
construction projects proposed to be under
taken by the Air Force Reserve, pursuant to 
10 U.S.C. 2233a0); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1341. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Military Personnel 
Policy), transmitting reports filed covering 
fiscal year 1980 by former military and civil
ian employees of the Defense Department 
currently employed by defense contractors, 
and current Defense Department employees 
formerly employed by defense contractors, 
pursuant to section 410(d) of Public Law 91-
121; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

1342. A letter from the Chairman, Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, transmitting the Board's first 
annual report on the Electronic Fund 
Transfer Act, pursuant to section 918 of the 
Consumer Credit Protection Act, as amend
ed; to the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

1343. A letter from the Chairman, Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, transmitting his first annual report 
on the activities of the Depository Institu
tions Deregulation Committee, pursuant to 

section 206 of Public Law 96- 221; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

1344. A letter from the Mayor of the Dis
trict of Columbia, transmitting the annual 
report for calendar year 1980 on administra
tion of the District of Columbia Unemploy
ment Compensation Act, pursuant to sec
tion 313(c) of title 46 of the District of Co
lumbia Code; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

1345. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting proposed final regula
tions to govern the Education Appeal 
Board, pursuant to section 43l<d)(1) of the 
General Education Provisions Act; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

1346. A letter from the Secretary of 
Energy, transmitting a report on the elec
tric reliability study, along with the final 
report and executive summary, pursuant to 
section 209 of Public Law 95-617; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

1347. A letter from the Acting Administra
tor, Energy Information Administration, 
transmitting a report on the demonstrated 
reserve base of coal in the United States as 
of January 1, 1979, pursuant to section 801 
of Public Law 95-620; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

1348. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, Department of Energy, transmit
ting notice of various meetings relating to 
the international energy program to be held 
on May 12-15 in Tokyo; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

1349. A letter from the Vice President for 
Government Affairs, National Railroad Pas
senger Corporation, transmitting a report 
covering the month of March 1981, on the 
average number of passengers per day on 
board each train operated, and the on-time 
performance at the final destination of each 
train operated, by route and by railroad, 
pursuant to section 308(a)(2) of the Rail 
Passenger Service Act of 1970, as amended; 
to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

1350. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Congressional Relations, 
transmitting notice of the State Depart
ment's intention to consent to a request by 
the Government of Australia for permission 
to transfer certain U.S.-origin military 
equipment to Malaysia, pursuant to section 
3(d) of the Arms Export Control Act; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1351. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Congressional Relations, 
transmitting notice of the State Depart
ment's intention to consent to a request by 
the Government of Australia for permission 
to transfer certain U.S./origin military 
equipment to New Zealand, pursuant to sec
tion 3(d) of the Arms Export Control Act; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1352. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Congressional Relations, 
transmitting notice of the State Depart
ment's intention to consent to a request by 
the Government of Italy for permission to 
transfer certain U.S.-origin military equip
ment to Morocco, pursuant to section 3(d) 
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1353. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting notice of the receipt 
of an application for a loan under the Small 
Reclamation Projects Act of 1956 from the 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, Arizona, pursu
ant to section 10 of the act; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1354. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting notice of the receipt 

of an application for a loan under the Small 
Reclamation Projects Act of 1956 from the 
Yuba County Water . Agency, California, 
pursuant to section 10 of the act; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1355. A letter from the Acting Deputy As
sistant Secretary of the Interior for Indian 
Affairs, transmitting a proposed plan for 
the use and distribution of certain judge
ment funds of the Mississippi and Lake Su
perior Bands of Chippewa Indians for the 
Leech Lake Reservation group in Minneso
ta, pursuant to section 2<a> and 4 of Public 
Law 93-134; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

1356. A letter from the Acting Commis
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Department of Justice, transmit
ting reports covering visa petitions approved 
according certain beneficiaries third and 
sixth preference classification, pursuant to 
section 204(d) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, as amended; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

1357. A letter from the Acting Commis
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Department of Justice, transmit
ting a copy of an order suspending deporta
tion under the authority of section 244(a)(2) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
pursuant to section 244(c) of the act; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

1358. A letter from the Acting Administra
tor, Veterans' Administration, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to amend 
chapter 19 of title 38, United State Code, to 

·permit the unrestricted assignment of a 
beneficiary's interest in the proceeds of a 
Government Life Insurance policy in cases 
involving contested claims, and to increase 
the amount an attorney may receive for rep
resenting a claimant in such cases; and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. 

1359. A letter from the Mayor of the Dis
trict of Columbia, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to authorize the setoff 
of annuity payments or refunds payable 
from the Civil Service Retirement and Dis
ability Fund to former employees of the 
government of the District of Columbia in 
order to liquidate debts owed to the govern
ment of the District of Columbia; jointly, to 
the Committees on the District of Colum
bia, and Post Office and Civil Service. 

1360. A letter from the Acting Comptrol
ler General of the United States, transmit
ting a report on the Federal role in dealing 
with major, long-term electrical emergencies 
resulting from terrorism, <EMD-81-50, May 
12, 1981); jointly, to the Committees on 
Government Operations and Energy and 
Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FUQUA: Committee on Science and 
Technology. H.R. 1520. A bill to authorize 
appropriations for activities for the Nation
al Science Foundation for the fiscal year 
1982; with amendment <Rept. No. 97-34). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GAYDOS: Committee on House Ad
ministration. House Resolution 127. Resolu
tion authorizing the printing of a collection 
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of statements in tribute to the late Repre
sentative Olin E. Teague <Rept. No. 97- 35). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. PERKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 3337. A bill to extend the 
authorization for youth employment and 
demonstration programs, and for other pur
poses <Rept. No. 97-36). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. ZABLOCKI <for himself, Mr. 
FASCELL, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. HAMIL
TON, Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. YATRON, Mr. 
SOLARZ, Mr. BONKER, Mr. MICA, Mr. 
BARNES, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, Mr. WINN, Mr. GILMAN, 
Mr. PRITCHARD, Mrs. FENWICK, Mr. 
LEACH of Iowa, and Mr. ERDAHL): 

H.R. 3566. A bill to authorize appropri
ations for the fiscal years 1982 and 1983 for 
international security and development as
sistance and for the Peace Corps, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. BINGHAM <for himself, Mr. 
ZABLOCKI, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. HAMIL
TON, Mr. YATRON, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. 
BONKER, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. MICA, Mr. 
BARNES, Mr. WoLPE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
DERWINSKI, Mr. WINN, Mr. GILMAN, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 
PRITCHARD, Mrs. FENWICK, Mr. LEACH 
of Iowa, and Mr. ERDAHL): 

H.R. 3567. A bill to authorize appropri
ations for the fiscal years 1982 and 1983 to 
carry out the purposes of the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1979, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FLORIO: 
H .R. 3568. A bill to amend the Rail Pas

senger Service Act to authorize additional 
appropriations for the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BEREUTER: 
H.R. 3569. A bill to modify the flood con

trol project for the town of Niobrara, Nebr.; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. BlAGG!: 
H.R. 3570. A bill to amend title IV of the 

Social Security Act to provide for a demon
stration program to test the States' ability 
to develop functional alternatives to the 
current work requirements of the aid to 
families with dependent children; jointly, to 
the Committees on Education and Labor 
and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FORD of Michigan <for him
self, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
TRAXLER, Mr. BRODHEAD, Mr. BLAN
CHARD, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BONIOR of 
Michigan, Mr. WoLPE, Mr. ALBOSTA, 
Mr. CROCKETT, and Mr. HERTEL): 

H.R. 3571. A bill to provide a program of 
emergency unemployment compensation; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOODLING: 
H .R. 3572. A bill to make certain amend

ments to the act of September 30, 1950 
<Public Law 874, 8lst Congress) and Pub. L. 
93- 380; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. GUARINI: 
H.R. 3573. A bill to provide that the U.S. 

District Court for the Judicial District of 
New Jersey shall be held at Jersey City, 
N.J., in addition to those places currently 
provided by law; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HEFTEL: 
H.R. 357 4. A bill to amend the Service 

Contract Act of 1965 to extend its geograph
ical coverage to contracts performed on 
Midway Island; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

By Mrs. HOLT: 
H.R. 3575. A bill to provide for the issu

ance of a postage stamp to commemorate 
the 70th anniversary of the founding of the 
Girl Scouts of the United States of America; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

H.R. 3576. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude certain 
service performed on fishing boats from cov
erage for purposes of unemployment com
pensation; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. McCLOSKEY: 
H.R. 3577. A bill to amend the Merchant 

Marine Act of 1920; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. McCLOSKEY (for himself, 
Mr. BARNARD, Mr. HARTNETT, Mr. 
JoHNSTON, Mr. JACOBS, Mrs. FEN
WICK, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. FOR
SYTHE, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 
JEFFRIES, Mr. PORTER, Mr. TAUKE, 
Mr. BEARD, and Mr. BURGENER): 

H.R. 3578. A bill to amend the Shipping 
Act of 1916; to the committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Ms. OAKAR: 
H.R. 3579. A bill to modify the project for 

the Cuyahoga River Basin, Ohio, to provide 
for relocation of certain utilities in the vi
cinity of the Cleveland Zoo; to the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. RAILSBACK <for himself and 
Mr. KASTENMEIER): 

H.R. 3580. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to reduce the service of process 
by U.S. marshals in private civil actions; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RUSSO: 
H.R. 3581. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude certain 
foreign commodity income from treatment 
as foreign personal holding company 
income; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SAVAGE: 
H.R. 3582. A bill to direct the U.S. Postal 

Service to provide and sell a postage stamp 
issue to commemorate the life and achieve
ments of former world heavyweight boxing 
champion Joe Louis; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SWIFT (for himself and Mr. 
PRITCHARD): 

H .R. 3583. A bill to provide for a series of 
regional Presidential primary elections; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. WEAVER: 
H.R. 3584. A bill to authorize the Presi

dent to establish a National Security Oil 
and Gas Reserve, consisting of undeveloped · 
public lands <including coastal zones) owned 
or controlled by the United States, to insure 
that the Nation has adequate oil and natu
ral gas resources available to it during times 
of national emergencies; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HANCE: 
H .R . 3585. A bill to assure that sales of ag

ricultural commodities by the United States 

are made at prices which are not less than 
the cost of production; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Agriculture and Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LUJAN: 
H.R. 3586. A bill to amend the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as 
amended, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. PETRI: 
H.R. 3587. A bill to extend and amend pro

grams under the Older Americans Act of 
1965, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RANGEL <for himself, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. LUKEN, and Mr. WHIT
TAKER): 

H.R. 3588. A bill to amend the applicable 
provisions of the Social Security Act and 
the Public Health Service Act to assure that 
any individual who is eligible to receive eye 
or vision care services or foot care services 
which are covered under such a program 
will be effectively guaranteed the right to 
select a person licensed to practice medicine, 
osteopathy, optometry or podiatry to render 
such services for which he is legally author
ized to perform; jointly, to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce and Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SKEEN <for himself and Mr. 
LUJAN): 

H.R. 3589. A bill to authorize the ex
change of certain land held by the Navaho 
Tribe and the Bureau of Land Management, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE: 
H.J. Res. 254. Joint resolution to designate 

the week beginning October 4, 1981, as "Na
tional Respect Life Week"; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.J. Res. 255. Joint resolution to designate 
the second week in October of each year as 
"National Respect Life Week"; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BEARD: 
H. Con. Res. 134. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of the Congress with 
respect to Syrian aggression; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. CONTE: 
H . Con. Res. 135. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the hope of the Congress that 
Pope John Paul II will recover promptly 
from the wounds suffered by him during an 
attempted assassination on May 13, 1981; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

74. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Kansas, relative to health and safety warn
ings on alcoholic beverage containers; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

75. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Indiana, relative to personal 
income, estate and gift taxes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

76. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to invest
ment tax credits; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 
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PRIVATE BILLS AND 

RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H.R. 3590. A bill for the relief of Guil

lermo Enrique Sayan; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DYSON: 
H.R. 3591. A bill for the relief of Hyung 

Joo Kim; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. EDWARDS OF California: 
H.R. 3592. A bill for the relief of Uili 

Tuifua, Talameafoou Tuifua, Heta Tuifua, 
Sateki Tuifua, Ilaisaane Tuifua, and Ofa 
Hemooni Tuifua; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McHUGH: 
H.R. 3593. A bill for the relief of Chong 

Suk Zeilnhofer; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOTTL: 
H.R. 3594. A bill for the relief of Lt. Cmdr. 

Frederick R. Marlin, Jr., U.S. Navy; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 160: Mr. GINN. 
H.R. 231: Mr. D'AMOURS and Mr. HuTTO. 
H.R. 232: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 476: Mr. RoTH. 
H.R. 501: Mr. DAUB, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 

BREAUX, Mr. ERDAHL, Mr. FIELDS, Mr. FORD 
of Tennessee, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. BROWN 
of California, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. 
JONES of Tennessee, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. 
MooRE, Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mr. McKINNEY, 
Mr. RoGERS, and Mr. SCHULZE. 

H.R. 560: Mr. LONG of Maryland, Mr. 
EDGAR, Mr. MAVROULES. 

H.R. 790: Mr. LowERY of California. 
H.R. 822: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 1463: Mr. GRAY. 
H.R. 1554: Mr. RATCHFORD. 
H.R. 1711: Mr. LANTOS. 
H.R. 1778: Mr. HANSEN of Idaho and Mr. 

STANGELAND. 
H.R. 1864: Mr. FAZIO. 
H.R. 2104: Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. CORRADA, 

Mr. FISH, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, and Mr. EDWARDS of Oklaho
ma. 

H.R. 2402: Mr. HAGEDORN, Mr. PICKLE, and 
Mr. VANDER JAGT. 

H.R. 2472: Mr. BEDELL and Mr. SIMON. 
H.R. 2473: Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. 

PRITCHARD, Mr. LAGOMA,RSINO, Mr. PETRI, 
and Mr. FORSYTHE. 

H.R. 2488: Mr. PANETTA. 
H.R. 2512: Mr. CouRTER. 
H.R. 2606: Mr. BEDELL, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 

BRODHEAD, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ECKART, Mr. 
EDGAR, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
FLORIO, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. MITCHELL of Mary
land, Mr. STARK, Mr. STOKES, and Mr. 
VENTO. 

H.R. 2646: Mr. BENJAMIN, Mr. SMITH of 
Iowa, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana, Mr. DAN
NEMEYER, and Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. 

H.R. 2797: Mr. BAFALIS, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. 
FORSYTHE, Mr. FROST, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
LUNGREN, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MOTTL, Mr. NEAL, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. PRITCH
ARD, Mr. ROUSSELOT, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. 
WHITTAKER, Mr. WILSON, Mr. WINN, and Mr. 
WoN PAT. 

H.R. 2813: Mr. CoRCORAN, Mr. DE LuGo, 
Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. LELAND, and Ms. 0AKAR. 

H.R. 2934: Mr. LOWERY of California. 
H.R. 2936: Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 2983: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. FoR-

SYTHE, Mr. FISH, Mr. LEBOUTILLIER, Mr. 

BAILEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. 
DOUGHERTY, Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, and 
Mr. KINDNESS. 

H.R. 3021: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 
BEDELL, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, and 
Mr. LEWIS. 

H.R. 3022: Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. EDWARDS of 
California, Mrs. FENWICK, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. VENTO, and Mr. 
WEISS. 

H.R. 3045: Mr. AuCoiN, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. STOKES, and 
Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. 

H.R. 3046: Mr. DwYER, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. WILLIAM J. COYNE, Mr. MINETA, 
Mr. GRAY, and Mr. RoYBAL. 

H.R. 3083: Mr. ARCHER. 
H.R. 3122: Mr. FORSYTHE. 
H.R. 3269: Mr. SANTINI, Mr. BoNER of Ten

nessee, Mr. GREGG, and Mr. COLLINS of 
Texas. 

H.R. 3353: Mr. NELLIGAN, Mr. WINN, Mr. 
DouGHERTY, Mr. RoE, Mr. LEBOUTILLIER, 
Mr. CORRADA, and Mr. SOLOMON. 

H.R. 3380: Mr. DOUGHERTY. 
H.R. 3442: Mr~ MINETA. 
H.R. 3520: Mr. EDGAR, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. 

HAMILTON, Mr. SMITH of Alabama, and Mr. 
WALKER. 

H.J. Res. 68: Mr. FoGLIETTA. 
H.J. Res. 94: Mr. ZEFERETTI. 
H.J. Res. 176: Mr. GRAY, Mr. FoRD of 

Michigan, Mr. CoRRADA, Mr. CoNYERS, and 
Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.J. Res. 213: Mr: DREIER, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
HENDON, Mr. MITCHELL of New York, Mr. 
PRITCHARD, Mr. DWYER, Mr. HARTNETT, Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mrs. RouKEMA, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
WILLIAMS of Ohio, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
GAYDOS, Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR., Mr. STEN
HOLM, Mr. HANSEN of Utah, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
LEACH of Iowa, Mr. GINGRICH, and Mr. 
MINETA. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
May 13, 1981 

AN ANALYSIS OF REGULATORY 
REFORM LEGISLATION 

HON. ED BETHUNE 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. BETHUNE. Mr. Speaker, while 
I was home during the April district 
work period, I had the pleasure of 
reading a very good analysis of regula
tory reform legislation written by Mr. 
N. M. "Mac" Norton, Jr. Mr. Norton is 
currently chairman of the Arkansas 
Public Service Commission and was 
formerly an attorney for the U.S. De
partment of Justice where he· repre
sented Federal regulatory agencies. 
His work at the Department of Justice 
eminently qualifies him to comment 
on the current debate on regulatory 
reform, and I strongly recommend his 
analysis to my colleagues for their 
review. 

I hope Mr. Norton's article, wbich 
appeared in the April 17 edition of the 
Arkansas Gazette, may be of benefit 
to my colleagues: 

"REGULATORY ANALYSIS" LEGISLATION 

(By N. M. Norton Jr.) 
In a recent article in "Other Views" Sena

tor Dale Bumpers recommended two ideas 
for dealing with federal regulatory sprawl. 
He favors "regulatory analysis" legislation, 
which would require agencies to perform a 
cost/benefit study before changing a regula
tion and to consider less imposing ways of 
achieving the rule's goal. 

The senator himself has the Bumpers 
amendment, an idea he has promoted for 
years and whose time appears to be coming 
at last. Under this proposal the burden of 
proof in litigation over a regulation would 
flip. In other words, the agency would have 
to convince the court that its rule was 
proper, rather than, as things stand now, 
the opponent having to prove it improper. 
Also, the present "deference" paid by courts 
to agency interpretation of statutes would 
be prohibited. The aim, more or less, is to 
let both sides start even in court. 

The senator believes that regulatory anal
ysis and the Bumpers amendment will 
become law this year. Indeed, it is hard to 
be against this kind of thing even as we 
recall that it was George Wallace and his 
diatribes against "pointy-headed bureau
crats" that first got the ball rolling. <The 
Alabama governor may not have phrased 
things as politely as our senior senator but 
he, too, had a good sense of where to 
hammer to hit the stud.) The legislation 
Senator Bumpers outlined certainly has 
merit. Federal regulation today is awesome 
and it does seem somehow more "American" 
to even up the courtroom odds. 

The task, however, is greater than even he 
has reckoned and involves more than 
straightening out the agencies after the 
fact . If he is to succeed, the senator must 
approach regulatory reform like John Jones 

attacking the Serapis. He has not yet begun 
to fight. 

Senator Bumpers' expectation that regu
latory analysis will pass Congress this year 
has a high probability of fulfillment, but for 
reasons that he does not mention. In a Re
publican administration, such a bill can be 
expected to pass a Republican Senate be
cause it is antigovernment legislation, and 
that is the way Republicans are. It can 
equally be expected to pass a Democratic 
House because it limits the regulatory flexi- · 
bility of the Republican administration, and 
that is the way Democrats are. <This is one 
of the reasons Republican presidents can 
work well with Democratic Congresses. Re
publicans don't like the government, and 
Democrats don't either when the Republi
cans are running it.) 

Observers keener than I have seen a mild 
irony in this situation. Mostly, it is the Re
publicans who want to change, trim and 
abolish regulations. If that is your goal, reg
ulatory analysis just gets in the way. Regu
latory analysis makes change more difficult 
and so favors the status quo. From the Re
publican point of view, the status quo is all 
that bloated regulation that the Democrats 
gave us. A vote for regulatory analysis is a 
vote for the bloat, but this detail will prob
ably go unnoticed once the fervor of regula
tory reform takes hold. 

Aside from the obvious fact that regula
tory analysis will slow things down and give 
lawyers more arguments, a potential booby
trap in the program is that it counts too 
much on studies, cost/benefit or otherwise. 
Studies are nothing new to regulation. 
There is a saying among regulatory lawyers 
that if you win the study, you win the case. 
That motto speaks volumes about the objec
tivity of studies. A regulatory analysis re
quirement may well move the regulatory 
give-and-take process backward from the 
current notice-comment-hearing process 
into the study process where there will be 
less due process. 

Leaving those problems aside, let us con
sider the fate of regulatory analysis in the 
hands of the accomplished bureaucrat, the 
seasoned pro who can spot a Bumpers 
amendment coming a mile away. He will be 
ready for regulatory analysis and is prob
ably already drafting new forms that will 
accommodate the concept on paper and gut 
it in reality. And who is going to have to fill 
out those forms? The same one who wants a 
rule changed, or left alone. That person had 
better be prepared to do some "regunalysis" 
for the federal agency. The upshot could be 
a Mongol horde of lawyers and consultants 
with attendant delay and consequent litiga
tion, which is where the Bumpers amend
ment comes in. 

Senator Bumpers criticizes the courts for 
giving great weight ("deference") to the reg
ulatory agency's interpretation of statutes 
governing it. If courts have carried that idea 
too far, they have anticipated the criticism. 
Countless judicial opinions throw the prob
lem back at Congress with this sort of rea
soning: "We have read this statute this way 
for quite some time during which Congress 
has re-enacted the thing at least once and 
has passed a dozen or so more like it. Con
gress has never said our interpretation did 
not reflect its intent, though it has had a 

wealth of opportunity in that direction. 
Thus, we must be on the mark." No matter 
how doubtful this reasoning is, there is only 
so much of it that Congress can ignore 
before the courts become right by default. 
What Senator Bumpers proposes-to re
verse the burden of proof and eliminate tra
ditional deference to the agency-may be 
too little and too late now that judges have 
got comfortable with things the other way 
around. 

What he calls for on the part of courts is 
not work they like to do. My own experience 
in this kind of law has been that most 
judges loathe it. Reviewing agency decisions 
is a complicated job, and they have to do it 
alone with no jury to help. Under the whip 
of the "too hard" rule-"this stuff is just 
too hard"-they have created burdens and 
deferences in favor of the agency that has 
to fool with the stuff every day. This is all 
very practical and has little to do with law, 
though it has a lot to do with judging. 

I do not mean to be overly critical of 
courts here. "Deference" is not judicial 
sleight-of-hand; it is legal realism. Senator 
Bumpers fails to consider the dilemma 
judges might face without deference and 
other traditions. To begin with, Congress' 
product is often ambiguous and occasionally 
inconsistent. When these flaws surface in 
court, judges can apply some common-law 
mechanics to the problem or they can throw 
the Constitution out the window and try to 
decide how they would have voted on the 
bill if they had been in Congress. 

Tools like deference allow the judiciary to 
mind the separation of powers doctrine even 
when the evidence in a case is in perfect bal
ance. Such tools have their practical points, 
too. Congress has a fair amount of control 
over regulatory agencies while it has little 
over the courts. Judicial deference to 
agency interpretations leaves the problem, 
when there is one, at the agency where Con
gress can get at it more directly. And that 
brings us to the taproot of the issue. 

What is fundamentally disquieting about 
regulatory analysis ood the Bumpers 
amendment is their substitution of a bu
reaucratic or a judicial response for what 
should be a political one. These proposals 
are only another attempt to compel the 
agencies to do what they should already be 
doing: Sensibly balancing means and ends 
and providing fair hearings. Nothing in the 
present procedural law is incompatible with 
those goals and much of what is there com
mands that they be met. The best solution 
is to put the right people in the right places 
to see that the law is carried out the way it 
was written. That is the responsibility of 
Congress and the President, and there is not 
much that studies and courts can do to 
help. 

The role of Congress is especially impor
tant, for it is truly larger than the execu
tive's. The right people in the right places 
must have a coherent plan to work from, 
and that must come from Congress. Of 
course, no one can expect Congress to audit 
the tumult of federal regulation as it occurs. 
Even with other measures Senator Bumpers 
proposes, such as budgeting two years at a 
time, Congress will never be able, in his 
words, "to tackle the massive task of review-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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ing the whole complex of administrative ac
tions." What Congress should do, instead, is 
learn from the past and resolve to do better 
next time. 

While we cannot call upon Congress to 
oversee all the daily doings of the bureauc
racy, we should be able to expect some con
gressional fortitude at the outset of a regu
latory program. Congress should recognize 
regulatory issues before a statute is passed 
and make the hard decisions legislatively, 
giving the regulatory agencies firm, clear 
guidance. Too often the legislative process 
sidesteps the resolution of tough issues, 
leaving regulation to fill the vacuum. The 
inevitable result is the current state of regu
latory affairs. Senator Bumpers acknowl
edges this problem, but he should also rec
ognize that it will continue until Congress 
amends its attitude, as well as its legislation. 
If he is to succeed, and we should wish him 
well, Senator Bumpers must remind Con
gress of how Pogo identified the enemy.e 

ABOLISH THE DAVIS-BACON ACT 

HON. TOM HAGEDORN 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Speaker, I 
commend to my colleagues the follow
ing article by Hubert Harris, executive 
vice president of the Associated Build
ers & Contractors, which adds 
strength to an already powerful case 
for repeal of the Davis-Bacon Act_ The 
article recently appeared in the Wash
ington Star and the Chamber of Com
merce Washington Report. 

Mr. Harris rightly argues that repeal 
of this costly and inflationary law 
ought to be dealt with as part of the 
ongoing budgetary process, thereby 
saving the taxpayers billions of dol
lars. In this year alone, with the 
Davis-Bacon Act in place and operat
ing in full force, the Government's $35 
billion construction program will cost 
the American taxpayers $5.2 billion 
more than it ought to. 

Mr. Harris develops this and other 
arguments for including repeal of the 
Davis-Bacon as part of the budget 
process in this article and I am pleased 
to have the opportunity to share it 
with my colleagues. 

[From the Washington Report) 
ABOLISH THE DAVIS-BACON AcT 

(By Hubert L. Harris) 
As the Reagan administration continues 

its assault on inflation and the bloated fed
eral bureaucracy, the budget-cutters would 
be wise-especially while the president 
enjoys broad public support- to look at 
those laws, rules and regulations that 
govern federal procurement. One is the 
Davis-Bacon Act, which tends to increase 
the cost of government construction unnec
essarily. 

Not only are there real tax savings to be 
gained from eliminating the 1931 law
which guarantees a premium (usually 
union) wage for anyone working on a feder
ally financed project- but such a move 
would enhance the administration's credibil
ity in the fight against inflation. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ACT COSTS BILLIONS YEARLY 

Some estimates put the cost of federal
government construction at nearly 15 per
cent higher than that of private-sector con
struction. If this is true, then the govern
ment's $35-billon construction program this 
year will cost the American taxpayers $5.2 
billion more than it ought to. And if the 
"trickle-down" theory of other experts is 
true, then the total cost of Davis-Bacon-its 
impact also extends to local-government 
construction programs and private construc
tion-may well be more than $15 billion a 
year in excess construction costs. 

The reasons, of course, why this outrage 
has been allowed to continue is a lesson in 
influence- organized labor's influence. Back 
in 1931, during the depths of the Depres
sion, Congress passed Davis-Bacon as a way 
to prevent itinerant contractors from under
cutting bids on federal projects by employ
ing mostly black, non-union labor. The gov
ernment decreed that henceforth, it would 
be illegal to use wage rates as a factor in 
competitive bidding. 

A lot has changed since 1931. And even 
though the average construction worker's 
wage is nearly twice that of the average 
wage of all workers, we still have Davis
Bacon, which sets minimum wage some
times as much as $7 more than the prevail
ing wage. 

Not only is the act out of step with the 
growing demand for more modern govern
ment practices, it has been found to shut 
out classes of people such as minorities, 
women and youths- to the extent that most 
of these people are not fortunate enough to 
have high-paying skilled jobs in the con
struction building trades unions. 

Because the law specifies that generally 
high wage rates be paid workers in rigid 
work classifications, the disincentive is 
strong for contractors not to hire entry
level people. Many contractors who do hire 
entry-level WNkers for many tasks refuse to 
bid on federal work. Such a policy protects 
no one and deprives the public of a more 
competitive bid situation. 

DEMOCRATS ENDORSE REFORM 

Recently, however, the Conservative 
Democratic Forum, a group of 40 or so 
Democrats in the House, recognized the 
folly of Davis-Bacon and called for its repeal 
as a way to save billions of tax dollars. 
Others Democrats, too, are reportedly con
sidering breaking their historic endorse
ment of the law and suggesting, at the mini
mum, substantial reform. Many of them 
openly acknowledge that the federal gov
ernment has been successful in protecting 
the standard of living of construction work
ers-at government's expense. 

Because the president now has the advan
tage of having public support for his eco
nomic program, he has unprecedented op
portunity to reform substantially the feder
al government and its bureaucracy by con
trolling the federal budget. 

The best way to deal with Davis-Bacon in 
the current environment is as a budget 
issue, which it is, and not as a labor issue, 
which it is not. It is time for Congress to 
recognize that its past good deeds have ac
complished their intended results, especially 
in the case of Davis-Bacon. It's one of those 
items that has been on the government's 
shelf too long. The time to remove it is now, 
while the public sentiment for change runs 
deep.e 
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RESHAPING THE FEDERAL 

SYSTEM 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
insert my Washington report for 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981, into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

RESHAPING THE FEDERAL SYSTEM 

While public attention is focused on the 
budget battle in Congress, another critical 
fight-one which may be just as important 
to the future role of the federal govern
ment-is going on behind the scenes. This 
other fight will determine the shape of the 
vast network of federal social programs. 

President Reagan wants to eliminate 86 
federally supervised "categorical" grant pro
grams which provide a wide array of social 
services, from education for the handi
capped to energy assistance for the elderly. 
In their place the President hopes to create 
seven " block" grant programs under which 
the federal government would transfer 
money to state and local governments, al
lowing them to use the money as they see 
fit in broad areas such as education and 
health. Mr. Reagan also wishes to trim total 
spending for social programs by 25 percent. 

The concept of the block grant is not a 
new one. Such grants have been proposed 
from time to time as devices to counteract 
an excessive concentration of power in 
Washington. The President's proposal is, in 
its basic elements, similar to the "new feder
alism" advocated by President Nixon in 
1969. 

People who have an interest in categorical 
grant programs are now contacting mem
bers of Congress in large numbers. They 
usually say that they are willing to bear 
their fair share of the spending cuts, but 
they add that they do not want to see the 
categorical grant programs dismantled. 
They are fearful that block grant programs 
might result in hardship for the poorest and 
most vulnerable Americans. They argue 
that the needs of these Americans might be 
unmet altogether, or else might be met in 
some states but not in others. They point 
out that many of the programs marked for 
extinction were set up just because state 
and local governments had failed to respond 
to needs. Also, they contend that total ad
ministrative costs would increase as states 
and localities took on extra responsibilities. 

Over the years the governors of the states 
have tended to favor Mr. Reagan's ap
proach. They have almost always asked for 
greater influence and less red tape in the 
management of federal funds. Nonetheless, 
the governors are concerned about the pos
sibility of a sharp decline in spending for 
federal social programs. They say that they 
could stand a cut of 10 percent if they were 
given more control. At the same time, how
ever, they call on Washington to assume re
sponsibility for all welfare programs. They 
note that states and cities would make a dis
proportionate sacrifice if Mr. Reagan's sug
gested reductions went through. High on 
the list of presidential proposals that dis
turb them are the "cap" on medicaid, the 
elimination of public service jobs, less 
money for highways, and cutbacks in the 
food stamp program. If the President's plan 
is approved by Congress, the states will be 



9688 
faced with the choice of ra1smg taxes to 
pick up where the federal government 
leaves off, scaling back programs to lower 
levels of activity, or ending some services. 
The governors are concerned, too, that 
changes in intergovernmental relations not 
occur too rapidly. Most of the cuts proposed 
by Mr. Reagan would become effective this 
October and would affect three-quarters of 
the July-to-June fiscal year in the majority 
of states which have such a fiscal year, but 
in most instances budgets have already been 
approved and legislatures have adjourned. 

It is too early to tell how Congress will re
spond to the call for far-reaching changes in 
the federal system. Early votes on the 
budget- which have been won by the Presi
dent-do not appear to translate into sure 
support for block grants. I find that the 
typical legislator recognizes the administra
tive complexity of categorical grants. He 
recognizes as well that the programs have 
grown too large. They totaled about $104.8 
billion in 1980, account for 25 percent of all 
state and local outlays, and impose on states 
and localities nearly 1,500 mandates. Yet, 
the typical member is aware that there are 
pitfalls in the shift to block grant programs. 
He may also worry that there has not been 
time to prepare for it. 

The political aspects of the President's 
"new federalism" cannot be overlooked. By 
moving huge sums of money out of Wash
ington to the states and cities, Mr. Reagan 
would dilute the power of the federal gov
ernment. Some legislators <I am not among 
them) have complained that if the Presi
dent had his way, Congress would do little 
more than collect taxes. 

We should not approach the choice be
tween categorical grant and block grant pro
grams with preconceived ideas. In each in
stance, Congress should try to make the 
program work better. At times the categori
cal grant program may be necessary, but in 
other cases the block grant program may be 
better. Congress should weigh each of the 
President's requests carefully, keeping in 
mind the difficulties of the categorical 
grant program but making sure that change 
promotes efficiency. Overall, my feeling is 
that we will not see a quantum change in 
the federal system. I do think that major 
changes will evolve piecemeal in the years 
ahead. State duties will grow as states 
become larger actors in the federal system.e 

NUTRITION PROGRAMS FOR 
THE ELDERLY 

HON. JAMES H. SCHEUER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 
• Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, over 
the course of the continuing debate on 
the major issue before this Congress
the state of the economy and an ap
propriate fiscal policy- many Mem
bers have had an opportunity to speak 
their minds and cast their votes. Re
grettably, the outcome has been un
fortunate in many respects. Particu
larly upsetting is a basic failure to 
keep faith with our obligations to the 
elderly people of this Nation. 

Last week, Congress voted down a 
budget amendment offered by our 
thoughtful and distinguished col
league from Wisconsin, Mr. OBEY. His 
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amendment would have restored $100 
million for senior citizens' nutrition 
programs. That money would practi
cally have made up for the loss to el
derly nutrition programs resulting 
from the termination of CET A em
ployees and the failure of the Reagan 
budget to account for increased food 
and energy costs. 

Specifically, Mr. Speaker, 33 million 
meals nationwide will never be served 
because the House of Representatives, 
by an embarrassingly substantial 
margin, turned its back on our Na
tion's elderly and defeated the Obey 
amendment. As a result, 600,000 senior 
citizens will be eliminated from nutri
tion programs they desperately need 
because of the meat-ax approach to 
budget cutting that the House has 
chosen to take. 

In my own great State of New York, 
2,660,000 meals will not be served and 
47,200 elderly will be eliminated from 
nutrition programs. 

Mr. Speaker, I have seen with my 
own eyes how useful the Meals-on
Wheels and other nutrition programs 
for the elderly really are. They often 
literally mean the difference between 
life and death for seniors who, for fear 
of violent crime, or for lack of money 
to go out and buy food, are prisoners 
in their own homes. 

We bear a heavy responsibility for 
the actions this House has taken. Con
gress has let down our Nation's finest 
citizens who have built this Nation 
and are now trying their best to get by 
on social security and what little sav
ings they may have accumulated over 
a lifetime of hard work. 

Unfortunately, costs today are 
higher than ever before, and we, in an 
act of indifference and political expe
diency, have sent the message to our 
elderly that they must fend for them
selves and can expect little help from 
the great country they worked so hard 
all their lives to build. 

Mr. Speaker, the day will come when 
Members of Congress will regret the 
actions of last week. In the months to 
come, I intend, along with many of our 
colleagues, to fight a determined 
battle to preserve and protect the pro
grams we have set up to serve the 
basic needs of our senior citizens. One 
battle has been lost, but more battles 
lie ahead.e 

TRIBUTE TO BOB VAN DER 
MElD 

HON.GLENNM.ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 
e Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 19, 1981, the Wilmington, Calif., 
Chamber of Commerce is hosting an 
Adios Roast at the Persian Room to 
honor the retirement of one of Wil-
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mington's longtime supporters, Robert 
Wayne Vander Meid. 

Robert was born and raised in Li
vonia, N.Y. He was elected president 
of his class at Livonia High School, 
and then continued his education at 
Cornell University where he graduated 
with a B.S. in hotel management. 

After serving with the U.S. Army in 
England during World War II, Robert 
became director of dormitories at the 
University of Kansas. He then moved 
to the Los Angeles Harbor area, and 
has lived there ever since. 

Robert has been tireless in his in
volvement with community activities. 
He has been a member of the Wil
mington Chamber of Commerce since 
1958-serving as chamber president in 
1977-he has presided as president of 
the Wisteria Festival since 1977; he 
was on the Port of Los Angeles Beauty 
Pageant Committee from 1977 to 1980; 
and he has served on the Installation 
Dinner Committee. The Rotary Club 
of Wilmington had Robert as its presi
dent from 1971 to 1972 and from 1979 
to 1980. Additionally, Robert belongs 
to the Boys' Club of Wilmington; the 
Independent Insurance Agents' Associ
ation of Wilmington/San Pedro; the 
Harbor Area Police Community Coun
cil; the Banning High School Boosters' 
Club; and the Rolling Hills Methodist 
Church. 

Mr. Speaker, a man who gives so ex
tensively of his time to serve his com
munity deserves to one day enjoy 
every bit of the fruit that his labor re
turns. Robert has now chosen to take 
his retirement in Santa Maria, Calif., 
with his wife, the former Miss Diane 
Songmire. 

My wife, Lee, joins me in wishing 
the very best in the years ahead for 
Robert, his wife Diane, his children 
Robert Jr. and Lynne Van der Meid 
Ramsey, and grandchildren Shannon, 
Kelley, and Robert III.e 

NEW STYLE IN BANKING 

HON. STAN PARRIS 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 
• Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I am cer
tain that most of my colleagues have 
received large volumes of mail from 
their constituents opposed to any 
change in the operation of money 
market funds. 

This grassroots lobbying effort not 
only represents an increased aware
ness of Americans to the various new 
banking services now being offered, it 
also represents a revolution in the fi
nancial industry and of what we have 
come to know as the traditional serv
ices and functions of banking. 

These changes are being brought 
about in response to the high and 
ever-changing interest rates which 



May 13, 1981 
have forced consumers and business
men alike to seek out the greatest 
return possible on their capital re
sources. 

It should be fairly obvious to even 
the most casual observer that an in
vestment which returns a yield below 
the rate of inflation is in fact not an 
investment at all. This realization has 
led to the creation of new financial in
struments and to an ever-increasing 
trend toward mergers by large insur
ance companies and brokerage firms 
or other financial intermediaries for 
the purpose of accumulating large 
pools of capital. This development has 
clouded the differences between what 
is or should be considered under the 
law as a bank and what is not, with all 
the considerations of the prohibitions 
against interstate branching by finan
cial institutions, reserve requirements 
of banks, limitation of securities trans
actions, and the like. 

A recent Washington Post editorial 
provided an excellent insight into this 
development. I believe my colleagues 
would find this information useful. 

The editorial follows: 
NEW STYLE IN BANKING 

Banking and the country's financial 
system are now changing with a speed not 
foreseen by Congress when it rewrote the 
basic law last year. The emerging pattern is 
merger, bridging the traditional divisions in 
financial services. It's raising unexpected 
questions for bank regulators. For the 
people who guide the country's monetary 
policy, the questions are even sharper. Con
ventional monetary policy assumes that 
only banks can create money. But currently 
that assumption only starts a debate over 
what you mean by banks, and what you 
mean by money. 

Congress thought it was taking a rather 
daring step when it voted a year ago to 
phase out the interest rate restrictions on 
banks, and to authorize the accounts that 
automatically transfer money from savings 
to checking. But those are very modest in
novations compared with the transforma
tion that's now under way. The driving 
force is, of course, the high and volatile in
terest rates that press not only large busi
nesses but also private savers and investors 
to keep their money moving smartly. 

The country's largest insurance company, 
Prudential, has just merged with a securi
ties broker, the Bache Group. American Ex
press is talking about a merger with another 
broker, Shearson Loeb Rhoades. The money 
market funds have been growing phenom
enally, and some are run by brokers who 
offer investment in order kinds of securities 
as well. And some take the next step of let
ting you write checks on your account, 
which may be a variety of money market 
shares, stocks and bonds. The credit card 
provides an instant checking account that 
creates negative deposits. Now one of the 
credit cards, Visa, proposes- if the banking 
authorities permit it- giving its customers 
direct access to money market funds. 

It's not yet possible to foresee the full 
range of issues that this development will 
raise for public policy. But some of them are 
already evident. For example, federal law
with a few narrow exceptions-forbids 
banks to operate across state lines. But the 
big brokerage houses, not to mention Ameri-
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can Express, have branches all over the 
country. As the brokerage and credit card 
operations turn themselves into quasi
banks, the prohibition against interstate 
banking becomes increasingly unfair, obso
lete and harmful. 

But these mergers have implications that 
reach far beyond the banking business. One 
of the key points in President Reagan's eco
nomic program is the need for firm control 
of the money supply and unremitting re
striction of its growth. But less money avail
able from the traditional banks means 
greater incentives for the creation of quasi
money from the quasi-banks. What's quasi
money? It comes in the form of credit card 
accounts, money-fund overdrafts and all the 
other forms of credit available outside the 
banking system. It looks like money, it be
haves like money and-subversive though
maybe it actually becomes money in every 
sense but that of the formal definition. The 
controversies over theory are not going to 
be resolved for quite a while. But it's 
beyond dispute that something very much 
like a parallel banking system is rapidly 
taking shape, without waiting for Congress ' 
approval, just outside the existing structure 
of bank regulation and control.e 

INCENTIVE FOR SAVINGS 

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, there is 
a growing consensus in this country 
that the savings rate is an unmitigated 
disaster and that more effective and 
meaningful tax incentives must be 
provided to increase the savings rate, 
in order to provide a bigger pool for in
vestments in the private sector of the 
economy. In addition, there is a grow
ing consensus that those tax incen
tives must be targeted to directly en
courage a higher level of personal sav
ings. 

There are major ways of providing 
those targeted tax incentives for in
creased personal savings. First, indi
vidual retirement accounts could be 
broadened in scope and extended to 
those on employer-sponsored pension 
plans, because they may not establish 
those accounts under existing law. 
Second, the existing exemption from 
taxation for interest income could be 
significantly increased from its 
present $200 to $400 in the case of a 
joint return. 

The case for the latter has been 
made in a very well reasoned and 
pithy editorial in the May 4 edition of 
the Tonawanda News entitled " Incen
tive for Savings." I want to emphasize 
the soundness of their conclusions: 
"Part of the Reagan tax reduction 
package should be a generous exemp
tion of interest income for American 
taxpayers. " I hope that all of my col
leagues will carefully examine these 
arguments. 

The editorial follows: 
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INCENTIVE FOR SAVINGS 

There is no mystery about the failure of 
Americans to save. 

The government, through its tax and reg
ulation policies, has given Americans every 
incentive to go into debt and little or no in
centive to save and invest. 

In the last quarter of 1979, the American 
savings rate as measured against an individ
ual's after-tax income, dropped to its lowest 
level in 30 years- 3.3 percent. It was the 
first time it has been under 4 percent in any 
quarter since 1951. 

In West Germany, the rate was 14 per
cent. There the government adds a bonus to 
special savings accounts that are frozen for 
six or seven years. 

In Japan, the rate was 20 percent. The 
Japanese government exempts from taxes 
virtually all interest income earned by the 
average Japanese citizen. 

Part of the Reagan tax reduction package 
should be a generous exemption of interest 
income for American taxpayers.e 

STATEMENT UPON INTRODUC
TION OF BILL TO AMEND 
TITLE IV OF THE SOCIAL SE
CURITY ACT 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing a bill to amend title IV 
of the Social Security Act to create a 
demonstration program to test alter
natives to the current work require
ment in the aid to families with de
pendent children program. 

This bill addresses a major function
al problem with the work incentive 
program <WIN) under this title. The 
WIN program was designed to provide 
AFDC recipients with work training 
experience and supportive services to 
assist in the transition to employment. 
However, the per person cost of this 
program has been quite simply, exor
bitant, and its impact, minimal. Of the 
148,783 persons available for work in 
New York State in fiscal year 1980, 
only 15,413 actually found employ
ment and 60 percent of those found 
work on their own. The cost per job 
attained in New York State is $2,205. 
When one looks at those actually as
sisted by WIN, this cost increases to 
$5,668 per person. 

Our collective experience with the 
work incentive program has been most 
disappointing. While conceptually 
sound, the program does not work in 
large, industrial States. There are two 
serious flaws in the operation of the 
WIN program-dual agency adminis
tration: Health and Human Services 
and the Deparment of Labor, and in
flexibility within the system. Such a 
lack of administrative flexibility has 
resulted in a lack of agency account
ability, cumbersome administrative 
rules and regulations, high costs, and 
poor performance. While many small 
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States have been able to overcome 
these problems through informal sys
tems, the industrial States have been 
singularly unsuccessful in making the 
program work. 

This bill provides us an opportunity 
to utilize State and local units of gov
ernment which are the most respon
sive and best equipped to develop and 
administer programs to meet the 
needs of families with children. What 
we seek in this legislation is to allow 
any State to submit a plan to the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services 
to conduct a 3-year, single-agency ad
ministration demonstration of welfare 
work programs by ut:lizing the same 
funding proposed by the administra
tion for WIN for fiscal year 1982 and 
beyond. 

Within the plan, there must remain 
the same eligibility requirements for 
participation in existing programs for 
AFDC recipients. The plan must clear
ly define and describe the workfare 
techniques to be used. The Secretary 
is required to conduct evaluations of 
the program and may also disapprove 
of proposed plans if it is determined 
that such a plan would be less effec
tive than currently operating pro
grams. 

The intent of this legislation is con
sistent with the desire of the adminis
tration to seek viable methods of em
ployment for AFDC recipients. The 
fiscal year 1982 Reagan budget pro
poses changes in work expense and 
child care deductions and recommends 
creation of a workfare program, 
whereby recipients of Federal funds 
would work off their benefits. We 
would like to urge Congress to build 
upon this concept by designing a pro
gram which combines the goals of 
WIN, workfare, and a rational incen
tive system for clients so that they can 
find employment and remove them
selves from the cycle of poverty and 
unemployment. Central to this effort 
is reform of the WIN program. 

A clear interest in Congress at this 
time in various approaches to welfare 
employment makes this legislation 
particularly pertinent. By attempting 
to set up WIN demonstration projects, 
we can provide States the opportunity 
to try this approach and see if it re
sults in a more effective employment 
service for disadvantaged, low-income 
citizens. In an era of decreasing Feder
al resources for employment and train
ing programs, this bill could be a 
sound alternative to the current pro
gram which has been thus far unsuc
cessful in placing people who want to 
work in jobs and removing them from 
the public assistance rolls. 

I would like to invite any of my col
leagues who are interested in this leg
islation to join me as a cosponsor. This 
legislation has been introduced on the 
Senate side by Senator DAVID BOREN 
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of Oklahoma and Senator DANIEL 
MOYNIHAN of New York.e 

FLUID ECONOMICS 

HON. CHARLES PASHAYAN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. PASHAYAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to respond to a statement placed 
in the RECORD the other day by our 
colleague from California <Mr. 
MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER, in introducing the 
Water Pricing Reform Act of 1981, 
said that studies have shown that 
water priced at $1 to $3 is used at 40-
percent efficiency, but that if the 
price is increased to $10 an acre foot, 
efficiency increased to 50 percent. 

Mr. MILLER's reasoning is similar to 
that of the fellow who observed that 
when it rained people appeared on the 
streets carrying umbrellas. He also ob
served that when it quit raining, 
people put their umbrellas away. 

He mistakenly argued, therefore, the 
way to make it stop raining is to fold 
up your umbrella. 

If Mr. MILLER believes that increas
ing the price of water causes a more 
efficient use of water, then he is a 
piker for not providing for an even 
greater increase than his bill provides, 
because obviously we would all want to 
see 100-percent efficient use of water, 
and the way to bring that about is to 
continue to increase the price until ab
solute efficiency is achieved. 

Of course, the American people may 
starve to death in the process because 
there will be no farmers to grow their 
food-but some think that food comes 
out of tin cans so we really do not 
need farmers anyway .e 

THE ST. CLAIR-SUPERIOR 
COALITION 

HON. LOUIS STOKES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to ap
plaud and salute the St. Clair-Superior 
Coalition of Cleveland, Ohio, for their 
extraordinary achievements in the 
areas of housing rehabilitation and 
neighborhood revitalization. As we ap
proach the Fourth Annual Neighbor
hoods Convention on Saturday, May 
16, in Cleveland, I thought that this 
would be an appropriate time to bring 
to the attention of my colleagues the 
achievements of the St. Clair-Superior 
Coalition. 

Mr. Speaker, the members of the co
alition unequivocally deserve this 
salute for their courage in forming 
such a community housing coalition 

May 13, 1981 
and for their unfaltering commitment 
to quality housing for all neighbor
hood residents. Mr. Speaker, in a time 
when urban renewal has often meant 
displacement and in the midst of eco
nomic uncertainty, the St. Clair-Supe
rior Coalition has paved the way for 
residents to secure funds to rehabili
tate their houses and create better 
neighborhoods. In every way, the St. 
Clair-Superior Coalition has been the 
catalyst for positive change in that 
particular neighborhood in Cleveland. 

By undertaking this task and suc
ceeding, Mr. Speaker, the St. Clair-Su
perior Coalition has set a positive ex
ample for other community-based or
ganizations to follow. Simultaneously, 
they have given a strong challenge to 
those who either abandoned neighbor
hood houses or attempted to deny cur
rent residents an opportunity to reha
bilitate their houses. 

The list of achievements of the St. 
Clair-Superior Coalition is exhaustive. 
By looking at last year's achievements 
of the organization, my colleagues can 
get a good idea of the gigantic strides 
the coalition has made in terms of 
making quality housing and nice 
neighborhoods a norm in the Cleve
land metropolitan area. Mr. Speaker, 
those achievements include getting a 
new housing court in Cleveland and 
securing additional community devel
opment block grant funds for site im
provements and recreational facilities. 

Further, the coalition was instru
mental in increasing the availability of 
insurance for homes in the St. Clair
Superior neighborhood. The members 
have established their own local hous
ing rehabilitation corporation which 
provides housing counseling and tech
nical assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, with these achieve
ments in mind, I would like my col
leagues to join me in formally com
mending the St. Clair-Superior Coali
tion in Cleveland for their outstanding 
work in the areas of housing rehabili
tation and neighborhood revitaliza
tion.• 

APPROPRIATE QUESTIONS 
ABOUT JOURNALISM'S RE-
SPONSIBILITIES 

HON. CLARENCE J. BROWN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
the disturbing falsification which re
cently won a Pulitzer Prize for the 
Washington Post and Janet Cooke was 
the subject of an incisive editorial pub
lished recently in The Hill Rag. 

Authored by Mike McClory, the 
piece raises serious and highly appro
priate questions about the use of un
identified sources and the responsibili-
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ty of newspapers to verify the truth
fulness of reporters' work. 

As a newspaper publisher and jour
nalist, I deeply resent the excesses of 
those in my profession who make it 
harder for the rest of us to be accept
ed as credible reporters of the day's 
events. The very survival of our free 
democratic republic depends on the 
ability of the people to have access to 
complete and accurate knowledge 
about the world around them. 

I therefore commend to my col
leagues' attention the following edito
rial from The Hill Rag, which I will 
ask to be reprinted in the RECORD at 
this point. 

RAG TIMES-SHOULD BEN BRADLEE AND BOB 
WOODWARD RESIGN? 

<By Mike McClory) 
One thing is clear about the Pulitzer 

Prize-winning story, "Jimmy's World." The 
Washington Post published it. 

But too much remains unclear. The Post's 
official line is that Janet Cooke, a reporter 
with only one year's experience on the 
paper and acting completely on her own, 
simply put one over on everybody, including 
redoubtable editors Ben Bradlee and Bob 
Woodward, of Watergate renown. The Post 
editors were taken in, but of course they 
had nothing to do with the nasty business 
of false reporting. It was just a "systems 
breakdown." 

So much remains unclear that it's hard to 
know where to begin asking questions. 

When Janet Cooke turned the story over 
to her editors, was their first concern with 
the truthfulness of the piece or with the ef
fectiveness of the piece? According to the 
Post, Ben Bradlee's reaction was that it was 
"a front page story." 

Did Bradlee or Bob Woodward, the man in 
charge of Washington Metro news for the 
Post, press Cooke for the validity of all her 
facts and sources? They admit they did not. 

When Dr. Alyce Gullattee, the director of 
Howard University 's Institute for Substance 
Abuse and Addiction, who had been inter
viewed by Cooke in the preparation for 
"Jimmy," and Vivian Aplin-Brownlee, editor 
of the Post's District Weekly, insisted that 
the story had been made up, they were ig
nored. Wasn't Woodward alarmed? Appar
ently not-his position was simply " to dis
miss the doubters," even though the Dis
trict of Columbia government was conduct
ing what a police department spokesman 
has described as the "most massive and ex
pensive" investigation in its history, for a 
child who didn't exist. 

Is there any substantive difference be
tween the National Enquirer's story about a 
drunken Carol Burnett and the Washington 
Post's story about an addicted Jimmy? 

The parallels between Watergate, and 
what may soon become Jimmygat e, are ines
capable. Was Janet Cooke solely responsible 
for her actions, as the Post claims? Or was 
she, like Watergate figure Jim McCord, 
given direction and encouragement from 
above? Is Cooke, like McCord, supposed to 
take the rap while Bradlee and Woodward, 
like Haldeman and Ehrlichman, do business 
as usual? Did anyone connected with the 
Post pay Cooke in return for her sudden 
resignation, mysterious disappearance, and 
silent acceptance of full responsibility? Does 
the Post's lengthy April 18 feature on 
"Janet's World" really amount to "full dis
closure," or is it, like Nixon's "not a crook" 
statement, just part of a sophisticated 
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cover-up? Are we to be satisfied with no 
more than an internal investigation? What 
might happen to potential whistle blowers 
at the Post? Have any Post employees been 
encouraged, implicitly or explicitly, not to 
di&cuss the matter, to "stonewall?" 

Even more disturbing is the possibility 
that "Jimmy's World" is not an isolated 
case, that countless other carefully crafted 
but largely fictional stories have been pub
lished as true accounts. According to a 
report on CBS television, the word around 
the Washington Post is that they finally 
found out where Jimmy lives- next door to 
Deep Throat. And in a recent appearance 
before the American Society of Newspaper 
Editors, former White House press secretary 
Jody Powell pointed out that some people in 
the news business are making "a hell of a 
lot of money" out of "stuff that they know 
is untrue." Powell went on to describe a 
piece by Jack Anderson, whose column ap
pears regularly in the Post, as a " fabrica
tion. " Are marketing principles, based on 
sensationalism and negativism, bringing 
about the extinction of honest reporting? 

It is time to question the validity of that 
most sacred of cows, the unidentified 
source. In other disciplines, such as science 
and law, the unidentified source is regarded 
as no source at all. The naming of responsi
ble sources is the very heart of all research. 
Can we imagine the scientific community 
taking seriously a report in which the 
author refuses to indicate how he came by 
the information? In a court of law, informa
tion provided by second-hand or unidenti
fied sources is treated as gossip or hearsay 
and is not admissible evidence. 

The publication of "Jimmy's World" 
raises many other questions of ethics and 
professional standards. But the fundamen
tal questions are simple. Did the Washing
ton Post editors- like Richard Nixon-dem
onstrate a reckless disregard for the truth? 
And if so, what does the public have a right 
to expect?e 

OTA PAYS OFF 

HON. DON FUQUA 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, 15 years 
ago the concept of technology assess
ment first surfaced in the Committee 
on Science and Astronautics, now the 
Committee on Science and Technology 
which I have the privilege to chair. Six 
years later, after intensive ground 
work, the Technology Assessment Act 
of 1972 was signed into law. This act 
created the Office of Technology As
sessment; I am proud to have had a 
part in the formulation of that act. 
Unlike its sister service agencies in the 
legislative branch, OT A had no insti
tutional framework already existing 
where it could reasonably be placed. 
The Office and its methods of oper
ation had to be built from the ground 
up; its path was often rocky but time 
has proved that both the concept and 
the Office are significant not only to 
the Congress but to the political 
framework of our National Govern
ment. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am attaching an edi

torial which appeared in Science mag
azine, May 15, 1981, written by Wil
liam D. Carey. Mr. Carey has unusual 
qualifications for his observations, 
having been a senior officer in the 
Bureau of the Budget, a senior execu
tive with Arthur D. Little Co., and 
serves presently as both executive di
rector of the American Association for 
the Advancement of Science and pub
lisher of Science magazine. 

SCIENCE POLICY AND CONGRESS 

Some institutional innovations pay off. 
That is something to rejoice about, especial
ly when they involve the performance of 
government in a public opinion climate that 
has made up its mind to be negative. 

The Technology Assessment Act of 1972, 
fathered by then-Representative Emilio Q. 
Daddario, called for the creation of a profes
sionalized center for studying the potentiali
ties and impacts of emerging technologies. 
The Office of Technology Assessment 
<OTA> was established as an arm of Con
gress, designed to provide new depth and ex
pertise to the work of committees of the 
House and Senate in dealing with techno
logical controversy and risk, and comple
menting the efforts of the Congressional 
Research Service and the General Account
ing Office. 

Eight years later, OTA stands on its own 
feet as an effective and respected center of 
scientific and technological policy analysis. 
Its agenda is determined primarily by the 
questions put to it by committees and sub
committees charged with legislative respon
sibilities, although OTA has modest latitude 
to initiate studies under its own power. 
Quality control is seen to by a ten-member 
advisory council and an array of creden
tialed advisory panels, while a bipartisan 
congressional board of 12 members of the 
Senate and the House keeps OT A on target. 

The roster of advisory panels provides a 
glimpse of the range of OTA's homework 
for Congress. The panels number 47 and 
cover a mind-boggling spectrum. There are 
panels on Advanced High-Speed Aircraft, 
Radio Frequency Use, Space Technology, 
Electronic Funds Transfer, National Infor
mation Systems, Technology and Oceanog
raphy, Strategies for Medical Technology, 
Population, Impacts of Applied Genetics, 
U.S. Industrial Competitiveness, MX Missile 
Basing, Soviet Energy, Nuclear Powerplant 
Standardization, and Energy from Biologi
cal Processes. All this produces an enviable 
knowledge base into which the responsible 
committees of Congress can dip when con
fronted with near-term and long-range 
problems of policy choice. Considering that 
the appropriation for OTA comes to eight
tenths of 1 percent of the congressional op
erating budget, it would seem a modest 
enough investment in legislative capacity 
building. 

A further point of interest is that there is 
no pretense that OT A is in business to make 
policy. This is a distinction better under
stood and practiced in Congress than in the 
Executive Branch, where presidential staff 
units come to believe that they are policy 
instruments of the President and behave ac
cordingly. A very good reason for this differ
ence is that Congress remains emphatically 
pluralistic and has nothing of the policy dis
cipline that is so admired by the Executive 
Branch. An Office of Technology Assess
ment in Congress would not last long if it 
were to push a line of its own. 
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For most of our constitutional history, the 

Presidency has had the advantage over Con
gress in depth of resources for policy re
search and initiative. More recently, the in
stitutional capacities of Congress have 
become steadily more comparable. The 
striking modernization of the General Ac
counting Office, the solid performance of 
the Congressional Research Service, and the 
impressive outputs of the Congressional 
Budget Office and OTA are healthy signs 
for all who value the principle of separation 
of powers. Although there are critics of the 
growth of the legisl~tive payroll, Congress is 
aware that guess and hunch make for 
flawed policy. 

Within the present decade we will observe 
the bicentennial of the Constitution, an oc
casion for some festivities, perhaps, but 
even more an occasion for examining the 
workings of our political technology in an 
age of danger and risk. Institutions in good 
working order reflect the better side of gov
ernment.e 

LEGISLATION TO REFORM 
IMMIGRATION LAWS 

HON. JULIAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
joined 24 of my colleagues in introduc
ing H.R. 3524, legislation to amend 
section 212(a)(4) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act of 1952, to elimi
nate the provisions which require the 
exclusion of aliens solely on the basis 
of the sexual orientation. Identical 
legislation, H.R. 6303, was introduced 
by Representative BEILENSON last ses
sion, and a companion measure, S. 
2210, was introduced by Senator CRAN
STON. 

The 1952 McCarran-Walter Act in
cluded 31 classes of individuals who 
could be denied admission into the 
United States. In addition to various 
categories of criminals, public health 
and national security risks, the act ex
cluded "aliens afflicted with a psycho
pathic personality, epilepsy, or a 
mental defect." In 1965, "sexual devi
ation" was substituted for "epilepsy" 
in order to exclude homosexuals, who 
were then thought to possess a disease 
or mental disorder. However, the 
American Psychiatric Association, on 
whose determination the original ex
clusion was largely based, has long 
since ceased to regard homosexuality 
as a mental illness, and in 1973 
dropped it from its psychiatric nomen
clature altogether. However, the Jus
tice Department has consistently con
cluded that it is statutorily obligated 
to enforce this exclusion. Despite the 
adoption of a saner, more rational INS 
policy last year, one which ceased sec
ondary examinations except in cases 
where individuals made a voluntary, 
unsolicited admission of homosexual
ity, ·the problem remains. Our bill 
would remove the problem in the 
quickest, most efficient means availa-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ble, by simply repealing this outdated, 
discriminatory provision. 

There are several reasons behind our 
decision to offer a legislative remedy 
to this problem. First and foremost, 
the exclusion is offensive to the basic 
American standards of justice and fair 
play. Unless violent or criminal, one's 
sexual conduct should not be used as a 
criteria for determining one's fitness 
to enter this country. An individual's 
private, personal sexual preference is 
utterly irrelevant to this issue, and ig
nores the contributions which such an 
individual might otherwise make to 
this country. As the late Justice Wil
liam 0. Douglas so eloquently put it, 
to continue to exclude aliens based on 
sexual preference "would be tanta
mount to saying that Sappho, Leon
ardo da Vinci, Michelangelo, Andre 
Gide, and perhaps even Shakespeare, 
were they to come to life again, would 
be deemed unfit to visit our shores." 

In addition, there are some very 
practical reasons for eliminating this 
exclusion. Besides being unfair and 
discriminatory, this provision is virtu
ally impossible to enforce. Only 31 
persons between 1971 and 1978 were 
denied entry under all the categories 
specified under section 212(a)(4), indi
cating the unevenness and unworkabi
lity of this policy. However, a good 
number of individuals, homosexual 
and otherwise, have been subjected to 
embarrassing and humiliating exami
nations, based on the most flimsy of 
evidence, such as their attire or the 
contents of their luggage. Recognizing 
the absurdity of using Federal officials 
to enforce what the Washington Post 
called "medieval barriers at the 
border," the Surgeon General in 1979 
issued a directive forbidding Public 
Health Service personnel from under
taking scientific examinations to de
termine a person's sexual orientation. 
Similarly, an INS spokesman indicated 
that "obviously, no INS inspector nor 
anyone in the agency has the exper
tise to determine homosexuality." 

Perhaps the most compelling reason 
for the elimination of the exclusion is 
the undue burden it places on INS per
sonnel, resulting in the waste of scarce 
INS resources. Presently, several hun
dred thousand individuals a year join 
the already burgeoning ranks of illegal 
immigrants, and there is universal 
agreement that the INS is woefully 
understaffed. It is imperative that a 
comprehensive review of immigration 
law seek to focus INS resources on 
those areas of most direct concern. 
Our bill is a modest contribution to 
that effort. 

Finally, the continuation of this ex
clusion is an unnecessary impediment 
to the conduct of American foreign 
policy. As one of the signatories to the 
Helsinki accords insuring free travel 
among nations, we do ourselves and 
the world community a disservice by 
insisting on this antiquated policy. A 
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petition to the U.S. Congress, signed 
by 135 of the 150 members of the 
Dutch Parliament, urged repeal of this 
exclusion, stating that "a country 
which claims to value so dearly a re
spect for human rights all over the 
world, by acting this way, is acting 
contradictory to that same necessary 
respect for human rights." 

Recently, the Select Commission on 
Immigration and Refugee Policy 
called for a comprehensive revision of 
the exclusionary grounds in the 1952 
act. Supporting this conclusion, the 
Commission Chairman, the Rev. Theo
dore Hesburgh, stated that-

All exclusions should be such as to protect 
public safety, national security, public 
health <as defined in modern times) and 
public welfare * * * the rest are extraneous 
and offensive. 

Other individual Commissioners, in
cluding former Judiciary Immigration 
Subcommittee Chairwoman Elizabeth 
Holtzman, cited testimony of persons 
questioned, and in some cases har
assed, about private sexual conduct, 
and specifically urged repeal. Support 
for remedial legislation has also been 
voiced by the Justice Department, the 
American Civil Liberties Union, the 
Washington Post, the Los Angeles 
Times, and the National Immigration 
and Naturalization Service Council, 
the union representing INS service 
employees. 

Mr. Speaker, our bill is narrowly 
drawn. It does not affect the other 30 
existing exclusionary grounds, nor 
does it constitute approval or disap
proval of any particular lifestyle. It 
merely seeks to assure that our adher
ence to the Biblical admonition, 
"judge not, that ye be not judged," 
does not stop at the water's edge. As 
Congress explores the overall issue of 
immigration policy in the context of 
the Select Commission's report, I hope 
it will see fit to end this unfair, dis
criminatory, and outdated law.e 

INDUSTRIAL REVENUE BONDS 

HON.HENRYJ.NOWAK 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Speaker, on May 
6, 1981, I introduced H.R. 3461, which 
would revise the use of small issue in
dustrial revenue bonds-IRB's. Small 
issue revenue bonds make low-cost 
capital available to small- and 
medium-sized firms-the very same 
firms that are suffering from high arid 
erratic rates of interest. IRB's are 
overwhelmingly used by smaller com
panies. For example, the Congression
al Budget Office reported that over 90 
percent of the firms using IRB's in 
1978 and 1979 were not listed on any 
national or regional stock exchange. 
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As chairman of the Small Business 

Subcommittee on Tax, Access to 
Equity Capital and Business Opportu
nities, I am all too aware of small busi
ness' need for low-cost capital and the 
effect that high and erratic rates of in
terest have on smaller companies. 
While larger companies enjoy access 
to internally generated funds and 
ample, external sources of capital such 
as the bond market, the commercial 
market, and below prime bank financ
ing, smaller firms are forced to pay 
several points above the prime rate. 
Yet, these same small firms collective
ly produced roughly 90 percent of the 
new jobs over the last decade and 
proved themselves 24 times more inno
vative than their larger counterparts. 
We in Congress need to address this 
important supply-side problem. 

Access to low-cost capital is critical 
to the future of our Nation's small 
business community. If our smaller 
firms do not have an opportunity to 
grow and compete, we will continue to 
suffer high rates of unemployment. 
Low rates of productivity will continue 
because firms will not have the oppor
tunity to develop new technologies. 
And we will continually suffer high 
rates of inflation as smaller firms will 
not be able to establish new, or enter 
existing markets. Overall competition 
will be dampened. Without it, the dis
cipline of the free market system be
comes lax and ineffective. Clearly, 
Congress inust provide special financ
ing tools, such as industrial revenue 
bonds, which will allow the small busi
ness community to continue to be our 
Nation's greatest job producing-entity. 

DISTRESSED AREAS NEED TO BE REVITALIZED 
We need to fashion economic devel

opment tools to help rebuild our dis
tressed areas. Proposed cutbacks in 
the urban develoment action grant 
program, the Economic Development 
Administration, the Community De
velopment block grant program, and 
the Small Business Administration, 
will hamper revitalization efforts. The 
Congressional Budget Office conclud
ed that if Congress were to eliminate 
IRB's smaller firms would be the ones 
most affected. Moreover, investment 
in distressed urban areas might de
cline because of the large number of 
UDAG projects that also recieve IRB 
financing. 

A comprehensive enterprise zone 
program may pick up some of the 
slack, but will not do the whole job, 
and one wonders when and if the ad
ministration plan will be introduced. 
Tax incentives alone cannot, and will 
not, work. We need finance mecha
nisms which will lower the cost of cap
ital, as well as programs which will re
build our aging infrastructure and 
retain our work force. Smaller and 
medium-sized firms, the type of firms 
the enterprise zone concept is de
signed to attract to distressed areas, 
frequently cannot utilize tax breaks or 
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increased tax credits. They tend to 
generate little or no taxable income, 
and when they do, generally find 
themselves in the lower tax brackets. 
Small- and medium-sized firms need 
low-cost, up-front capital and working 
capital, in order to prosper. Since 
many of these distressed areas have 
worn out and depleted infrastructure, 
funds must be allocated for street and 
sewer improvements, as well as water 
and power transmission improve
ments. 

A more comprehensive approach 
than the pending enterprise zone pro
posals, I believe, is embodied in my re
cently introduced bill, H.R. 2965, the 
Enterprise Development Act of 1981, 
which, coupled with H.R. 3461, will 
help to assure that firms located in 
distressed areas will receive adequate 
capital to create the jobs we need. 

H.R. 3461-A NEW APPROACH 
One of the major criticisms of small 

issue revenue bonds is that the pro
gram is being abused. Companies, such 
as fast food outlets, and others, are 
being financed, when clearly they 
were not intended by Congress to 
benefit from the proceeds of IRB's. 
What has been lacking is a clearly de
fined purpose behind the issuance of 
small issue IRB's. 

My bill, H.R. 3461, provides for such 
a purpose. First of all, it limits the use 
of proceeds to firms which have an in
dustrial use for the funds. Second, it 
raises the limit and capital expendi
ture rule for small issue IRB's from 
$10 to $20 million if the firms are lo
cated in areas of chronic unemploy
ment. The bill eliminates the often 
abused $1 million safe harbor limit. 

In conclusion, industrial revenue 
bonds would be used only for pro
scribed purposes. Distressed areas 
would benefit from the higher limit 
and both large and small businesses 
would be attracted to the areas which 
most desperately need jobs and capital 
investment. The targeted approach 
provides for a rational public purpose 
and would result in a cost effective so
lution to shortcomings of the present 
small issue industrial revenue bond 
program. For these compelling and im
portant reasons, I ask my colleagues to 
support H.R. 346l.e 

BUSINESS TAX CUT 
ALTERNATIVES 

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 
e Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, al
though the administration's proposed 
personal tax cuts have received the 
overwhelming portion of attention, 
there is growing discussion about the 
equity and effectiveness of the so
called 10-5-3 accelerated cost recovery 
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system <ACRS) which has been en
dorsed by the administration. 

A number of arguments have been 
made against ACRS. Some commenta
tors view it as having too much of an 
impact on the budget through large
scale revenue losses. Others assert 
that it will lead to substantially nega
tive effective tax rates for some large 
businesses. Others believe that ACRS 
will disproportionately benefit large 
businesses and will not be of much use 
to this country's many small business
es. Still others have raised the diffi
cult question of neutrality toward dif
ferent sectors of the economy and dif
ferent types of companies. 

In a thought-provoking article in the 
New York Times entitled "10-5-3: 
'Deeply Flawed'," Dr. Dale Jorgenson 
and Dr. Peter Navarro of Harvard Uni
versity raise a number of disturbing 
points about this now controversial 
tax proposal. They also discuss the 
merits of a new alternative, known as 
the first year capital recovery system, 
which would avoid a number of the 
problems in ACRS and would provide 
significant tax incentives for invest
ments in the private sector of the 
economy. I hope that my colleagues 
wil read this article, because we must 
carefully examine the business side of 
the omnibus tax bill, in order to insure 
that the business tax cut will be the 
most effective and equitable possible 
incentive for investments. If the 
ACRS is flawed, we must either 
modify it, as the Senate Finance Com
mittee did last year, or find a new and 
innovative approach, such as Dr. Jor
genson's, to achieve that important 
goal. 

The article follows: 
10-5-3: "DEEPLY FLAWED" 

(By Dale W. Jorgenson and Peter Navarro) 
CAMBRIDGE, MASS.-There is now biparti

san consensus on Capitol Hill that business 
needs a tax cut to stimulate capital invest
ment in order to improve productivity and 
generally revitalize America. Unfortunately, 
that consensus is coalescing around the 
Reagan Administration's highly touted, but 
nonetheless deeply flawed, "10-5-3" tax 
write-off program. 

Ostensibly, 10-5-3 removes the crippling 
"inflation penalty" that the current busi
ness tax imposes. The penalty arises be
cause businesses must deduct depreciation 
expenses according to original, rather than 
replacement, costs. At higher inflation 
rates, these deductions are worth less, so in
flation in effect levies an additional tax. 

The 10-5-3 approach seeks to lift this pen
alty through a super-accelerated depreci
ation plan that would allow businesses to 
write off depreciation on structures over 10 
years, equipment over 5 years, and vehicles 
over 3 years. To further stimulate invest
ment, 10-5-3 would also substantially in
crease the investment tax credit. 

It is clear, however, that 10-5-3 does not 
really sever the link between inflation and 
investment. Instead it merely tries to 
"outrun" inflation. However, when 10-5-3's 
super-depreciation interacts with the 
souped-up investment tax credit, the per-



9694 
verse result is to transform the corporate 
income tax into a very large corporate subsi
dy. For example, at today's double-digit in
flation, 10-5-3 would provide businesses 
with an 85 cent deduction on every dollar 
invested in a "5-year asset" period. The 
souped-up investment credit would add the 
equivalent of another 20 cents in write-offs 
so that the total tax deduction would be, 
worth $1.05, or a 5-cent subsidy! Moreover, 
this subsidy would rise as inflation fell. 
Indeed, if the Administration reached its 
low-inflation target, the subsidy would bal
loon. That in turn would mean either 
higher personal income taxes, or a bigger 
budget deficit and renewed inflation. 

The failure to sever inflation's capricious 
link with investment is not the only draw
back of 10-5-3. The proposal also signifi
cantly widens the gaps that now exist be
tween tax burdens for different invest
ments. These gaps arise because the current 
system provides better tax breaks for some 
assets and industries than for others. That 
encourages a channeling of funds toward 
tax shelters and away from economically 
sound investments. Under 10-5-3, these gaps 
would approximately double, resulting in an 
even less-productive application of invest
ment. 

It is clear then that 10-5-3 confuses the 
real purpose of a business tax cut, which is 
not capital formation per se but rather im
proved productivity. In doing so, it raises 
the prospect of large-scale, unfair, and inef
ficient business subsidies that would rise 
and fall with the inflation rollercoaster. 

But can a business tax be designed that 
neither penalizes nor subsidizes business, is 
inflation-neutral, and encourages the best 
use of capital? 

We think that these objectives can be ob
tained by using the first-year capital-recov
ery system. 

Under this system, businesses would 
deduct a first-year allowance in the year 
that an asset is acquired. Depreciation 
write-offs that would normally stretch out 
over the entire life of an asset would be con
verted into a single deduction, taking into 
account different lives of assets and the 
time value of money. For example, the al
lowance for a computer would be 82 cents 
on each dollar, while the allowance on a 
longer-"lived" building housing that com
puter would be 29 cents. 

The advantages of the first-year system 
are obvious. 

First, by allowing businesses to depreciate 
assets in the same dollars they are pur
chased in, it completely eliminates the infla
tion penalty. 

Second, by matching tax write-offs with 
the economic cost of depreciation, it would 
equalize tax burdens among all assets, al
lowing investors from all industries and re
gions to compete on equal terms. That 
would be fairer and enlarge the economic 
pie by making the most productive use of 
every investment dollar. 

Third, the first-year system is even sim
pler than 10-5-3 and would provide busi
nesses with another important kind of tax 
relief-namely, freedom from complex re
porting requirements. Indeed, the first-year 
allowance would be the only deduction that 
a taxpayer would ever have to report. 

The primary disadvantage of the first
year system is, of course, its novelty. 

While 10-5-3 has been kicking around 
Congress for more than a year and has the 
Reagan Administration's endorsement, the 
first-year system is still a relatively new idea 
germinating in Congressional committees. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Despite its low profile, the system does 

represent a constructive alternative to the 
seductively simple, but ultimately error
prone, super-depreciation dance of 10-5-3.e 

ANTI-SEMITIC 
NEW YORK 
CONCERN 

INCIDENTS IN 
ARE OF GRAVE 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. BlAGG!. Mr. Speaker, an ex
plosion of antireligious, expecially 
anti-Semitic activities are being re
corded in New York and the Nation. 
According to the Anti-Defamation 
-League of B'nai B'rith, 1980 saw the 
greatest outbreak of anti-Semitic be
havior in some 20 years. Specifically, a 
total of 377 anti-Semitic cases were re
ported as compared to only 129 in 
1979. These include firebombings, 
swastika daubings, arson, and ceme
tery desecrations. 

In a Monday article in the New York 
Post it was reported that the number 
of sacred Torahs stolen from syna
gogues thus far in 1981 are more than 
the number taken all of last year. 

In response to this growing national 
problem in February I introduced H.R. 
2085, a bill to impose stiff new Federal 
penalties against those who seek to 
injure, intimidate or interfere with the 
free exercise of religious beliefs as se
cured by the Constitution. 

My legislation adds a new section 13 
to title 18 making the following sub
ject to felony crimiaal penalties of at 
least 5 years in prison or $10,000 in 
fines. 

Any person or persons who willfully 
vandalizes, defaces, sets fire to, 
tampers with, or in any other way 
damages or destroys any cemetery, 
any building of other real property 
used for religious purposes, or any reli
gious article contained therein or any 
religious article contained in any 
cemetery or any building or other real 
property used for religious purposes. 
Similarly anyone who attempts to do 
any of the aforementioned acts would 
be subject to the same penalties. 

What is critical to my legislation is 
the fact that it is not necessary to es
tablish intent in order to be subject to 
the penalties in my bill. Those who 
commit acts of this magnitude should 
not be provided with loopholes from 
which to escape prosecution. 

It is my intent to have the following 
be subject to the penalties in my legis
lation: 

Painting of swastikas or other offen
sive emblems on religious buildings; 

Stealing of religious articles such as 
Torahs, which would interfere with 
the ability to conduct religious serv
ices; 

Vandalizing in any fashion, religious 
buildings, grounds or cemeteries; 
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Arsons or firebombings of religious 

facilities or property including cross 
burnings; 

Bodily assaults and harassment; 
Any other activity which interferes 

with the free exercise of religious be
liefs including efforts to intimidate in
dividuals from worshiping. 

It should also be noted that my leg
islation imposes a graduated series of 
penalties dependent on whether the 
given action results in bodily injury or 
death. Life imprisonment can be im
posed in the most severe of cases. 

I have prepared this legislation after 
extensive consultations with legal offi
cials and representatives of major 
Jewish organizations. It is critical that 
we remember that first amendment 
freedoms, especially freedom of reli
gion, are considered the most funda
mental of all in this Nation. Therefore 
we must be prepared to protect them 
from those who would threaten the 
free exercise of religion-any reli
gion.e 

A SALUTE TO U.S. ATTORNEY 
JAMES R. WILLIAMS 

HON. LOUIS STOKES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, thank 
you for providing me with this oppor
tunity to address the House for the 
purpose of bringing to your attention 
the accomplishments of an outstand
ing lawyer, U.S. District Attorney 
James R. Williams. 

Mr. Speaker, James Williams has 
served as the U.S. district attorney for 
the northern district of Ohio for the 
last 3 years. As he prepares to enter a 
new phase of his legal and public serv
ice career, I take this opportunity in 
this forum to congratulate him for a 
job well done. 

Mr. Speaker, our honoree is known 
to most of his friends as Jim Williams. 
He was born and raised in Mississippi. 
He once aspired to become a major 
league baseball player like the late 
great Jackie Robinson. Even though 
that dream was not realized, he has 
gone on to great heights in the field of 
law and public service. The people of 
Ohio are the beneficiaries of that. 

Mr. Speaker, U.S. District Attorney 
Jim Williams conducted the business 
of the office in the same competent 
and dignified manner which has come 
to be a part of his style. Throughout 
his positions as an attorney, city coun
cilman in Akron, schoolteacher, and 
leader of various social and civic orga
nizations, Jim Williams has clung 
steadfastly to his dedication and con
cern for people. 

Mr. Speaker, Jim Williams is a 
lawyer and public servant for whom I 
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have great respect. He is also a good 
friend. 

At this juncture, Mr. Speaker, I 
enter in the RECORD an article which. 
appeared in the Cleveland Plain 
Dealer which discusses the achieve
ments of Jim Williams. At this time, I 
ask my colleagues to join with me in 
an expression of appreciation to Jim 
Williams for his fine work and service 
as the U.S. attorney for the northern 
district of Ohio and extend to him our 
best wishes for a bright future. 

U.S. ATTORNEY MAY BE A SWITCH-HITTER 
AGAIN 

U.S. Atty. James R. Williams' office in the 
Old Federal Building is a long way from the 
baseball field where he once thought he 
would earn his living. 

As a teen-ager in Columbus, Miss., Wil
liams wanted to follow in the footsteps of 
his hero, Jackie Robinson, the first black 
major leaguer. 

"When Jackie went into the majors, he 
was the person I idolized," Williams recalled 
recently. "He showed courage and a devo
tion to his people. Jackie going to the 
majors provided an avenue for me." 

After leaving the Army in 1955, Williams, 
who had been a good high school and semi
pro ballplayer, went to several baseball 
tryout camps. 

"I went to one camp in Toledo," he said, 
"but they were looking for 17 -year-olds who 
could run like a deer and throw the ball 
through walls." 

Williams was told to find another career, 
and he did. He attended college, then law 
school. 

He went on to direct the Akron Planning 
Department, and was a city councilman, 
school teacher and partner in the law firm 
of Parms, Purnell, Stubbs & Williams 
before becoming U.S. attorney for the 
northern Ohio district three years ago. 

Many consider the position political, be
cause the President usually fills it with a 
party loyalist. 

Williams, a smooth-talking, ambitious 
Akron Democrat who was appointed by 
former President Carter, probably will be 
replaced soon by J. Williams Petro, a Re
publican. 

Williams, 47, is not bitter about that. He is 
unruffled as he awaits the naming of his 
successor and considers his next career chal
lenge. 

During a recent interview, Williams dis
cussed his achievements, and said he may 
enter the race next year for Ohio attorney 
general, because he is concerned about vio
lent crime. 

"From 1970 to 1979, there was a 60% in
crease in violent crimes across the country," 
Williams said. "What is happening in our 
major urban areas distresses me." 

He cited several recent crimes in Cleve
land, recalling that a lawyer was shot at a 
downtown parking garage, and an East Side 
storekeeper was killed. 

"Those things seem so senseless and un
necessary," he said. "Crime has reached an 
intolerable level, but we (officials) won't be 
able to do anything about it unless we get 
communities involved. There has to be are
vival of concern at both the state and local 
levels." 

Regardless of whether he becomes a can
didate, Williams said he will publicly voice 
his views on how to fight violent crime. He 
believes a new attitude must be adopted, by 
police and community residents, if the fight 
is to succeed. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The community must be willing to play an 

active role, said Williams: "That means co
operating by pointing out suspects and testi
fying in court. And police must become sen
sitive by hiring more black police and pro
moting black police, who not only work in 
the community, but understand the commu
nity's problems." 

Although generally considered a liberal, 
Williams supports use of the death penalty 
in some cases. 

"I think some murders are skillfully 
planned and carried out by intelligent 
people who know better," he said. "Others 
are hired to kill, and some commit crimes 
against law enforcement officials. These 
people should know that they may pay with 
their own lives." 

However, Williams is concerned that in 
the past, capital punishment has been used 
disproportionately against minorities and 
the poor. "That cannot be tolerated if capi
tal punishment is to be used," he said. 

Williams was raised in Mississippi by his 
mother, Lillian, and grandmother, Fannie, 
after his father died when he was 5. 

He spent two years in the Army before his 
discharge. After marrying his childhood 
sweatheart, Catherine, he went to the Uni
versity of Akron, graduating in 1960. He 
then taught in public schools while attend
ing law school. 

After accepting the job as U.S. attorney, 
Williams went to work beefing up the staff. 
He said the district, which runs south to 
Mansfield, is the sixth largest in the coun
try, but the staff ranked only 20th in size, 
with 23 assistant U.S. attorneys. 

Through intense lobbying irr Washington, 
said Williams, the staff was increased to 33 
assistants. The number of black assistants 
jumped from two to nine, and the number 
of women assistants from one to nine. 

Williams promoted a woman, Nancy C. 
Schuster, to head the department's criminal 
division, and made a black, Solomon Oliver, 
head of the civil division. 

As U.S. attorney, Williams decides with 
his staff of lawyers which criminal cases in
vestigated by the FBI and other federal law 
enforcement agencies should be prosecuted. 
They also defend federal agencies that have 
been sued. 

During his term, his office has organized 
conferences on general cooperation among 
different levels of government, white-collar 
crime and arson prosecutions. 

Williams has polished manners, wears tai
lored shirts and suits and neatly combs his 
curly, graying hair. 

When he is not working, Williams contrib
utes time to social and civic organizations. 
He has been president of Alpha Phi Alpha 
fraternity, the area Federal Bar Association 
and the Akron Metro-YMCA, and vice presi
dent of the Ohio NAACP. 

Williams also organized Alpha Phi Alpha 
Homes Inc. of Akron, which has developed 
nearly 700 low-income housing units for 
area residents. 

In the little spare time he has, Williams 
said, he enjoys watching professional base
ball and basketball games. He is active in 
the Wesley Temple AME Zion Church in 
Akron. He and his wife have two children: 
Jacqueline, 20, and Michael, 24. 

Williams said his chief concern in any po
sition he takes is: "Can I make a differ
ence?"• 
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SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, it may 
well be that when history records the 
story of the administration of Ronald 
Reagan, his decision to take coura
geous and difficult steps to save the 
social security will be seen as his finest 
hour. 

With this in mind I want to insert in 
the RECORD an editorial from the New 
York Times entitled "Bravery, at Last, 
on Social Security," published 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981. 
[From the New York Times, May 13, 1981] 

BRAVERY, AT LAST, ON SOCIAL SECURITY 

Sometimes sacred cows lose their halos. 
Just a few months ago no Congressman who 
valued the view from Capitol Hill would 
dare admit publicly that Social Security 
costs had to be contained. Now, thanks to 
bold challenges from the House and 
Senate-and an equally bold response by 
President Reagan-there is a real opportu
nity for change. The three initiatives de
serve a speedy and sympathetic hearing. 

Social Security began as a modest insur
ance program paid for with modest payroll 
taxes. But in the last two decades it has 
been transformed by a potent mixture of 
politics, inflation and demographics. Social 
Security has become both an inducement 
for the productive to leave the work force 
and an incredibly expensive substitute for 
personal retirement savings. 

Next year the system will spend $175 bil
lion to cover the benefit checks and medical 
bills of some 36 million Americans. And 
steadily, inflation and growth in the retired 
population are pushing the totals higher. 
Unless something changes, the rate of pay
roll taxes needed to fund the system fully 
will probably double by the turn of the cen
tury. 

Despite these alarming numbers, Presi
dent Reagan made an early tactical decision 
to exempt most of Social Security from this 
year's budget cuts. One fiscal revolution at a 
time, he figured. 

That, however, did not satisfy some House 
Democr~ts. They offered a plan for reduc
ing future budget outlays by raising the re
tirement age to 68. Nor did it satisfy the 
Senate, which last week directed its Finance 
Committee to cut $8 billion next year by 
limiting cost-of-living increases. So yester
day, struggling to regain the budget-cutting 
initiative, the President announced his own 
reforms to save about $46 billion over the 
next five years. 

Mr. Reagan would delay next year's cost
of-living increases by three months. He 
would tighten eligibility requirements for 
disability benefits. And, to limit the incen
tive for early retirement, he would reduce 
the benefits of people who retire at age 62-
from 80 percent to 55 percent of the 
amounts they would receive by retiring at 
65. 

The White House plan is fashioned to 
honor Mr. Reagan's campaign pledges. 
People already retired, even those with 
large incomes, are not asked to give up cost
of-living increases, even where these exceed 
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the average wage increases of the workers 
who pay the current cost of Social Security. 

Nor, despite his desire to keep older 
Americans in the work force, is Mr. Reagan 
proposing to raise the retirement age abov:k 
65. But the President is ready to take a 
mighty whack at the disability program, 
making it even harder to qualify than many 
critics of the program think justified. 

Some of Congress's ideas are preferable, 
but it would be tragic to let the Congres
sional best become the enemy of the Presi
dential good. This rare opportunity for re
forming Social Security should not be lost.e 

GOODBY GRAIN EMBARGO 

HON. VIN WEBER 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. WEBER of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, like most Americans, I was 
glad to see President Reagan end the 
Soviet grain embargo. For more than a 
year, farmers in the Sixth District of 
Minnesota have told me they wanted 
the embargo lifted. They said it was 
the least the Federal Government 
could do to help ease the economic 
squeeze on the farmer. In the past 
year alone, farmers watched their cost 
of production increase by over 13 per
cent. They saw interest rates rise to 
over 17 percent in some cases. They 
saw income taxes rise by 16 percent. 
Farmers were very concerned about 
the future of American agriculture in 
this time of economic stagnation. 

I shared their concern. Our only 
hope for the continued economic 
growth of this Nation is through agri
culture. We have got to get inflation 
and interest rates down. We have got 
to market more food and fiber abroad, 
rather than undermine our credibility 
with future buyers through senseless 
embargoes. I firmly believe that as the 
world demand for agricultural prod
ucts increases-to double by the year 
2000-American farmers will be price 
makers rather than price takers. Our 
farmers will be in a position to in
crease the profitability of their farm 
operation without having to increase 
their soaring debt burden. 

I believe that the following editorial 
from the April 28 Wall Street Journal' 
best describes the position on the em
bargo held by sixth district farmers. 
While it applauds the need to get 
tougher with the Soviet Union, it also 
recognizes that the Soviet grain em
bargo was a case of America's beating 
its head against the wall. 

The editorial follows: 
Goon RIDDANCE 

We're hearing some cluck-clucking about 
President Reagan's decision to end the grain 
embargo against the Soviet Union. The com
plaint is that the decision dilutes the admin
istration's tough line against the Russians, 
and is sometimes voiced even by those not 
previously conspicuous in favoring tough
ness. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
As one source seldom accused of softness 

on national security, we say goop rJo~ance 
to the embargo. Our r a sa cHC:l 13 nothing 
new. The embargo was President Carter's 
. tJ~.ou of getting tough with the Russians, 
and we opposed it at ' the time as an empty 
substitute for meanihgful action. President 
Reagan has now moved to the only mean
ingful response to Soviet provocation, which 
is to increase the defense budget. Ending 
the embargo is simply cutting the loss from 
an embarrassing policy blunder, for its emp
tiness is even more apparent now thaa it 
was originally. 

The idea, you remember, was to punish 
the Russians for their intervention in Af
ghanistan by curtailing their grain con
sumption. Specifically, the embargo cut off 
17 million metric tons of feed grain prom
ised to the Soviets between January and 
June of last year. <We continued to honor 
our six million-to-eight million-ton commit
ments under a five-year contract which was 
in its fourth year.) Unfortunately, the dec
laration of an embargo doesn't make it so. 
Granted the U.S. is the world's premier gra
nary; that is not the same, however, as 
having a monopoly position. Thus, all that 
really happened was that the embargoed 17 
million tons created some temporary dislo
cations until the world market could rear
range itself. 

The process of that rearrangement is in
structive: The Soviets conserved grain by 
curtailing exports to the Eastern Europe
ans, who then made up their shortfall by 
importing from a new supplier-the U.S. 
The Soviets also got grain from the Argen
tinians, who cut off their regular customers, 
the Japanese and the Italians. Luckily, 
though, the Japanese and Italians could 
make up their shortfall by buying from
guess who-the U.S. 

Essentially, then, the embargo meant that 
the Soviets found new sources and the U.S. 
new customers. After all this rerouting was 
accomplished, the best that can be said· for 
the embargo is that it caused a short-'fall of 
about 1 percent for the Soviets-a lot less 
than the 10 percent originally claimed. 

The bad news is · that there were other 
losses from this grain round robin. The 
extra transportation costs functioned, in 
economic terms, much like an excise tax: 
While some of the burden was borne by t he 
Soviets as higher grain prices, some of the 
burden fell, too, on U.S. grain farmers as re
duced income. American taxpayers got stuck 
with some of the bill, also. The government 
bought up 14.5 million tons of grain for $2.5 
billion, which it then sold at a loss of about 
half a billion. (Which could have been 
spent, say, to increase military pay.) 

Bad economics can make bad politics. 
Food supplies are taken very, very seriously 
by importing countries. The abrogation of 
trade contracts, no matter how sincere the 
reasons, can give the impression of unrelia
bility. And since the U.S. exports the prod
uct of one out of every three acres, we 
ought to be mindful of our reputation as a 
supplier. Nervous customers might start 
shopping around for more stable provisions: 
Witness the five-year grain contract the So
viets signed with Argentina last year. 

It's also bad politics to predict that others 
will buy your bad economics. Our call for 
unity from the other grain-producing na
tions was met, variously, with outraged re
fusal <Argentina), patent lip service 
<Canada) and sulky "compliance" <France). 
Nobody likes to play follow the leader when 
the leader declares a policy of punishing the 
enemy by beating yourself over the head. 

May 13, 1981 
It has to be admitted that when you are 

stuck with a nonsensical symbol, there is 
some symbolic cost in backing off. This is an 
excellent reason for not allowing symbols to 
substitute for policy. But President Reagan 
was wise to end the embargo as gracefully 
and quickly as he could, and get on with 
measures that really will enhance national 
security.e 

AID CUTS STRANGLE FLOW OF 
GRADS 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFO~NIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to direct my col
leagues' attention to the following ar
ticle from the Pioneer, a news daily in 
the San Francisco Bay area. This ex
cellent analysis of the Reagan admin
istration's proposals to reduce student 
financial aid predicts the eventual and 
longlasting decline in U.S. superiority 
in the areas of social, scientific, and in
dustrial advancement. 

AID CUTS STRANGLE FLOW OF GRADS 
The Reagan administration's attempts to 

cut the budget by reducing federal financial 
aid for students are misguided and foolish. 

Higher education is vital to the economic 
health of the United States; cuts in higher 
education can only backfire. 

To maintain its position of economic 
strength, the United States needs more and 
better-not fewer-college graduates to lead 
the way into the future. The United States 
needs to be at the forefront of scientific and 
social advancement. To be world leaders, we 
need brains. 

By the administration's own assessment, 
proposed cuts in financial aid programs will 
cost America approximately 100,000 college 
educated people. College lobbyists estimate 
that nearly 750,000 students will be unable 
to attend college next year if the proposed 
cuts are adopted. That would reduce the 
number of college students in the United 
States by nearly 6 percent. 

California is an example of the beneficial 
effects a cheap, widely available system of 
higher education can have on an economy. 
With its yearly crop of college graduates, 
California has been able to attract a wide 
variety of industries to the state. It is no co
incidence that the Silicon Valley is sur
rounded by a profusion of engineering 
schools. 

Reagan says he wants to "reindustrialize" 
the United States. The industry of the 
future will be advanced technology. The 
steady advancement of technology requires 
a steady supply of fresh, innovative young 
minds. Reduction of the number of young 
minds coming out of America's institutions 
of higher learning can only undermine Rea
gan's professed goal of re-industrialization. 

The cuts will have other effects on the 
economy. College graduates are more readi
ly employable than those who do not have 
college educations, and they make more 
money. Hence, they drain less money from 
social service programs such as welfare, food 
stamps, and unemployment benefits, and 
cont,ribute more in tax dollars than non-col
lege students. 
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There are other objectionable aspects to 

the proposed cuts. They are directed to the 
lower and lower-middle class college stu
dent. By tightening up eligibility require
ments and reducing the maximum awards 
for Pell Grants, and by attempting to elimi
nate National Direct Student Loans, the ad
ministration directs the effects of the cuts 
at low-income students. 

Excluding a higher percentage of low
income students than high-income students 
from the higher education system will 
result in the widening of the gap between 
rich and poor. As the rich get richer and the 
poor get poorer, social tensions will be exac
erbated.e 

FORMER VICE PRESIDENT MON
DALE SPEAKS OUT AGAINST 
PROPOSED SALE OF AWACS 
MISSILES TO SAUDI ARABIA 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. BlAGG!. Mr. Speaker, much 
opposition has been registered in both 
the House and Senate to the proposal 
by the Reagan administration to sell 
sophisticated AWACS airplanes to 
Saudi Arabia. I have based my opposi
tion to the proposal on the basis that 
it poses a direct and serious threat to 
the security of our ally and beloved 
friend-Israel. In addition, one of the 
rationales offered in defense of this 
sale is that we are rewarding Saudi 
Arabia for their moderate oil pricing 
policies. Yet the inescapable fact is 
that the price of oil in Saudi Arabia 
has tripled since 1978. 

The former Vice President's conten
tion is that the decision is wrong, 
taken in the wrong way and has been 
made at the wrong time. We can over
look the fact that we are offering 
these very advanced weapons to a 
nation which has not even endorsed 
the Camp David accords-the blue
print for peace and stability in the 
Middle East. 

I call this article to the attention of 
my colleagues and urge them to give it 
their closest consideration. 
NEEDED: A MIDEAST SOLUTION-NOT INSTANT 

AWACS 
<By Walter F. Mondale) 

Selling AWACS planes to Saudi Arabia is 
the wrong decision, done in the wrong way 
at the wrong time. 

It is the wrong decision. It has been clear 
for some time that the security of the Per
sian Gulf is vital to the United States. 
About one-sixth of our oil comes from there 
<while Western Europe gets about two
thirds of its oil from the Gulf and Japan 
four-fifths). It is also clear that Persian 
Gulf security must begin with regional 
countries, which means Saudi Arabia must 
have the ability to defend itself and, if need 
be, to help defend its immediate neighbors 
on the Gulf as well. But how should this be 
done? One key element is air defense, as 
dramatized by the potential Iranian threat 
to the Gulf oil fields last fall and the dis
patch of four U.S. AWACS to Saudi Arabia 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
to warn of attack and to coordinate oper
ations of U.S. aircraft based on carriers in 
the Arabian Sea. 

That was a good stopgap effort, centered 
upon what we might have had to do mili
tarily. But going from there to say that 
Saudi Arabia needs these highly sophisticat
ed aircraft under its own control is another 
issue entirely. 

It is realistic to believe that in an Arab-Is
raeli crisis, the Saudi AWACS would point 
the other way and ignore information, over 
the entire battlefield, about Israel's combat 
preparations or operations in its own de
fense? Would the Saudis permit the U.S. to 
have a veto on how this information could 
be used? The answer to these questions 
must be •·no". 

In fact, in my judgment the same answer 
applies to our agreement to increase the 
range and effectiveness of the 62 high-per
formance F-15 aircraft we will begin deliver
ing to Saudi Arabia next year. The legiti
mate requirements of Saudi defense do not 
justify introducing such sophisticated 
equipment which can only complicate-and 
in the case of AWACS perhaps confound
Israel's ability to provide for its own secu
rity. Overall regional security would go 
down; tensions in any Arab-Israeli crisis 
would be immeasurably increased. 

The decision has been taken in the wrong 
way. To permit the Saudis to believe that 
we will accede to every new weapon they 
put on their wish list-whether or not it 
makes sense for either Saudi or overall re
gional security-is wrong. To permit a par
ticular weapons sale to become the litmus 
test of American friendship for Saudi 
Arabia is wrong. When this happens, it is in
evitable that considerations other than re
gional security come into play, badly skew
ing the decision-making process. The upshot 
is deep questioning in both Israel and Saudi 
Arabia about our true intentions, steadfast
ness and wisdom in judging America's over
all interests in regional security. 

The right way to approach difficult issues 
like these is to start at square one with 
broad and deep discussions about the true 
nature of Middle East security problems. 
Both the U.S. and Saudi Arabia must first 
understand our mutual interests in meeting 
the threats to Persian Gulf security, wheth
er from the Soviet Union <where clearly we, 
not the Saudis, have to take the lead), from 
local conflict or from internal instability. It 
means long-term planning for Gulf security, 
not a yearly ad hoc thumbing through the 
U.S. weapons catalogs. If this approach 
were followed, carefully and thoroughly, 
there would be no Saudi litmus tests, and 
we would not continually be faced with 
Saudi demands to prove our friendship in 
ways that make no sense-for them or for 
us. We would also have a chance to compare 
notes with Israel in advance of making any 
commitments to ensure that its security in
terests are not being endangered. 

The decision has been made at the wrong 
time. The U.S. government is trying to take 
decisions in the Middle East as though Per
sian Gulf security and the Arab-Israeli con
flict are in different worlds. With the 
AWACS deal what is being damaged is the 
Israelis' confidence that we truly have their 
interests in mind as they look to the day 
when the peace process will again get under 
way-entailing some of the most difficult 
issues Israel has ever had to face. We are 
also losing the chance to seek Saudi support 
in resolving the Arab-Israel conflict. There 
is an inconsistency here: the Saudis want to 
be trusted with responsibility in using 
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modern American weapons for common pur
pose but they are not yet prepared to share 
responsibility for helping with the other 
key element in regional security-finding a 
way to Arab-Israeli peace that provides for 
Israel's need for secure and recognized bor
ders. 

It is certainly not unrealistic for us to 
press Saudi Arabia on peace issues, as a 
critical element in advancing security for 
the entire region. Without such peace any 
weapons proposal becomes a two-edged 
sword. Wouldn't this require political cour
age in Riyadh? Certainly it would. But the 
alternative is more of the same: more Saudi 
litmus tests and questioning of our friend
ship; more undermining of Israeli confi
dence in the United States; and less security 
for everyone. Enhancing the capabilities of 
the Saudi Air Force, in the hope that 
Riyadh will then face responsibilities for 
Arab-Israeli peace, puts the issues the 
wrong way around. And getting the Saudis 
to understand that point needs to be our 
litmus test of a truly mature and stable rela
tionship.• 

DISAPPOINTMENT EXPRESSED 
IN PROPOSAL TO CUT EDUCA
TIONAL FUNDING 

HON. WILLIAM D. FORD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, Mr. Thomas J. Yack, a trustee 
from the Plymouth-Canton Communi
ty Schools in my congressional dis
trict, recently provided me with a copy 
of a letter he sent to President Reagan 
outlining his disappointment with the 
administration's proposals for cutting 
Federal education funding. I was very 
impressed with his logic and explana
tion of why he believes this is an 
unwise direction for us to be taking. I 
thought my colleagues should have 
the benefit of Mr. Yack's thinking and 
am pleased to insert his letter for the 
RECORD. 

PL YMOUTH-CA\NTON 
COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, 

Plymouth, Mich., April 22, 1981. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

MR. PRESIDENT: I feel compelled to write 
and share my views on your proposed Eco
nomic Program. I am a local School Board 
Member who shares your view that govern
ment has gotten too large, spends beyond its 
means, and is involved in areas where it 
doesn't belong; however, I do have some 
concerns and questions relative to the Eco
nomic Program. 

I realize that you believe that education is 
the responsibility of state government. I 
don't disagree; however, I do believe two 
things need to be reviewed. First, for your 
Administration to be consistent, vast num
bers of federal programs need to be elimi
nated if the sole criterion is going to be a 
constitutional direction. Second, it seems to 
me that the federal role should be the iden
tification of a manageable number of na
tional educational priorities; third and 
fourth, to fund them accordingly. 



9698 
You have said, as well as a number of your 

spokespersons, that the country needs to 
put dollars into our defense program be
cause it is perceived to be, or is, in a poor 
state of readiness. If one uses that same 
logic and looks to the Gallup Pool on educa
tion as a measure of the public's perception 
of education you make a similar argument 
for increased educational funding. I am sure 
that wouldn't wash with your thinking, or 
mine; however, it does highlight a glaring 
inconsistency in your Economic Program. 
Also, to expect states like Michigan to find 
additional dollars to support education is a 
dream! We are hard pressed to make it lo
cally from one month to the next. 

Another inconsistency that I see in your 
Economic Program is in the area of defense 
spending. You have said on many occasions 
that there is tremendous waste in govern
ment. I can not disagree. In fact, on a local 
level we spend considerable time trying to 
identify inefficiencies. On the national level 
you have used waste in government as your 
battle cry for reducing budgets and ulti
mately expenditures in many areas; howev
er, you have not used this same standard 
with the military. It is commonly held by 
the public that the waste in the military far 
exceeds that in government in general. I 
really can't remember you, or other Admin
istration spokespersons acknowledging this 
circumstance. Instead what I've heard is 
that the military is in need of immediate 
large-scale help. This may be the case, I will 
have to rely on your advisors for an appro
priate program evaluation. I would, howev
er, appreciate and expect a consistent ap
proach to establishing program budgets. It 
would have been reassuring to hear you say 
that you were going to take a two-step ap
proach to defense spending. First, all pro
gram elements would have to be evaluated 
to identify waste and inefficiencies. Second, 
where required, additional funds would be 
provided to enhance programs. This ap
proach would result in a perception some
what different from the one now shared by 
the public- that the military is now being 
measured by a different standard. 

My final thought concerns the block grant 
concept of federal educational funding. 
Care should be exercised in determining the 
method used in disbursing these funds. Es
tablishing a few national prioritie~ and a 
number of manageable regulations would be 
my preference. To date, the Administration 
has offered little insight ·into how the block 
grant program would be designed-more in
formation is needed! 

One additional thought-! believe that as 
we move into a new era of federal monetary 
responsibility that there be some semblance 
of equity in the ratio of tax dollars collected 
and spent with the states. For too long, 
Michigan has received a disproportionate 
share of tax dollars back from Washington. 
With your heavy emphasis on additional de
fense spending, and, severe cutbacks in 
social programs, this situation could be ex
acerbated. Funds should be redistributed, if 
necessary, to insure an equitable situation 
exists! Anything short of this goal would be 
unfair and potentially dangerous to our na
tional interests. 

Let me thank you for your consideration 
of my comments and assure you that I 
would be interested in your reaction. 

Respectfully yours, 
THOMAS J. Y ACK, 

Trustee, Plymouth-Canton 
Board of Educati on.• 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 12, 1981, I unavoidably missed a 
vote on an amendment to H.R. 3512, 
the supplemental appropriations and 
rescissions bill for fiscal year 1981. If I 
had been present I would have voted 
in favor of Roll No. 40, an amendment 
to reduce by $376 million the limita
tion of the principal amount of direct 
loans and by $500 million the total 
commitment to guaranteed loans 
made by the Export-Import Bank in 
fiscal year 1981. A live pair was re
ceived on this vote.e 

RECONCILIATION: AMERICA'S 
NIGHTMARE 

HON. WALTER E. FAUNTROY 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, as 
the authorizing committees of this 
body begin to consider implementing 
reconciliation, I thought it was impor
tant for my colleagues to reflect upon 
the severe damage done to social pro
grams, particularly those programs 
which are entitlements. I have, there
fore, included the testimony of the 
Congressional Black Caucus before 
the House Ways and Means Subcom
mittee on Public Assistance and Un
employment Compensation, offered by 
my colleague, SHIRLEY CHISHOLM of 
New York. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. SHIRLEY CHISHOLM 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub
committee; the Congressional Black Caucus 
sincerely appreciates this opportunity to 
present testimony on the Administration's 
proposed spending reductions and changes 
in public assistance and unemployment 
compensation programs. 

Early last month the Caucus met with 
President Reagan regarding the then con
templated approaches of his economic re
covery program. At that time, we urged the 
President not to balance the budget on the 
backs of the poor and place additional bur
dens on those who already have been hard
est hit by inflation and unemployment. 
Upon reviewing the budget proposals out
lined by the President in his message to the 
Nation, the Congressional Black Caucus 
concluded that the Administration's eco
nomic recovery program will have a devas
tating impact on the poor, the disadvan
taged, the elderly, and those with limited in
comes. The Caucus has gone on record, and 
we reiterate today, our fundamental dis
agreement with the administration's pro
gram. 

The President has proposed reductions of 
approximately $3.3 billion in public assist
ance and unemployment programs within 
the subcommittee's jurisdiction, and a 
number of major program modifications. 
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We must keep in mind the effect that 
modest cuts of only a few dollars a month 
can have on the elderly living at the margin 
of their fixed income; a mother with young 
children who is trying to feed and clothe 
them properly; and on others, who through 
no fault of their own, lack sufficient income 
to meet their basic needs. Spending cuts of 
$3.3 billion can only rip gigantic holes in the 
"social safety net" to which the President 
has referred. 

The Caucus is presently developing an al
ternative budget and legislative initiatives 
which will outline our analysis of the true 
causes of our nation's social and economic 
ills. When the proposals regarding public as
sistance and unemployment compensation 
are completed, we will submit them to you 
for your consideration. The Caucus feels 
compelled to undertake this task; regardless 
of what Administration spokesmen are 
saying, the proposed spending cuts are 
hacking away at the programs that are the 
lifelines to millions of the poorest families 
and children who will become hungrier, 
colder, and sicker than they already are. 
Within this context, our purpose today is to 
raise a number of fundamental issues about 
the President's proposals that we hope will 
guide the Subcommittee in its deliberations. 

Does the Reagan proposal take assistance 
away from the truly needy? Mistakes in this 
area, considering the programs within the 
Subcommittee's jurisdiction, could be dis
astrous for some of the elderly, disabled, 
and others who cannot provide for them
selves. The President has assured us repeat
edly that his proposals will not hurt the 
" truly needy". In his speech to Congress, 
President Reagan said that those individ
uals and families "with true need can rest 
assured that the social safety net of pro
grams they depend on are exempt from any 
cuts." In another place, he said that the 
"government will not continue to subsidize 
individuals .. . . where real need cannot be 
demonstrated." 

In 1980, the poverty line for a family of 
four was $7 ,500. The general concensus is 
that even this amount is far below what a 
family really requires to live out of poverty. 
I think we can safety assume that any 
family of four at this income level or below 
would be classified as truly needy. Following 
that assumption, the Administration's rhet
oric concerning its "social safety act" ap
pears far less palatable, or in other words, a 
little hard to swallow. 

For instance, while the Administration is 
proposing a $520 million reduction in Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children <AFDC), 
the program is not currently meeting the 
needs of the truly needy in 12 states where 
the combined AFDC and food stamp bene
fits for a mother and 3 children is less than 
two-thirds of the poverty level. We believe 
the President's commitment to the " truly 
needy" should lead him to support an in
crease in the assistance received by families 
with children in these 12 states. In fact, the 
Children's Defense Fund indicates that 
there is not one state where even the com
bined benefits of AFDC and food stamps 
brings a family of four up to the official 
poverty level of $7,500. 

To achieve savings in the AFDC program, 
the Administration proposes to make a 
number of changes with respect to limiting 
AFDC earnings disregards with the stated 
objective of " assuring that the resources 
available to a family are fully taken into ac
count in determining t he family 's need for a 
public assistance cash payment"- code lan
guage for reducing benefits. Not only are 
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present benefits inadequate, the Adminis
tration's proposals are the equivalent to in
creasing the " tax" rate on the earnings of 
the working poor at a time when tax cuts 
are advanced for more well-off workers. 
Benefit reduction rates in public assistance 
programs are already higher than tax rates 
that apply to many others. The Administra
tion's proposals exacerbate this problem, es
pecially considering the cumulative effect of 
the changes proposed in a number of pro
grams for the working poor. The same fami
lies who will experience a reduction in low
income energy assistance and AFDC bene
fits, will also face cutbacks in food stamps, 
Medicaid and CETA. Thus, the truly needy 
will, contrary to the President's statements, 
be severely hurt by budget reductions in 
these areas. 

Not only will the cumulative effect of the 
Administration's proposal adversely impact 
upon needy recipients, but they may also 
act as disincentives for those individuals 
who are working, trying to become self-suf
ficient, but require some level of cash or 
medical assistance to supplement their 
income. The proposed spending reductions 
are in interrelated programs from which 
many families receive assistance from more 
than one. In his zeal to reduce the roles of 
dependent individuals, the President may 
push those now marginally eligible for the 
programs into complete dependence on 
public assistance. With the federal assist
ance to supplement their income gone, they 
may actually find themselves better off if 
they stop working. If already unemployed, 
they have less incentive to find a job. 

The Administration proposes to consoli
date the Title XX social services program 
and over 30 health and service programs 
into one or more block grants- to be funded 
in fiscal year 1982 at 75 percent of fiscal 
year 1981 expenditures. How can the Ad
ministration demonstrate to senior citizens, 
working AFDC mothers, the handicapped 
and the disabled that a 25 percent reduction 
in Federal funds will not result in signifi
cant program cut-backs? A 25 percent reduc
tion, or over $2.5 billion, for social services 
will undoubtedly reduce services to low
income families, the handicapped, the very 
poorest of the aged, and abused and neglect
ed children. In my own state of New York, 
the impact of reductions on the Title XX 
day care programs would be particularly 
severe. Further, the efforts to reform var
ious social service programs would be sty
mied as a result of the budget cuts. 

With respect to the block grant approach, 
it is the firm belief of the Caucus that Fed
eral programs should meet certain criteria: 
they should be national in scope, account
able, efficient and equitable. It is clear to us 
that the block grant approach violates all of 
these criteria. 

Many of the programs in the proposed 
block grant provide services to targeted pop
ulations because of a national recognition of 
their special needs. The President's block 
grant proposal contains no method by 
which assistance will be specifically pro
vided to these special needs populations. We 
would urge the Committee to remember 
that the poor would clearly be endangered 
by a block grant system of social service 
funding. The probability that funds will be 
shifted from survival programs into pro
grams that appeal to middle-class voters or 
local power structures is all too great. These 
fears are confirmed by the history of the 
community development block grant pro
gram, and by the historic vulnerability of 
poor people to local pressure groups. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
As a specific example, the inclusion of the 

Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act, 
in one or more of the social service block 
grants, is particularly troublesome to the 
Congressional Black Caucus. We were very 
pleased to see the efforts of our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle, lead by a dis
tinguished member of this Subcommittee, 
Mr. Rousselot, in discouraging the Adminis
tration from including this program in a 
block grant. 

As this Committee is aware, many of the 
children covered by the Act have special 
needs stemming from physical, mental or 
emotional handicaps; some are victims of 
parental abuse and neglect; others have 
been involved with the juvenile court. Ap
proximately 60 percent of these children are 
white. Over 40 percent are preadolescents 
and adolescents. Fewer than 30 percent ac
tually come from AFDC families. 

The Department of Health and Human 
Services estimates that the Act will save 
over $4 billion in out-of-home care costs 
over the next five years. It would reduce the 
number of children in foster care by 30 per
cent. These savings in budgetary and 
human costs will never be realized if the Act 
is gutted. These children and thousand of 
others like them are victims of the very 
state and local child ·welfare systems that 
would have total responsibility for their 
care under block grant funding. The Act has 
only been in existence for eight months, 
let's give it a chance to work. 

The Administration has also proposed sig
nificant changes in the unemployment com
pensation system. We understand that one 
of the changes would establish a new Feder
al unemployment compensation standard 
and would require States to make a major 
change in their current laws and proce
dures. Generally, States would have to re
quire all unemployed workers who have re
ceived 13 weeks of State benefits to accept 
any job that pays at least minimum wage, if 
the wage equals the person's unemployment 
benefits. 

This proposal undermines the central pur
pose of unemployment insurance-to pro
vide partial replacement of wages to the un
employed until they get back their old job 
or find new employment suitable in terms of 
education, training, and experience. Does 
the Administration have evidence that 
there are unfilled low-wage jobs available to 
overqualified workers? I think the answer is 
no. ·Employers are reluctant to hire over
qualified individuals, knowing that they are 
likely to leave as soon as they find a job 
with the wages and skill requirements closer 
to their previous work. And it is possible 
that by forcing better trained workers to 
take low-wage jobs, employment opportuni
ties for younger less skilled individuals will 
be taken away, forcing them to go on unem
ployment compensation and public assist
ance. 

Let me emphasize that the Caucus is 
deeply concerned about the elimination of 
unemployment compensation for ex-service 
personnel. The Administration has argued 
that since states either disqualify or reduce 
benefit amounts to civilian employees who 
quit their jobs voluntarily, service personnel 
who quit the military voluntarily, refusing 
reenlistment offers, should be treated in the 
same manner. We must recognize that this 
policy directly penalizes the military per
sonnel who can least afford to remain in the 
military. Currently twenty to thirty thou
sand service personnel are eligible for food 
stamps. Servicemen at this income level can 
hardly be expected to have a "nest-egg" at 
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the end of their tour of duty. In fact, many 
of them feel that they cannot afford to re
enlist in the armed services. We cannot 
hope to retain trained military personnel by 
creating economic disincentives for leaving 
the service. The problem should be attacked 
at its core through increases in military pay. 

Mr. Chairman, much of the President's 
program has the stated objective of reduc
ing waste, eliminating "unintended" or " un
needed" benefits, and improving "program 
efficiency". Unfortunately, such phrases are 
not very illuminating. Who in America is for 
waste, fraud, and inefficiency? The real 
issue is whether the President's proposals 
are justifiable in terms of their impact on 
people's lives. We think they are not. 

The President's proposed changes in the 
programs under this Subcommittee's juris
diction stem from a series of untenable as
sumptions about their purposes and effec
tiveness. The major programs contained in 
the Social Security Act are designed to pro
vide individuals with a level of economic se
curity against conditions beyond their con
trol that limit their ability to provide for 
themselves. This is true for unemployment 
compensation and welfare. Proposed 
changes should be considered and evaluated 
within this context. While the existing pro
grams may have particular deficiencies, 
they have been successful in reducing pover
ty. A study by the Congressional Budget 
Office revealed that, without existing social 
insurance and welfare programs, 27 percent 
of all families in the United States-one out 
of every four families-would have income 
below the poverty line. 

Even at current program levels, poverty 
has not been eliminated. Everyone is not in
sured against total deprivation, and some go 
without necessary food, shelter, and health 
care because of gaps in current programs. 
These are the pressing issues to be ad
dressed, not program cut-backs. 

Thank you.e 

THE AMERICAN'S CREED 

HON. BOB STUMP 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, the 
spirit, determination, and commitment 
to the founding principles of this 
country are what have seen us 
through the rough times in our rela
tively short history. 

Recently, Frank Cole of Glendale, 
Ariz., sent me information on, and a 
copy of the "American's Creed". 

As we proceed with the many diffi
cult decisions which face this country, 
I would commend to you a review of 
the "American's Creed," as written by 
one of the clerks in the House in 1918: 

MISPLACED FOR TOO MANY YEARS 

Ask yourself these three questions-
1. Why has the patriotic American's Creed 

been hidden from the public for so many 
years? 

2. Would it be possible through better 
publicity and the frequent repeating of the 
Creed at the start of public meetings- to 
awaken the public to the need for a declara
tion of a stronger loyalty to our Nation and 
to the People's Government? 

3. How can I help advance this cause? 
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On April 6, 1917 the United States of 

America declared war against the forces of 
the Kaiser William II because German sub
marines had been blockading and sinking 
American ships in the Atlantic Ocean. Soon 
after this a Clerk in the House of Repre
sentatives in Washington wrote the Ameri
can's Creed. On April 3, 1918 the House ac
cepted this Creed, written by William Tyler 
Page, as the official pledge to support our 
Nation's Constitution, Laws and Govern
ment and vow to defend these principles 
against all enemies. 

Let us see how well William Page has ex
pressed the sincere feelings of all loyal 
Americans. 

THE AMERICAN'S CREED 
"I believe in the United States of Ameri

can as a government of the people, for the 
people, whose just powers are derived from 
the consent of the governed; a democracy in 
a republic; a sovereign Nation of many sov
ereign States; a perfect union, one and in
separable; established upon those principles 
of freedom, equality, justice, and humanity 
for which American patriots sacrificed their 
lives and fortunes. 

" I therefore believe it is my duty to my 
country to love it; to support its Constitu
tion; to obey its laws; to respect its flag, and 
to defend it against all enemies." 

FRANK J. COLE .• 

FEDERAL 
CREEK 
PROJECT 

FUNDING 
FLOOD 

OF BIG 
CONTROL 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing a bill to provide for 
Federal funding of $3,083,000 for the 
relocation of utilities in the vicinity of 
the Cleveland Zoo, as part of the Big 
Creek flood control project. Under 
this bill, Cleveland Metroparks, as the 
local sponsor, would be responsible for 
10 percent of the cost of relocation of 
the utilities. 

It is my hope that the House will act 
expeditiously on this legislation be
cause there is a genuine need for the 
construction of a diversion channel to 
prevent the flooding of the Big Creek 
Basin in the low-lying areas of the 
Cleveland Zoological Park. The Army 
Corps of Engineers has studied this 
problem since 1959 and has developed 
plans for the construction of this 
channel. What is critically needed now 
is Federal funding to assume most of 
the cost of utility relocation based on 
the financial inability of the local 
sponsor to shoulder a share of the cost 
larger than originally agreed upon. My 
legislation would secure the necessary 
funds and expedite completion of this 
very important project. 

The bill is as follows: 
H.R. 3579 

A bill to modify the project for the Cuya
hoga River Basin, Ohio, to provide for re
location of cer tain utili t ies in the vicinity 
of the Cleveland Zoo 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
A me rica in Congress assembled, That the 
project for the Cuyahoga River Basin, Ohio, 
authorized by section 108 of the River and 
Harbor Act of 1970 is hereby modified to 
provide for relocation of utilities in the vi
cinity of the Cleveland Zoo, generally in ac
cordance with the recommendations of the 
Buffalo District Engineer, Army Corps En
gineers, contained in paragraph 94 of the 
Phase II General Design Memorandum, 
dated August 1979, at an estimated Federal 
cost of $3,083,000. Non-Federal interests 
shall pay 10 percent of the total cost of such 
relocation.• 

DR. LEONARD A. GRANDY 
RETIRES 

HON. WAYNE GRISHAM 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. GRISHAM. Mr. Speaker, a dis
tinguished 40-year career in education 
will come to· an end on July 1, 1981, 
when Dr. Leonard A. Grandy retires as 
superintendent/president of Rio 
Hondo College, Whittier, Calif. I am 
pleased to take this opportunity to 
join with Dr. Grandy's friends, col
leagues and associates in paying trib
ute to him for his many years of ex
traordinary and effective service. 

Dr. Grandy holds a B.A. from New 
Jersey State College, an M.A. from Co
lumbia University, and earned his doc
torate at the University of Southern 
California. Prior to his association 
with Rio Hondo College, Dr. Grandy 
was a high school and college teacher, 
and served for 10 years as assistant su
perintendent of the Whittier Union 
High School District. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Grandy is a found
ing father of Rio Hondo College, and 
has the distinction of being the first 
employee of that institution. In 1962, 
he was appointed assistant superin
tendent and vice president for admin
istrative affairs, a position he held for 
14 years. During that time, · he was 
twice called upon to serve as the 
acting superintendent/president and, 
in 1976, was appointed by the board of 
trustees to permanently fill that posi
tion. In addition to his extensive in
volvement in community affairs, Dr. 
Grandy is a founder of the Association 
of Chief Business Officials, California 
Community Colleges, and was recently 
appointed to the Commission on Fi
nance of the California Community 
and Junior College Association. 

When Dr. Grandy's retirement was 
announced, his successor as president 
of the board of trustees, Dr. Clifford 
Dobson, issued a moving statement. 
He said, ''Rio Hondo College was not 
built by assembling concrete, steel, 
wood, and bricks. Rio Hondo College 
was built by the dedicated service of 
people • • • a lot of people. Among 
these, no other individual has contrib-
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uted as large a measure as President 
Grandy." 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Grandy will be 
missed, and I want to extend to him 
and the Grandy family my very best 
wishes for the future.e 

TMI UPDATE 

HON. TED WEISS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, the conse
quences of nuclear power have not 
faded from public awareness, although 
debate over our energy future has 
been overshadowed recently by discus
sion of the Nation's budget. Millions 
of people in this country continue to 
be concerned about the radioactive 
hazards of the nuclear fuel cycle. 

The accident at the Three Mile 
Island nuclear plant on March 28, 1979 
revealed many significant impacts of 
nuclear plant accidents. One frighten
ing problem which apparently resulted 
from the accident was a rise in mortal
ity rates among infants in the 10-mile 
area surrounding the plant. 

Dr. Ernest Sternglass, a noted radio
logical physicist, analyzed this occur
rence in a series of articles that ap
peared this spring in The Nation. The 
full text of Dr. Sternglass' detailed 
documentation is too long to include 
here, but what follows is the third, 
and final, article of that series. This 
piece provides a useful summary of Dr. 
Sternglass' analysis. 

I commend this and other articles in 
the series <The Nation, February 28, 
1981; The Nation, March 7, 1981) to 
my colleagues. 

TMI UPDATE 
<By Ernest J. Sternglass) 

Just one week before the second anniver
sary of the nuclear accident a t Three Mile 
Island, Dr. George Tokuhata, director of 
the Pennsylvania Bureau of Epidemiological 
Research, announced, according to a March 
20 story by United Press In:.ernational, that 
" final figures now indicate that there had 
been no rise in the infant mortality rate in 
the ten-mile radius of the plant." 

A closer look at the data cast serious 
doubt on Dr Tokuhata's comforting conclu
sion. A key support for it was his finding 
that the infant mortality rate within a ten
mile radius of the plant was the same-19.3 
deaths per thousand live births- in the 
three-month period after the accident on 
March 28, 1979, as it was in the January
March period just before it. 

This comparison is misleading, however. 
January, February and March are winter 
months, when babies are more vulnerable to 
infectious diseases like influenza and pneu
monia, and to diarrhea. Consequently, the 
infant morality rate during these months is 
generally higher than during the spring and 
the summer. And indeed Dr. Tokuhata's 
own tables show this was the case for the 
ten-mile zone around T.M.I. during the pre
vious years. 
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In 1978, the infant mortality rate was 14.0 

in the first quarter and declined to only 9.8 
in the spring; a similar decline had taken 
place in 1977-from a high of 14.7 in the 
winter quarter to 11.7 in the spring. The 
point is that the normal spring decline in 
babies' deaths did not occur after the acci
dent in March. This contradicts Dr. Toku
hata's claim that "there is no evidence that 
radiation from the nuclear power plant in
fluenced the rise or fall of death statistics." 

Indeed, other evidence in the report sug
gests that radioactive iodine-131 released in 
a gas cloud after the accident did affect the 
infant mortality rate. The most striking in
dication is the fact that the southern por
tion of Harrisburg, which, according to the 
power company's own monitoring devices, 
received the most intense radioactivity, 
showed the greatest increase in infant 
deaths in the entire ten-mile radius. [See 
Sternglass, "The First Casualty at T.M.I.," 
The Nation, February 28, and "The Lethal 
Path of T.M.I. Fallout," The Nation, March 
7.] According to Dr. Tokuhata's report 
infant mortality in this area was 29.7 per 
thousand live births in the three months 
after the accident. In April, May and June 
of 1977 it was only 8.1; in 1978, it was 11.5. 
Thus there was a rise of 158 percent be
tween 1978 and 1979, and 267 percent be
tween 1977 and 1979. In contrast, the infant 
mortality rate for Pennsylvania rose much 
less than it did in the ten-mile radius 
around T.M.I., suggesting that the Harris
burg rise was related to the accident. 

Table 4 of the state's report also shows a 
marked rise in the number of neonatal 
deaths-babies who die in the first twenty
eight days after birth. Typically, such in
fants are born underweight and are much 
more likely to be physically and mentally 
retarded, an effect that is produced by, 
among other things, damage to the thyroid 
gland. lodine-131 taken into the body tends 
to concentrate in this gland, so there is a 
strong probability that the rise in neonatal 
deaths resulted from the babies' mothers' 
exposure to iodine-131. The figures show 
that in the most heavily exposed area of 
southern Harrisburg, neonatal deaths 
during April, May and June rose progres
sively from none in 1977 to 7.6 in 1978, to 
29.7 in 1979-a rise of 290 percent in the last 
year. Both infant mortality rates and neo
natal deaths were higher in southern Har
risburg during the three-month period after 
the accident than in the state as a whole 
and in upstate New York, where radiation 
exposure was less. 

As for the reason why infant mortality 
rates in the ten-mile radius around T.M.I. 
were higher than elsewhere in the state 
before the accident, the figures for nearby 
Maryland provide a clue. Milk produced in 
the area between the Three Mile Island 
plant and the reactors at Peach Bottom, 
Pennsylvania, forty miles to the south along 
the Susquehanna River, is shipped all over 
southern Maryland. The Susquehanna 
River also supplies drinking water to south
ern Maryland. Before 1974, when the large 
reactors went into operation, the infant 
mortality rate in Baltimore was falling, as it 
was elsewhere in the nation. But after the 
two plants began releasing radioactive 
iodine, strontium and cesium into the air 
and water of the river and Chesapeake Bay, 
infant mortality rates dramatically reversed 
their downward trend. After reaching an all
time low of only 37 deaths in July 1974, or 
8.7 per thousand, the rate climbed to 16.4 in 
July 1978, and then shot up to a ten-year 
high of 124 deaths-29.0 per thousand 
births-in July 1980. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The recent report is only the latest of a 

series of misleading statistics and unex
plained omissions from Dr. Tokuhata's 
office. First, there was the discovery of an 
"error" in the U.S. Vital Statistics for July 
1979. The number of infant deaths in Penn
sylvania was revised downward from the 
original 271 to 185. This "correction" 
brought the Pennsylvania rate down from 
the highest in the entire Eastern United 
States to the national average. Then the 
Pennsylvania Department of Health failed 
to report a sharp increase in hypothyroid
ism among newborn babies near the T.M.I. 
plant. The department also did not make 
post-accident studies of the concentration of 
iodine-131 in the thyroid glands of animals 
and stillborn infants and in newborn infants 
who died shortly after birth. This is the 
most sensitive test of possible deleterious ef
fects and is recommended by most health 
experts. Nor did the Health Department re
lease early data showing a sevenfold rise in 
infant mortality rates within a five-mile 
radius of the plant in the six months after 
the accident over the previous year. 

A preliminary report on the infant mor
tality rate within ten miles of the T.M.I. 
plant issued by the state Health Depart
ment in April 1980 was flawed by a series of 
internal inconsistencies and errors, which 
served to reduce the number of deaths re
ported. Still more recently, there was a 
strange and unprecedented seven-month 
delay in the publication of the state's 
annual vital statistics report for the year of 
the accident. When the report finally came 
out in February 1981, a key table listing 
congenital birth defects by county and city 
was omitted. So were detailed infant mortal
ity, leukemia and cancer data for a number 
of cities, including the city of Aliquippa, lo
cated near the Shippingport and Beaver 
Valley reactors where infant deaths, cancers 
and leukemia had earlier risen to record 
heights following releases from the Ship
pingport nuclear plant. 

Finally, the information on how many 
babies were born weighing under 1,500 
grams was deleted from the annual report. 
This key information is needed to study the 
possible effects of radioactive iodine from 
the release of T.M.I., or the other large re
actors in the state of Pennsylvania. 

The pattern is clear. Two years after the 
T.M.I. accident, the nuclear industry and 
the state of Pennsylvania continue to mis
lead the public about its adverse effects on 
human health.e 

SMALL BUSINESSES, PUBLIC-PRI
VATE PARTNERSHIPS ARE 
HELPING TO REBUILD OUR 
NATION 

HON. HOWARD WOLPE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, we are in 
the midst of the season for tornados, 
the most destructive storm in nature. I 
am sure all of you here today share in 
offering your sympathies and your 
support to those areas across our land 
which have been or will be stricken by 
tornados. If anything can be gained 
from these disasters, it is hope and a 
renewal of faith in the goodness and 
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inner strength of the American 
people. 

I cite the city of Kalamazoo, in my 
home State, as an example. Just 1 
year ago today, Kalamazoo was devas
tated by its first tornado in 146 years. 
I personally surveyed the disaster cre
ated. Five persons were killed, 84 re
quired hospital treatment. Churches, 
homes, schools, stores, shops, offices, 
banks, and plants were severely dam
aged or destroyed. The loss in proper
ty was in excess of $50 million. Gover
nor Milliken designated it as a disaster 
area. 

But, by the morning after what now 
is recalled as Tornado Tuesday, there
building of the city already was well 
under way. It is traditional of our 
people uniting in times of severe trials. 
That is not being jingoistic; it is a 
truism in which I believe we all take 
pride. Today, thousands of people in 
Kalamazoo will be recalling where 
they were exactly 1 year ago. Every
one has his own story to tell: The wait
resses in the restaurants, the news
stands, car dealers, the members of 
the police, fire, and civil defense de
partments, city, township, and county 
officials, the members of the print and 
electronic media, among many others. 

The point I make is that almost all 
of them are still there. They have re
built their facilities and their busi
nesses. They were determined to stay 
in the city and, in some cases, literally 
start over again, instead of fleeing the 
city. This spirit is reflected by a sign 
that appeared following the tornado 
which read: "It takes more than a big 
wind to do Kalamazoo in." And, natu
rally, the T-shirt business flourished. 

The small businesses are leading the 
way. That is not surprising since small 
business is the foundation upon which 
our free enterprise system was built. 
In just the last few years, small busi
ness has created more than 7.5 million 
jobs in this country. The majority 
have come from private capital invest
ment, not city, county, State, or Feder
al funding. They are contributing sub
stantially in Kalamazoo and across the 
country in attaining our national goal 
of reversing the trend of declining pro
ductivity and decreased innovation 
and are initiating programs which put 
more people to work without using ad
ditional Government funds that can 
be expended for other critical pro
grams. 

Although the restoration is still 
going on, the uninformed visitor would 
not be able to tell that a tornado 
struck the city 1 year ago. In fact, the 
downtown area looks better than ever. 
A reporter from a Detroit newspaper 
said that he was amazed at how quick
ly Kalamazoo had made its recovery. 

I see public-private partnerships as a 
wave of the future in continuing to 
build our country. Business leaders are 
joining elected officials in forming en-
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trepreneurially oriented, nonprofit as
sociations to help plan and develop
or redevelop-downtown areas. These 
public-private partnerships represent 
a new approach in the long-neglected 
rebuilding of our cities. In Kalamazoo, 
five electrified gaslamps which were 
donated by a private enterprise to the 
city as part of the restoration effort 
stand as a symbol of this cooperative 
spirit. And we can see this spirit alive 
in a growing number of cities such as 
Atlanta, Baltimore, Minneapolis, 
Philadelphia, San Diego, and Seattle. 

I offer the city of Kalamazoo as an 
example of what can be done when 
the public and private sectors pull to
gether and what can be done following 
a disaster when the community unites 
to rebuild for an even greater future, 
and I ask that you join in congratulat
ing everyone in the community on this 
anniversary day.e 

POPE JOHN PAUL II 

HON. JOSEPH G. MINISH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, millions 
of Americans, of all faiths, are 
shocked by the attempt today on the 
life of Pope John Paul II. His Holiness 
touched the hearts of Americans and 
people everywhere in a special way 
during his visit to our country in 1979, 
and he retains a special place in our 
affections. It is particularly galling 
that this great and gentle man, who 
has tirelessly preached the message of 
peace throughout the world, should 
himSelf fall victim to the violence 
which has become so deplorably 
common in our time. I hope that aU 
Americans will join us in our prayers 
on behalf of His Holiness.e 

NO TO AWACS 

HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, in recent weeks there has 
been considerable debate in this body 
about the administration's proposed 
sale of five AWACS to Saudi Arabia. I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues a Washington Post arti
cle by Stansfield Turner, former Di
rector of the CIA, in which he warns 
against the dangers of such a sale, and 
I certainly hope the administration 
will reconsider its proposals. 

The article follows: 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
No To AWACS 

(By Stansfield Turner) 

For more than 20 years, the United States 
helped the shah of Iran to build that coun
try into the strongest military power in the 
Middle East. The shah's taste for the most 
sophisticated military hardware in our in
ventory was legend, and his shopping list 
was long, although Iran, a nation of 36 mil
lion, lacked the technical expertise to main
tain and fully use the equipment it bought. 
Accordingly, it also had to purchase foreign 
technical help and support to keep its mili
tary machine running. We all know what 
happened. 

In 1978, the Carter administration, with 
the consent of Congress, agreed to sell our 
newest and most advanced fighter aircraft, 
the F15, to Saudi Arabia. Because of the po
tential threat to Israel, Congress was explic
itly promised that we would not also sell the 
Saudis the external fuel tanks that would 
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fleet ot them on its own. Saudi Arabia has 
only 4 million people on which to draw and 
has a lesser level of education than Iran. 
Even with extensive outside technical assist
ance, sustaining the A WACS would be a 
severe drain on the Saudi military technical 
resources. In the long run, they would 
resent the fact that they could not operate 
the AWACS and t hat they remained de
pendent on us. 

More important, it would distract the at
tention of the Saudi leadership from more 
urgent military tasks. The most likelj: 
threats to Saudi Arabia are internal disor
der or rebellion and guerrilla warfare, en
couraged and supported by its neighbors. It 
would be wishful thinking to believe that a 
nation in as great a state of flux as is Saudi 
Arabia today would not be subject to domes
tic unrest or subversion. When such trou
bles develop, the Saudi security forces must 
have the capability of grappling with them. 

extend the F15's range, or bomb racks that In November 1979, Saudi military and do
would turn it into an attack aircraft. By the mestic security forces proved themselves 
spring of 1980, the Saudis were back asking quite inept in quelling a minor disruption at 
for these external equipments as well as the the Great Mosque in Mecca. This was ap
super-sophisticated Airborne Warning and parently a purely domestic matter, but in 
Command Aircraft, A WACS. AWACS is a the future the Saudis must worry about 
Boeing 707 with a large rotating radar an- subversion fomented by South Yemen, 
tenna on top and a vast complex of comput- where the Soviets have a strong foothold; 
er systems inside. It detects other aircraft at disorders in the vital oil fields, where there 
great distances, and tracks all air activity are large numbers of Shia Muslims who 
within its zone of coverage. may be responsive to the Khomeini revolu-

The Saudi rationale for their need for tionary movement; and perhaps even armed 
these additional F15 equipments and clashes with neighboring Iraq. The Saudis 
AWACS was that their situation had are not well prepared for any of these con
changed since they contracted for their tingencies today. They have turned to Paki
F15s in 1978. Specifically, Iran had fallen 
into less friendly hands, and the Soviets had stan to supply mercenaries to help them, 
invaded Afghanistan. It would, therefore, be but the monarchy should have military and 
in the best interest of both the United internal security forces of its own that are 
States and saudi Arabia-unquestionably a loyal and under its full control. 
pro-Western force in the Middle East-for Against this background, it would be irre
the Saudis to strengthen their ability to sponsible for us to help them prepare to 
counter any other hostile moves in the defeat a sophisticated air threat, for which 
region. the AWACS was designed and which has a 

Their real concern, which was not a part low probability of occurring, when they are 
of their argument, was that two years had incapable of handling the more elementary 
elapsed and the Saudis had not seen enough threats of insurrection and guerrilla warfare 
progress on the Israeli-Palestinian issue. To that are highly probable. As friends, we 
test our resolve to push for a solution ac- should try to draw their attention to the re- 1 

ceptable to the Arabs, the Saudis were alities of their situation. They do not need 
asking us to take an action that would be the AWACS nearly as much as they need 
opposed by Israel. It was one way to test other forms of military equipment and 
whether we would eventually pressure training. There is no way they can absorb 
Israel into making concessions on the Pales- A WACS into their military structure with
tinian question. The Saudis were also out detracting from their primary concerns. 
buying time for themselves with the radical Even if there are short-term advantages to 
Arabs. By obtaining such a visible symbol of the United States in establishing some con
U.S. support, they could demonstrate to the 
radicals that their limited association with tinuing military presence on the Arabian pe-
the United States had value. They thereby ninsula through the provision of AWACS, 
hoped to ward off additional pressures from we should forgo that in favor of doing what 
the Arab radicals to break with the United a genuine and long-term friend would do: Be 
States or even to use the oil weapon as a frank and put the friend's interests up 
means of pressuring the United States to front. That is the only way to protect our 
force concessions on Israel. interests, anyway. Clearly this will not be an 

Having given the Saudis the F15s in 1978, immediately popular response, but friends 
it would be difficult to deny them the extra should not aspire to popularity. 
equipments under the present circum- We can mitigate the impact on the Saudis 
stances, Admittedly, long-range F15s and of turning them down on AWACS. We could 
the A WACS in Saudi hands will present give them a squadron of F15s immediately, 
some added risk to the Israelis, but they are several years ahead of the delivery of those 
fully capable of handling it. they are purchasing. The U.S. Air Force 

Whether we should permit the Saudis to would have to maintain and operate these 
purchase A WACS is another question. The for them for several years while Saudi pilots 
Saudis are our friends. Providing them with and mechanics complete their training. The 
AWACS would not be a friendly act because Saudis, however, would see that we are seri
it would not be in their best interests. It is ous about helping them all we can. They 
such a complex piece of military equipment · would also see, in time, that the way to be a 
that there is no way the Saudi military es- friend is to be honest and frank rather than 
tablish~ent could operate or maintain a to say yes to an ill-advised request.e 
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TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH G. JOSEPH 

OF CLEVELAND 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

eMs. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, the 
greater Cleveland community has lost 
one of its most caring citizens. Mr. 
Joseph showed great love and devotion 
particularly to our unemployed youth. 
I enclose an article which appeared in 
our Cleveland paper: 

JOSEPH GORDON JOSEPH, HELPED YOUNG 
PEOPLE 

Joseph Gordon Joseph <Yeghi) helped 
young people through his work with Cleve
land's CETA Comprehensive Youth Services 
Program, as a trustee of Chance for Change 
Home for Boys and as regional chairman of 
Aiding Leukemia Stricken American Chil
dren. 

Mr. Joseph, 61 , who once operated several 
restaurants here, died Friday at University 
Hospital. He used the name Joseph, but his 
name in Arabic was Yeghi. 

Mr. Joseph was a consultant for the 
Greater Cleveland Salvation Army and 
founder of a Lebanese Syrian radio pro
gram. He was a member of the St. Maron 
Church Council, and was a member of that 
church's Holy Name Society. 

Mr. Joseph graduated from John Adams 
High School in 1937 and attended Western 
Reserve University. 

Survivors include his wife, Berenice, six 
children, Raymond, Loretta Holzheimer, 
Michael, Ramona, Theresa and Rose, and 
one grandson. 

Services were in St. Maron Church, 1245 
Carnegie A ve.e 

PRISONER WITHOUT A NAME, 
CELL WITHOUT A NUMBER 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
including in today's REcORD an article 
written by Anthony Lewis which re
cently appeared in the New York 
Times Book Review. It concerns the 
brutal abuses suffered by Argentine 
editor and publisher Jacobo Timer
man, who detailed his experiences in 
an extraordinary book: "Prisoner 
Without a Name, Cell Without a 
Number." 

Mr. Timerman's ordeal attests to the 
vicious, Nazi-like regime of Argentina's 
General Roberto Viola. It adds to the 
strength of my protest against the ad
ministration's proposal to legitimize 
Argentine terror by selling them arms 
and cordially receiving General Viola 
in Washington last month. 

Indeed, Mr. Timerman's experiences 
disprove Ambassador Kirkpatrick's 
theories of benign rightwing tyrannies 
which the administration seeks to 
pacify. A regime such as Argentina's, 
which engages in massive human 
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rights violations and official anti-Sem
itism, merits no warm reception from 
the United States. As I have said 
before, how can we legitimately pro
test Soviet repression of Jewish dissi
dents while at the same time we con
done the official anti-Semitism of Ar
gentina? 

I commend Mr. Lewis' review to the 
attention of my colleagues: 

The prisoner is blindfolded, seated in a 
chair, hands tied behind him. The electric 
shocks begin. No questions are put to him. 
But as he moans and jumps with the shocks, 
the unseen torturers speak insults. Then 
one shouts a single word, and others take it 
up: "Jew ... Jew ... Jew! ... Jew!" As 
they chant, they clap their hands and 
laugh. 

Germany in 1939? No, Argentina in 1977. 
Were the torturers an outlaw band, a gang 
of anti-state terrorists? No, they were part 
of the state: military men from one wing of 
the armed forces that controlled the Argen
tine Government in 1977 and still do. 

And the victim: Was he some unlucky 
social outcast? No, he was Jacobo Timer
man, editor and publisher of a leading 
Buenos Aires daily newspaper, La 0pini6n. 
And in a sense he was lucky. For, unlike 
15,000 other Argentinians who were seized 
by the military over the last five years, he 
lived. 

Timerman lived. And he has used that 
grace to write an extraordinary book about 
his experience. It is the most gripping and 
the most important book I have read in a 
long time: gripping in its human stories, not 
only of brutality but of courage and love; 
important because it reminds us how, in our 
world, the most terrible fantasies may 
become fact. 

Not just autobiography, or political analy
sis, or a victim's cry in the night, it is all 
these things. Timerman describes what he 
suffered in prison and what he thought, and 
how he and Argentina got to where they 
were. The New Yorker came close in the 
title it used when published part of the text 
last month: "Reflections. " Timerman writes 
with passion, but a passion controlled 
almost to the point of detachment. The 
effect is devastating. 

In spare words, Timerman shows us a so
phisticated society falling into irrationality 
and savagery- a savagery in which nearly 
everyone silently acquiesces. He gives an un
forgettable picture of our century's special 
contribution to civilization: state terrorism. 

It happened in Argentina. But those who 
read this book around the world will under
stand the universal application. It could 
happen, it has happened elsewhere. Argen
tine anti-Semitism copied the Nazis' . The 
guards' behavior was much like that de
scribed by Huber Matos when he got out of 
a Cuban prison in 1979. In some of the cells 
where he was kept, Timerman suffered a 
humiliation and torment that Soviet psychi
atric prisoners have described: having to ask 
a guard for permission to use the toilet and 
often being turned down. 

The methods of modern tyranny repeat 
themselves. With this reality compare the 
political-science abstract ion that has served 
since last Jan. 20 as a premise of United 
States human-rights policy: the theory that 
right-wing governments are merely "author
itarian" and do less damage t o human rights 
than " totalitarian" Communist regimes. 

The principal author of that theory is 
Jeane Kirkpatrick, United States Ambassa
dor to the United Nations. Elaborating it in 
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1979 in the magazine Commentary, she 
wrote that, unlike communists, " traditional 
autocrats" observe " traditional taboos." For 
example, they respect "habitual patterns of 
family and personal relations." 

I thought about Ambassador Kirkpatrick 
when I read Timerman's description of the 
Miralles family: father, two sons and a 
daughter-in-law. Timerman heard them tor
tured, and they were not the only ones. 

"Of all the dramatic situations I witnessed 
in clandestine prisons," he writes, "nothing 
can compare to those family groups who 
were tortured often together, sometimes 
separately but in view of one another .... 
The entire affective world, constructed over 
the years with utmost difficulty, collapses 
with a kick in the father's genitals . . . or 
the sexual violation of a daughter. Suddenly 
an entire culture based on familial love, de
votion, the capacity for mutual sacrifice col
lapses .... 

"From my cell, I'd hear the whispered 
voices of children trying to learn what was 
happening to their parents, and I'd witness 
the efforts of daughters to win over a guard, 
to arouse a feeling of tenderness in him ... 
in order to learn what was happening to her 
mother, to have an orange sent to her, to 
get permission for her to go to the bath
room." 

The Argentine Ambassador to Washing
ton, Jorge A. Aja Espil, writing to The New 
York Times recently in defense of his Gov
ernment, cited the case of Jacobo Timerman 
as an example of its " independent judici
ary." The Argentine courts, he said, "are 
open to him as they are to any person." 

What happened to Timerman was this: 
At 2 in the morning on April 15, 1977, 20 

armed men in civilian clothes raided his 
apartment in Buenos Aires. They hand
cuffed him, covered his head with a blanket, 
threw him on the floor of his own car and 
drove off with him. They said they were 
acting on orders of the First Army Corps. 
When his wife telephoned that corps, she 
was told that no one there knew anything 
about it. He had disappeared. 

The family next heard of him on May 25, 
six weeks later. Timerman telephoned and 
said he was now in national police head
quarters and could be visited for three min
utes. In June he disappeared from there
apparently, as he pieced it together later, 
because the United States Assistant Secre
tary of State for Human Rights, Patricia 
Derian, was coming to Argentina and would 
almost certainly ask to see Timerman; some 
in the military thought others might release 
him as a good-will gesture and wanted to 
prevent that. 

In October 1977, he was taken before a 
military tribunal, which said there was no 
basis for charges against him and he should 
be released. He was not. 

In April 1978, he was taken home and 
held there under house arrest: not allowed 
to leave the apartment, with armed guards 
present at all times. 

In June 1978, the Argentine Supreme 
Court ruled that, because there were no 
charges against him, he must be released. 
He was not. 

In September 1979, the Supreme Court 
for the second time ordered his release. The 
generals in the Government were divided on 
what to do. Under heavy pressure from the 
Carter Administration and members of the 
Congress, the generals reached a Solomonic 
decision. Without any authority in law, they 
annulled Timerman's citizenship, confiscat
ed his newspaper and all other property, 
and expelled him from the country, without 
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a chance to appeal to the courts, by taking 
him under guard to a plane for Israel. Ti
merman comments: 

"Need one add that Argentine newspa
pers, jurists, political friends of the govern
ment, Jewish community leaders- all those 
who will one day claim they knew nothing, 
like the Germans who claimed total 
unawareness of the existence of concentra
tion camps- congratulated the government 
for obeying a court ruling and faithfully re
specting the majesty of Justice?" 

He is not a forgiving man. He names 
names in this book: torturers, generals, anti
Semitic journalists, Jewish leaders who do 
not want to make a fuss. But then his role is 
not to forgive. It is to be a witness-for the 
rest of us. 

Why was Timerman kidnapped, tortured, 
detained? There is no formal, legal answer 
to that question, because no charges were 
ever made against him. And there is no 
clear explanation of any other kind. 

His newspaper had printed stories the mil
itary disliked, but it had not carried on a 
sustained challenge to the junta; and Timer
man had maintained personal relationships 
with some military figures. When United 
States officials asked the Argentine Govern
ment why he was being held, they got back 
only vague innuendos about his financial 
dealings or connections with "Israeli terror
its." 

The lack of a rational explanation is in 
fact an important aspect of what hap
pened-to Timerman and thousands of 
others. For Argentina has been in the grip 
of unreason. One of Timerman's purposes is 
to explore the origins of that phenomenon, 
and he does so convincingly in terms both of 
Argentina's particular history and of right- . 
wing fanaticism generally. 

In the clandestine prisons where he was 
held, the guards and torturers were required 
to attend what was called "The Academy"
a weekly lecture, usually by an Army intelli
gence officer, on World War III. The war 
had already begun, they heard: an on
slaught by left-wing terrorism that could 
not be resisted by democratic governments 
or democratic methods. Timerman thought 
the listeners might not realize it, but the 
logic was the same as that offered by the 
Nazi Party in Germany as it rose to power. 

The Argentine armed forces, Timerman 
says, have long lived in a hermetic world, 
the officers linked by family with each 
other and with certain civilians who cooper
ate in intermittent military rule. They want 
life to be clear-cut, orderly; they resent to 
the point of hatred, of obsessive fantasy, 
the disorderly contemporary developments 
in science, religion, literature. 

The fears and hatreds of the military 
were intensified in the 1970'& by a real 
threat: widespread urban terrorism in Ar
gentina. As the left -wing guerrillas conduct
ed their killings and extortions, a right-wing 
secret organization matched those tactics, 
murdering not just alleged terrorists but 
lawyers who defended them in court and 
journalists who argued that the correct re
sponse to terror was not counter-terror but 
law. In 1976 the military took over the Gov
ernment, and various military units began 
practicing terrorism with impunity. 

The military Government indicated some 
of its fears of the modern world by its de
crees, Timerman says. It imposed strict 
moral as well as political censorship. It 
banned sociology, philosophy and psycholo
gy as university majors. It forbade the use 
of Freudian techniques in hospital psychiat
ric services. Psychiatrists were a special 
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target. Fifteen armed men came to abduct 
the president of the Argentine Federation 
of Psychologists from her hospital, dragging 
her down the hospital corridors by her hair. 

"Argentina has three main enemies," one 
ideologue of the military regime said. "Karl 
Marx, because he tried to destroy the Chris
tian concept of society; Sigmund Freud, be
cause he tried to destroy the Christian con
cept of the family; and Albert Einstein be
cause he tried to destroy the Christian con
cept of time and space." The enemies were 
three of the principal creators of the 
modern world- and all were Jews. 

Timerman's picture of anti-Semitism at 
work in Argentina is especially significant. 
Anti-Semitic literature is studied in military 
academies and widely sold on the streets. Zi
onism is described as a more dangerous 
enemy than Communism. While in prison 
Timerman was asked about a secret trip 
Menachem Begin supposedly made to Ar
gentina, and about Zionist schemes to seize 
Patagonia and turn it into a second Zionist 
state, "Andinia." 

When Timerman was before the military 
tribunal, each round of questioning was 
begun in the same way by its president, 
Colonel Clodoveo Battesti: 

"Are you a Jew?" 
"Yes, Mr. President .. . " 
"Are you a Zionist?" 
"Yes, Mr. President ... " 
"When did your Zionist activities begin?" 
"At the age of 8, Mr. President. My 

mother enrolled me in a sports club called 
Macabi." 

Once Timerman was unexpectedly taken 
from prison and brought before the Minis
ter of the Interior. <The reason, it turned 
out, was that Patricia Derian had forcefully 
raised the issue of his imprisonment that 
day with President Jorge Rafael Videla.) 
The Minister, who had known Timerman 
for years, wanted to see his physical condi
tion. Timerman asked why he was in prison. 

"You admitted to being a Zionist, and this 
point was revealed at a meeting of all the 
generals. " 

"But being a Zionist is not forbidden." 
"No, it isn't forbidden, but on the other 

hand it isn't a clearcut issue. Besides, you 
admitted to it. And the generals are aware 
of this." 

The very first questions put to Timerman 
after his kidnapping were: Are you Jewish? 
Are you a Zionist? Is La 0pini6n Zionist? 
Curiously, Timerman reckons that his an
swers-yes-saved his life. The interrogators 
thought they had a key figure in the world 
Jewish conspiracy and wanted to save him 
for a show trial. 

It is of course not only Jews who have suf
fered in Argentina-or the Soviet Union or 
the other tyrannies of the earth. Indeed Ti
merman, really speaking to himself, warns 
against feeling "sorry for ourselves as 
Jews." Most of those killed in Argentina, he 
emphasizes, were not Jews. "But in the soli
tude of prison," he goes on, "it is so sad to 
be beaten for being Jewish. There is such 
despair when they torture you for being 
Jewish. It seems so humiliating to have 
been born." 

The other factor that saved him was inter
national attention to his case. The point 
about international concern is more impor
tant, much more, than a single life saved. In 
some ways the most terrible aspect of life in 
Argentina after the military took over in 
1976 was the silence. Some 15,000 people 
were kidnapped and never seen again. Some
times bodies would be found, or a released 
prisoner would report seeing someone tor-
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tured or killed in a secret prison. Mostly 
they just vanished. When mothers of the 
disappeared tried to publicize the horror, 
they were ignored. With a very few honor
able exceptions, the newpapers printed 
nothing. The Government resisted all at
tempts even to publish the names of those 
who had disappeared. 

The silence may be the most chilling 
thing in this chilling book. Before he 
became a victim, Timerman spoke with a 
naval officer who said that all suspected ter
rorists must be exterminated. Timerman 
asked, "What do you mean by all?" The of
ficer answered: "All ... about 20,000 
people. And their relatives, too-they must 
be eradicated- and also those who remem
ber their names ... . Not a trace or a wit
ness will remain." 

A Final Solution: and it depended on a si
lence that would eventually legitimize the 
new state. That in turn depended on the 
world's acquiescence. 

Last month Argentina's Foreign Minister, 
Oscar Camilion, dismissed the question of 
"so-called human rights" in diplomacy. "We 
Argentines will reach our goal of national 
conciliation," he said. "We will create rea
sonable stability in our institutions, and the 
world will sooner or later accept the way we 
Argentines find to live with ourselves." 

But at the crucial time the world did not 
accept the Argentine military's way to rea
sonable stability, which was the peace of 
death. The world, in the form of Amnesty 
International and the Organization of 
American States and the Pope and the 
Carter Administration, provided the essen
tial: information. 

"Only public knowledge," Timerman 
writes, "can later, to some extent, the 
course of these events, this downward slope 
in the march of history." We are blessed as 
readers and as human beings that this wit
ness survived.e 

FATHER DRINAN ON HUMAN 
RIGHTS 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the administration's most dramatic 
foreign policy changes has been in the 
area of human rights. The past policy 
of vigorously and openly supporting 
human rights around the globe has 
been replaced by a "selective ap
proach" which turns a blind eye on 
abuses in authoritarian regimes. 

Next week the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee will consider the 
nomination of Ernest Lefever for As
sistant Secretary of State for Human 
Rights, once again raising the issues 
that the administration's dramatic 
change in policy have brought. It is 
fitting that we turn to Father Drinan, 
a leading human rights advocate and 
former member of this body, for an as
sessment of this new approach to 
human rights. 

It is regrettable but unfortunately 
true that, as Father Drinan indicates, 
the administration's policies may well 
" * • • wipe out the hopes of Soviet re-
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fuseniks, dissidents in Eastern Europe, 
insurgents in Latin America and 
friends of freedom everywhere." 

Father Drinan's article which ap
pears in the spring 1981 issue of 
Present Tense follows: 

IN DEFENSE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 

(By Robert F. Drinan> 
When I realize that the Reagan adminis

tration is systematically undercutting the 
human rights program created over the past 
five years by the Congress and the Carter 
administration, I think of all the people in 
oppressed lands who rejoiced in America's 
moral leadership in the area of human 
rights. 

I wonder and worry about what the 
100,000 recent refuseniks in the Soviet 
Union think when they hear that Ernest W. 
Lefever, who is vehemently opposed to any 
emphasis on human rights, will be the new 
Assistant Secretary of State for Human 
Rights. And I recall an evening in Leningrad 
when I was introduced by a dissident who 
told an audience of about two dozen that all 
those present would be in Siberia if it were 
not for the Congress of the United States. 

When I learn that the new administration 
is in the process of wiping out the very 
existence of a positive program on behalf of 
human rights around the world, I think of 
the anxiety which this must bring to the 
300,000 Jews in Argentina. On a mission 
there for Amnesty International, I spoke 
with many Jews who-sometimes guarded
ly-expressed their belief that a firm policy 
on human rights by the United States 
would enhance the possibility of fewer "dis
appearances" and more freedom in their 
country. 

The 118,000 Jews in South Africa are also 
undoubtedly concerned about the impact 
which the demise of human rights as an ele
ment in U.S. foreign policy will mean. Pre
toria has recognized over the past five years 
that the Congress and the Carter adminis
tration were vigorous opponents of apart
heid. 

The regime in South Africa is embar
rassed at its defeat in Rhodesia and deeply 
troubled by the emergence of Zimbabwe 
under Robert Mugabe. Absent any pressure 
from the United States on human rights, 
will South Africa continue even more bla
tantly its defiance of international law by 
continued occupation of Namibia? And will 
South Africa, freed from U.S. pressure, 
extend the segregation and repression of its 
non-white population? 

For the first time in American history, the 
Carter administration established a policy 
of emphasizing human rights, created an 
office for the implementation of this policy 
and thereby won the admiration and grati
tude of the Third World. In some instances 
economic aid to certain governments was 
terminated because of their dismal record 
on human rights. The argument is now 
made that this embarrassed our friends and 
allies, who, though they had authoritarian 
regimes, were nonetheless in our camp. This 
alleged embarrassment is one of the reasons 
why the new administration wants to return 
to quiet diplomacy and abandon open advo
cacy on behalf of human rights. Such aban
donment will be seen by the people in au
thoritarian countries as an abdication of a 
policy which gave them hope that at last 
the United States would live up to the 
pledge made in Articles 55 and 56 of the 
United Nations Charter where our country 
and all the other signatories of that treaty 
agreed to promote human rights. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The Reagan administration's interest in 

human rights seems to be limited to the 
concept that only those dissidents whose 
views are totally compatible with a cold war, 
anti-Soviet attitude are worth defending. It 
was not so under the previous administra
tion, where the emergence of America's 
accent on human rights was bipartisan and 
relatively uncontroversial and where the 
Congress recognized a truth which I hope 
the Reagan administration will also recog
nize. That truth was stated brilliantly by 
President John F. Kennedy when he wrote 
that "Those who make peaceful revolution 
impossible make violent revolution inevita
ble. 

I also hope that history will not record 
that in the months from January to June 
1981 a creative and successful American pro
gram emphasizing human rights was dis
solved. If this dissolution occurs it will wipe 
out the hopes of Soviet refuseniks, dissi
dents in Eastern Europe, insurgents in Latin 
America and friends of freedom every
where.• 

CONGRESSMAN ROSENTHAL'S 
NEWSLETTER ON THE BUDGET 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, news
letters are a major channel of commu
nication between Members and citi
zens. My esteemed colleague and very 
dear friend, Congressman BENJAMIN 
ROSENTHAL of New York, published 
this spring a newsletter on the Reagan 
administration's 1982 budget proposal 
that is exceptional in its informative
ness, clarity of analysis, and the forth
right value-statements the Congress
man offers that underlie his point of 
view. The newsletter entitled, "The 
Federal Budget and Its Conse
quences," is lucid, thorough, and 
honest, and because it is an excellent 
example of public communication at 
its best, I wish to share it with my col
leagues at this point in the REcORD: 
THE FEDERAL BUDGET AND ITS CONSEQUENCES 

I am writing you at a moment of historic 
decision for America: how shall we control 
inflation and bring about economic recov
ery? And if sacrifice is necessary, who shall 
be called upon to make it? 

President Reagan has now presented his 
answer to the Congress and the American 
people. The key to recovery, he has told us, 
is a program entailing tax reductions to en
courage investment, decontrol of oil and gas 
prices to stimulate energy independence, 
and drastic cuts in social and other services 
to help balance the budget and offset a 
huge increase in military spending. 

The President's program represents the 
most significant change in American public 
policy in the past fifty years. It must be 
studied and discussed by every American. 
And I am writing you, and every constitu
tent in our Congressional District, because 
this program, if passed, will affect your 
daily life, your budget, your savings, your 
future . You're going to feel it, one way or 
another. 

So I believe I should share may views con
cerning the Reagan program in order to en-
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courage you to reach your own position and 
to make it known. Decisions of such conse
quence cannot be left to Washington alone. 
Now that we can see specifically what the 
Reagan plan will mean for the way Ameri
cans live, the people must speak and be 
heard. 

Since its beginning, I have wished the Ad
ministration well as it set about considering 
new steps to strengthen our economy. In all 
honesty, I had misgivings. But as an Ameri
can, not just a Democrat, I do want to see 
conditions imprave, whatever the source 
and to whichever party's credit. We know 
what inflation is doing to people like you 
and families like yours. Things do have to 
change. We do need new approaches. I 
myself have been a strong critic of national 
economic programs-which has meant op
posing policies advanced by a President and 
other leaders of my own Party, not always 
easy to do. I do not enjoy opposition for op
position's sake, nor criticizing policies with
out careful study leading to firm conviction. 

But I must tell you, now that I have stud
ied President Reagan's plan, that I believe it 
is deeply flawed, likely to increase rather 
than reduce inflation, and insensitive to the 
needs of precisely those Americans who are 
already bearing the heaviest burden of in
flation and economic stagnation. 

I wish it were otherwise. I have made an 
effort to consider the President's proposals 
as objectively as possible. To some, the easi
est course would simply be to sit back and 
wait. Others, who oppose the Administra
tion plan and believe it will not work, coun
sel us to "let it fail". Both approaches seem 
irresponsible. If I believe the proposed pro
gram will be bad for the country, and for 
hard-working Americans like you and those 
close to you, I have a responsibility to 
present that argument to my constituents, 
and to work for policies more likely to 
reduce inflation and distribute sacrifices 
more equitably among all the people of our 
Nation. 

INFLATION AND ENERGY 

More than anything else, Americans want 
to see inflation brought under control. 
Those who voted for President Reagan and 
those who are willing to give him a chance 
feel as they do because they are ready for 
tough new measures to stop inflation. Fine, 
let that be the standard by which his pro
posed new program must be judged. 

Americans understand, by now, that the 
deepest cause of inflation has been the ever
rising cost of oil, and our Nation's depend
ence on energy from abroad. The figures are 
staggering. More than $100 billion a year 
flow out of this country for oil imports. At 
the current rate, America will be paying to 
OPEC, over the next five years, nearly half 
the market value of all companies listed on 
the New York Stock Exchange-the equiva
lent of half the productive capacity we have 
built-up over 200 years. 

If these large numbers seem too abstract 
or distant, simply consider your own budget 
over the last few years-how much more 
you've had to pay for gasoline, home heat
ing oil, rent increases, food prices <which 
jump partly as a result of higher transpor
tation costs)-to say nothing of all the other 
petroleum-based consumer products. From 
1975 to 1981 the price of home heating oil 
has risen from $0.38 per gallon to $1.31 per 
gallon-345%! From 1975 to 1981 a gallon of 
gasoline has risen 150%. 

Energy price increases account for more 
than one-third of the total inflation rate 
and are a principal contributor to double-
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digit inflation. And yet, President Reagan 
has now decontrolled the price of oil and is 
urging the immediate decontrol of natural 
gas- two outrageously inflationary actions. 

Rising oil prices have already reduced the 
average real spending earnings of American 
working families below 1972 levels, an ero
sion which will only be intensified by decon
trol. The impact of natural gas decontrol 
will be even more inflationary to our per
sonal and national budgets. Residential con
sumers will pay hundreds of dollars more 
for natural gas every year. For every dollar 
increase we pay in our heating bills, we will 
pay three dollars more for price increases in 
goods and services that consume natural 
gas. Across the country industries and many 
small businesses will be hurt by the sharp 
and unavoidable price increases. 

Decontrol will also cause an increase in 
unemployment and a decline in productiv
ity. It will accelerate and intensify the drain 
of billions of dollars from energy-consuming 
states C$275 billion from the 16 Northern 
states) to the producing states and to other 
producing nations. 

Decontrol will bring enormous hardship 
to users, but it will be another bonanza for 
the major oil companies. Since 1972 profits 
from the top 20 oil companies have in
creased 404%! If natural gas is decontrolled 
immediately, oil company profits will in
crease to the point that the combined prof
its of a dozen giant oil companies will equal 
the combined profits of at least 900 of the 
Fortune 1000 Industrials. The President's 
decisions to decontrol oil and gas make one 
wonder just who his program is intended to 
benefit. 

Tax Cuts: Who will they help and what 
will they achieve? 

The issue of who will benefit from the 
Reagan tax program and whether or not it 
will really control inflation also arises re
garding the President's proposed tax cuts. 
The answers appear equally distressing. 

In dollar terms, close to 50% of the sav
ings made possible by the proposals will go 
to the top 10% of American income-earn
ers-who already benefit from extraordi
nary tax loopholes and shelters. 

The other 90% may never really feel the 
benefit of the Reagan tax cut at all . Many 
families will actually be paying more taxes 
in 1982 as a result of Social Security tax in
creases. And for many more Americans, par
ticularly in New York City, what is gained 
in tax relief may well be lost as a result of 
social service budget cuts and the inflation 
caused by oil decontrol. How much will you 
be saving, for example, if subway fares go 
up as a result of decontrol, to say nothing of 
food and health care? 

The across-the-board tax cuts the Presi
dent has proposed sound equitable, but in 
reality they slant strongly in favor of the 
wealthy. 

A family with an income of $200,000 a 
year stands to save $30,000 under the 
Reagan tax plan. The benefits to most 
middle-class families will essentially be 
offset by inflation coupled with effect of 
being pushed into a higher tax bracket. 

The Administration justifies this ap
proach by assuming that upper income tax
payers will invest their tax windfalls in proj
ects which create economic growth and new 
jobs. But isn't it just as likely that the well
to-do will decide to spend their additional 
income on leisure activities- a video cassette 
recorder, an extra vacation-or a second 
house (for additional tax breaks>? If this 
does happen, which many economists be
lieve is probable, the result will be still more 
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inflation and a still greater federal deficit. 
What then? More budget cuts from pro
grams to help those already suffering most 
from inflation? 

Not only are these tax cuts going to help 
the wealthiest Americans, but the theory 
which seeks to justify this approach is en
tirely untested. No one knows where the ad
ditional income for the rich will end up. No 
one, even the Administration's strongest 
supporters, can give us any concrete eco
nomic data to assure the policy's success. 
The President's own Counsellor, Edwin 
Meese, has only been able to say, " it's 80% 
psychological". What we have then is not a 
prudent economic policy but a risky psy
chology experiment, underwritten by those 
who will bear the burden of its cost and 
would suffer the disaster of its failure. 

If there is to be a tax cut, it should be tar
geted more carefully to help the most needy 
regions and groups of the nation. Decontrol 
of oil, for example, will provide windfall rev
enues for the oil-producing states of the 
Sunbelt at the expense of the oil-consuming 
states of the Northeast and Middle West. 
Tax cuts should be directed to offset such 
inequities and to encourage investment in 
energy-efficient new enterprises. Tax cuts 
can be sophisticated instruments for equity 
and investment. But the Reagan approach 
fails to take advantage of these possibilities, 
so single-minded is its intention simply to 
provide more disposable income for the 
well-to-do. 

When combined with the policy of oil-de
control, the tax program increases still fur
ther the evidence that the Reagan tax plan 
will work less to ease the burden of inflation 
on hard-working Americans than to provide 
windfall profits to the wealthy. 

The defense of this approach, made by 
Administration economists, is that benefits 
to upper tax bracket Americans will ulti
mately " trickle down" to the more needy. 
(That's a little like saying, if there's more 
cake for the few, there'll be more crumbs 
for the many.) 

In my view, hard-working and hard
pressed Americans need more than a "trick
le" of relief, anyway.' So perhaps you can 
begin to understand why I am having such 
misgivings about the President's new eco
nomic plan. 

THE DEFENSE BUDGET 

The situation only appears more grave 
when you consider the Administration's 
plan for increasing defense spending. 

If, as the President believes, government 
spending is the prime cause of inflation, 
what exactly is one to make of his proposal 
to increase military expenditures by around 
200 billion dollars over the next five years? 
The sum is staggering- the most expensive, 
peace-time military buildup in our history, 
more money than we spent for the entire 
Vietnam War. By 1986, under this plan, 
Americans will be paying 1.4 trillion dollars 
in taxes for defense! Is this really what we 
need at a time when inflation is barely 
under control? 

Military spending is not only inflationary, 
it offers no long-term socially useful invest
ments for Americans. Whatever one thinks 
about government spending on social pro
grams, they do have the effect of helping 
hardworking citizens deal with the cost of 
basic necessities- food, health care, housing 
and energy. Military spending has no such 
broad social consequences. And its major 
beneficiaries, as with oil decontrol and the 
tax cut programs, are once again the largest 
corporations. 
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I have supported military appropriations 

in the past- after fighting to cut waste and 
senseless systems of nuclear overkill. Our 
conventional forces do need to be strength
ened. Security at home and legitimate ideals 
and interests abroad make national defense 
a necessity. But we are already spending too 
much on the wrong kind of defense-bring
ing us no greater real security. It's hard to 
justify additional military spending to 
Americans whose lives are getting more and 
more burdened as our economy falters
quite apart from the incredible danger to 
the entire world posed by the number of nu
clear super-weapons already in place and 
targeted. 

BUDGET CUTS FOR SOCIAL SPENDING 

Oil decontrol ... tax cuts for the affluent 
. .. massive increases in military spending
all of it li.kely to increase inflation, all of it 
likely to increase the economic burdens on 
hard-working Americans. 

I think you can understand why, given all 
this, I find the President's plans to cut 
social spending so unjust. 

I do not believe the President is heartless; 
his intentions are honorable. But the theory 
behind his proposed budget cuts is, in my 
view, deeply misguided. Government spend
ing for social programs is not the basic 
cause of inflation. It is being sold that way 
to the American people, <even while mili
tary and energy spending is allowed to in
crease). But it's just not true. 

As Chairman of a House Government Op
erations subcommittee, I know a good deal 
about government waste, studied it for years 
. . . documented it . . . done something 
about it. It's a problem. It's got to be con
trolled. There are budget cuts which would 
do that, and I would support them. 

Huge increases in the price of oil and food 
have produced a vicious circle of price and 
wage hikes. The Federal Reserve Board, in 
turn, has tightened credit, thereby inhibit
ing investment. As a result, people's doubts 
about the future have increased dramatical
ly, encouraging them to spend and borrow 
as much as they can as long as they can. 

This too is a simplified explanation of a 
complex problem. But it does take into ac
count a number of inflationary conditions 
which have nothing to do with federal 
spending for social programs. Cutting the 
budget won't stop oil prices from going up 
as a result of decontrol or OPEC price 
hikes. It won't stop runaway health care 
costs. It won't offset the inflationary effect 
of military spending, or greater consumer 
spending if the beneficiaries of the Presi
dent's tax program choose to spend rather 
than invest their windfalls. In fact, the Con
gressional Budget Office has calculated that 
cutting $20 billion from the federal budget 
would bring down inflation by only one half 
of one percent, at best. Hardly the answer. 

The budget cut cure is the wrong medi
cine, being administered to the wrong pa
tients. Who presently suffers most from in
flation? The poor, the ill, the elderly, the 
jobless, the working class citizens of big 
cities. How does President Reagan intend to 
ease their burden? By cutting those very 
programs which are barely making it possi
ble for these same groups to hold on at all. 
It's just not right. 

THE UNKINDEST CUTS OF ALL 

The President has proposed 83 major pro
gram cuts. After careful study, it is clear 
that a number of these programs are abso
lutely necessary for the well-being of mil
lions of Americans. Necessary to bare sub
sistence. No frills. Simple human needs, 
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without which whole families could just go 
under. 

What are we talking about? Enough to 
eat, for oneself and one's children. A room 
or two to live in. Some kind of job, or a 
minimum income for those who can't find 
one. Health care, if you become ill. Afford
able transportation, to get to work, or look 
for work, or send the kids to school. In 
short, the means to secure food, housing, 
energy, health care-the very areas of life 
where inflation has hit the hardest, and 
where the Reagan budget will hit harder 
still. 

A careful look at the President's budget 
cuts reveals an attack on that most basic 
human right of all-"Freedom from want" , 
in the words: of President Franklin Roose-
velt. , 

These, then, are the programs I intend to 
fight to save, as the Congress prepares to 
consider Ronald Reagan's budget cuts. 

Mass Transit. The high cost of oil has 
made clear the need for inexpensive, energy 
efficient transportation-particularly mass 
transit. Yet the President would eliminate 
operating subsidies and grants for such sys
tems. Elimination of this aid will mean a 
major fare increase for New York City with 
no improvement in services. 

Conservation. The high cost of fuel hits 
the poorest citizens the hardest. Oil will 
never get cheaper. Yet the President would 
cut funds for research and development and 
conservation, while allowing the price of oil 
and natural gas to increase through decon
trol. 

Subsidizing Housing and Rent Contribu
tions. The Reagan plan would reduce the 
number of federally subsidized housing 
units by 13 percent-and increase tenant 
contributions from 25 to 30 percent of their 
income. This would affect as many as 30,000 
New Yorkers. 

Medicaid. Millions of people are healed 
and lives saved because Medicaid helps pay 
health care costs for those who simply 
cannot afford them when stricken with ill
ness. At the very time when such costs are 
going though the ceiling from inflation, 
President Reagan would put a cap on Medic
aid grants to the states. The result will be 
that poor people will be denied medical 
treatment by hospitals and doctors until 
their conditions deteriorate critically. This 
simply can't be allowed to happen in the 
world's wealthiest and presumably most 
humane nation. 

CETA. Jobs produce revenue and reduce 
welfare costs. Yet President Reagan would 
entirely abolish the Comprehensive Em
ployment and Training Act-the nation's 
largest public service job program. The 
result in New York City for example, will be 
to add approximately 11,500 people to the 
welfare rolls, at the cost of nearly $20 mil
lion for the city and state. 

Disability Insurance. The Social Security 
System provides payments for disabled 
workers. The President's program would 
reduce eligibility and cut benefits by $2.75 
billion over the next five years. 

Food Stamps. President Reagan would 
deny 400,000 Americans this most basic 
form of assuring minimum nutrition. 

Child Nutrition. Since 1946 the govern
ment has been committed to eliminating 
child malnutrition. School lunch programs 
are essential to that effort. 

I will listen carefully as the case for bal
ancing the budget is made in Congress. To 
aim for such a goal in the future is sensible, 
but not if the burden is to fall on those who 
can least afford it, while energy, tax and de
fense policies benefit giant corporations. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
If cut we must, there are other areas the 

Congress might look at more carefully: mili
tary spending, above all; synthetic fuels and 
nuclear energy; interstate highway con
struction; certain farm subsidies; water proj
ects; and a whole range of tax subsidies for 
multinational corporations, particularly the 
oil companies. 

What is at stake, finally, are the priorities 
of social policy. And what is clear is that the 
Reagan Administration's budget is giving 
lowest priority to programs to help Ameri
cans in need, and highest priority to build
ing weapons of war. I intend to fight against 
this decision. 

PROSPECTS IN CONGRESS 

Let me close with some straight talk about 
how the Reagan budget will be treated in 
Congress. Many Democrats also favor major 
budget cuts. Even if some are skeptical 
about their overall economic effect, they be
lieve such action is psychologically and po
litically necessary. So cuts there will be, and 
people will hurt. 

On the other hand, there will be strong 
fights on a number of the proposed cuts I 
have singled out as my own priorities for 
strong opposition. We have a chance with 
some. And Congress will probably not 
accept major elements of the Reagan tax 
plan, either in its emphasis on tax breaks 
for the most wealthy Americans, or in its 
three-year mandate. 

Finally, there will be those of us who will 
be working to put forward elements of an al
ternative plan for recovery-a long-term 
plan to relieve inflation, rebuild our indus
trial base, create secure jobs, and see to it 
that benefits and sacrifices are distributed 
more fairly amongst the people of this 
country. 

But there are alternatives to the Reagan 
plan. And they must be developed further 
and articulated more effectively by men and 
women who are looking to the future with
out despair or a failure of nerve. 

Among these promising avenues of reform 
are such policies as: mandatory energy con
servation and development of safe new al
ternatives to petroleum; price and wage con
trols to hold down the cost of food and 
health care; a tax-based income policy 
which relates prices and wages generally to 
productivity and long-term investment; ef
forts to rebuild our older cities and indus
tries; greater commitment to equality for 
women and minorities; credit allowances to 
stabilize and expand the supply of housing; 
new use of pension funds for investment in 
socially useful projects; a new concept of na
tional security, emphasizing arms control 
and reduction in spending for strategic nu
clear weapons; above all, a recognition that 
government, despite its shortcomings and 
recent failures, need not inevitably be the 
enemy of the people but rather an instru
ment of national unity and economic plan
ning. 

I hope these remarks on so broad and 
complex a subject will give you a sense of 
how I will be approaching this session of 
Congress. An historic debate is beginning 
over the future of the American economy 
and domestic policy. 

I have let you know my feelings about the 
current economic and budget proposals. 
Now I would like to listen to your ideas on 
these issues which really do affect your lives 
and our country's future. 

I want you to write and give me the bene
fit of your thinking on these vital issues. It 
is important to me to hear your views. 

I will also be holding town hall meetings 
in Queens during the middle of April. I en-
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courage you to attend these meetings, speak 
out and to write me specifically what you 
think.e 

A "NEUTRAL" LEBANON 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, the pros
pects for an early and lasting peace in 
the country of Lebanon grow dimmer 
each day. As tensions appear to be 
mounting, it is important to express 
our concern about the recent events 
there and to express our strong desire 
that all parties involved remain neu
tral and calm. The following two arti
cles point out the problem for this 
peace-loving country-it is caught in 
the middle of its own internal conflicts 
as well as other nations' interests. 
While we may not agree with all the 
points in these articles, they are cer
tainly worth our noting. I ask unani
mous consent that they be included in 
the RECORD. 

[From the Washington Star, May 5, 1981] 
OUR NAME HAS N 0 PLACE IN THE WAR IN 

LEBANON 

<By Georgie Anne Geyer) 
As Lebanon sinks deeper into its gathering 

night, still another dangerous incongruity 
of our foreign policy emerges. 

On the one hand, Congress is discussing 
holding up the sale of the sophisticated 
AWACS radar reconnaissance planes to 
Saudi Arabia. The major argument is that 
the Saudis might use them against Israel in
stead of for legitimate defense-i.e., use 
them "illegally." 

On the other hand, over the last three 
weeks Prime Minister Menachem Begin's 
government has launched more bombing 
raids over all parts of Lebanon than in all of 
1980, this time not only along the border 
but also in the north. 

U.S. WEAPONS USED 

All of these were launched with U.S. 
weapons given under our mammoth aid pro
gram to Israel under the 1952 mutual de
fense assistance agreement. This states that 
" Israel assures the U.S. government that 
the arms will be used only for 'internal secu
rity,' legitimate self-defense of areas of 
which it is part" ... and "that it will not un
dertake any act of aggression against any 
other state." 

Can these constant raids into Lebanon, in 
which 29 civilians were killed in one day 
alone, really be considered "defensive"? One 
is hard pressed to believe this. 

In 1979, the excellent U.S. ambassador to 
Lebanon, John Gunther Dean, got from the 
Lebanese government detailed and meticu
lous information showing that the majority 
of people actually killed that year in the Is
raeli raids, which started in January, were 
Lebanese civilians-969. 

In addition, 175,000 Lebanese civilians 
have fled the south since April of that year 
to escape the Israeli forces who had set up a 
free-wheeling Lebanese Christian major, 
Saad Hadad, to form a cordon sanitaire be
tween the Israeli border and the PLO 
forces. 
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1954 MEETING CITED 

Indeed, in the recent memoirs of former 
Israeli Prime Minister Moshe Sharett, he 
told of a 1954 meeting in which then chief 
of staff Moshe Dayan suggested finding 
some such Lebanese Maronite <Christian) 
major. 

"Then," he quoted Dayan, "the Israeli 
army will enter Lebanon, will occupy the 
necessary territory, and will create a Chris
tian regime which will ally itself with Israel. 
The territory from the Litani <River) south
ward will be totally annexed by Israel and 
everything will be all right." 

Several salient facts need to be clarified at 
this point. The Lebanese "civil war," if it is 
that and not sheer anarchy, has nothing to 
do with Christians or Moslems or Jews. It is 
a war for sheer power, which began when 
the Palestinian refugees upset the religious 
balance so carefully nurtured there. 

Second, nobody is more moral or less cruel 
than the others. It is a war with no heroes, 
and no amount of modern political alchemy 
can create them. 

Third, although the occupying forces of 
the Syrians have more than enough blood 
on their hands, they did not start this go
round. It was started when some of the 
rabid Phalangist Christians attacked a 
Syrian guard post a month ago. 

HAIG'S VISIT A SIGNAL 

Fourth, Secretary of State Alexander 
Haig's visit to Jerusalem certainly gave the 
Begin regime the unofficial go-ahead to 
enter Lebanon in force. By refusing to criti
cize the illegal and provocative settlements 
on the West Bank and by bitterly criticizing 
Syria <when what Syrians wanted was the 
secretary to dignify them with a visit), Haig 
left the way open for what is happening 
now. 

As a couple of hundred more <the num
bers are not yet exactly known) innocent 
people are killed by Israeli and Haddad's 
raids and artillery, the State Department is 
having some heated conversations with the 
Israelis-but they are private and, of course, 
they are too late. 

None of this is to excuse the senseless 
bloody brutality of the various Arab forces 
in Lebanon <at last count, there were at 
least six full armies fighting indiscriminate
ly). 

Nor is it to say that the AWACS planes 
should be or not be sold to the Saudis, for 
that is a complicated decision. 

Nor is it to say that the Israelis do not 
have the right to bomb and fight in Leba
non, if that seems in their defensive interest 
against Palestinian terrorism. 

But it is to say that it is time to make one 
distinction crucial to future peace and the 
U.S. role in the area: The bombing and 
fighting should not be done in our name. 

[From the Washington Post] 
A NEUTRAL LEBANON 

It is a strange scene in the Mideast. Israel 
and Syria could go to war, in or over Leba
non, but the prevailing assumption is that 
any conflict would be contained, launched 
more to show steel than to alter the region
al balance of power. The leadership in both 
Jerusalem and Damascus has engaged its 
prestige in a confrontation that seems acci
dental, even verging on unnecessary, to out
side parties; but neither has geared up for 
full-scale combat. The United States and 
the Soviet Union have both dispatched 
ranking emissaries to the area, but, in 
Washington at least, there is little evident 
disposition to lend reality to the resulting 
air of superpower showdown. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Not that some Israelis and some American 

hardliners are not calling upon the adminis
tration to accept the crisis as the first 
Soviet-inspired test of Ronald Reagan's will. 
They see Syria, a Soviet client, flexing its 
muscle in Lebanon and moving into a new 
position that challenges Israel's previous 
command of the skies and support of the 
Christians, and they demand that Mr. 
Reagan respond in a way showing the stuff 
he is made of. 

It could come to that, but so far, to Mr. 
Reagan's credit, it has not. He has implicitly 
accepted that there is more to the crisis 
than a Soviet-Syrian probe of his mettle. 
There is, for instance, some Christian el
bowing in Lebanon and some pre-election 
pulling and hauling in Israel. Mr. Reagan 
got Mr. Begin, the Israeli prime minister, to 
put off attacking the new Syrian missile po
sitions in Lebanon. He summoned rumpled 
and reliable Philip Habib out of retirement 
and sent him to try to turn the clock back a 
month or two. 

This is well. The longtime design of 
Syria's President Assad, as of his pred
ecessors, appears to be to tuck Lebanon into 
a "Greater Syria" -a development that 
Israel would be justified in regarding as 
strategically disadvantageous. At the same 
time, the instinct of Prime Minister Begin is 
to strengthen Israel's connection to Leba
nese Christians, in order to keep Syrians 
and Palestinians on edge, and this is a devel
opment that Syria is justified in regarding 
as to its strategic disadvantage. 

To frame the problem this way is to sug
gest the solution: a neutral Lebanon. It is 
necessarily a long-term goal, but all outsider 
diplomacy must be measured by how well it 
succeeds in loosing Syria's and Israel's grip 
on a country whose sovereignty both have 
flouted shamelessly. "At the end of the 
day," a Beirut diplomat told James Mac
Manus of The Manchester Guardian, "no 
one gives a damn about Lebanon except 
Syria, for historical reasons, and Israel, for 
security reasons." That's not exactly so. 
Lebanese give a damn. But others have 
gotten in the habit of denying them the 
right to sort out their own painful affairs.e 

WHEN THE ANSWER IS NOT A 
BOTTLE 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
"When the Answer Is Not a Bottle," by 
Patricia Jelliffe, presents many good 
arguments for the approval of the 
World Health Organization Code of 
Marketing of Breastmilk Substitutes. I 
am a cosponsor of House Resolution 
122, the infant nutrition resolution, in
troduced by Congressman ToM 
HARKIN of Iowa, which expresses con
gressional support for the code. 

WHEN THE ANSWER Is NOT A BOTTLE 

<In many parts of the developing world 
the incidence of infant malnutrition and di
arrhea can be directly linked with a decline 
in breastfeeding, and its replacement by 
wrongly and unhygienically constituted 
bottle-fed formulas. Patricia Jelliffe de
scribes the factors behind this trend, the ef
forts to evolve a code of conduct for the 
marketing of infant formula, and some of 
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the campaigns underway to re-establish 
breast as best.) 

The problem of malnutrition among in
fants and young children has been empha
sized by concerned health workers and nu
tritionists for many decades. However, the 
problem of marasmus linked with the use of 
improperly administered infant formulas 
has only begun to attract world-wide inter
est in recent years. Careful scrutiny of the 
mechanisms leading to mounting morbidity 

·and an increasing death toll among young 
children has underlined the need for action 
programs both at international and national 
levels to counteract faltering trends in 
breastfeeding in many areas of the world. 

Around 10 million cases of infant malnu
trition, often accompanied by diarrhea, 
occur yearly in the developing countries as a 
direct or indirect result of a mother ceasing 
to breastfeed her child. A number of social 
and economic trends have contributed to 
the problem. These include rapid urbaniza
tion and its accompanying disruption of 
family life-styles, unemployment and the 
low purchasing power among the poorest 
strata in society which prevents families 
from being able to obtain enough of the 
right food to provide a suitable diet for 
mothers and infants. But three main influ
ences have accelerated the decline in breast
feeding and the parallel, and unprecedent
ed, increase in infant malnutrition. 

THE HEALTH PROFESSION 

Health professionals' lack of training in 
nutrition has now been recognized world
wide, and breastfeeding especially has been 
neglected. The physiology of lactation and 
emphasis on the important prolactin and 
sensitive letdown reflexes are not stressed. 
Nor are the dangers of separating the 
mother and child at birth, and of introduc
ing pre-lacteal feeds such as glucose water 
or formula, which satiate the newborn's ap
petite and thereby discourage the vigorous 
suckling needed to assure successful breast
feeding. 

Training programs have equally omitted 
to point out the wide differences between 
the composition of bovine and human milk, 
and that the latter is adapted to fit the 
needs of each individual baby; that the ab
sorption of minerals such as iron, zinc and 
calcium is superior from human milk; and 
that breastfeeding has child spacing and 
anti-infective effects. In the light of this 
lack of training and of the lack of resources 
available for health care, the health services 
have failed to assume their responsibilities 
in the context of breastfeeding and its rela
tionship to sound infant feeding practice. 
Thus they have left open the field-a field 
into which the infant food industry has en
ergetically stepped. 

THE FOOD INDUSTRY 

For many years the manufacturers of 
infant food products have been vigorously 
promoting milk formulas as well as juices, 
cereal products and pureed food for use in 
the early months of life throughout the de
veloping world. Marketing practices have in
cluded using company employees to distrib
ute free samples of milk to mothers in hos
pital and on home visits, as well as booklets, 
leaflets, and free feeding bottles. These 
items are also distributed to members of the 
health profession, although the literature 
varies for each audience in terms of the so
phistication of the messages and the type of 
advice given. Many infant products are ad
vertised in medical and paediatric journals, 
and milk firms have a high visibility at pae
diatric congresses. In certain quarters, the 
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overall impression reinforces the idea that 
bottle feeding may be a simpler, more 
modern and convenient method of child 
feeding, and nutritionally equivalent to bio
logical feeding. 

It is recognized by the health profession 
that under certain conditions, bottle feeding 
may be necessary. If the infant is an orphan 
and no surrogate lactating relative exists, if 
a mother is severely ill or does not wish to 
breastfeed, there may be no alternative. But 
among the poorest and least knowledgeable 
strata within many societies, bottle feeding 
is hazardous for the very young. Environ
mental sanitation standards may be very 
low, and the importance of cleanliness and 
sterilization ill-appreciated. It may also 
prove impossible for a low-income family to 
afford to buy sufficient formula to bottle 
feed a three-month old infant with the mix 
at an adequate nutritional concentration. 
This can cost between 25 and 93 per cent of 
the father's daily working wage. Even in sit
uations where the family may be able to 
afford adequate supplies of formula, it may 
be unhygienically administered. A recent 
study by Autret and Miladi in wealthy Arab 
countries has shown that the frequent inci
dence of marasmus is related to the in
creased availability of foreign milk products 
on local markets, and that cases of infant di
arrhea are now prevalent as infants do not 
benefit from breastmilk's protective effect. 

WORKING WOMEN AND LEGISLATION 

In some developing countries, increasing 
numbers of women are entering the work 
force, professional women with skills as well 
as others employed in factories, in paid agri
cultural jobs, in the construction industry 
or as domestic servants. Some countries 
have adhered to the International Labour 
Organization Coventions related to working 
women. These allow 12 weeks maternity 
leave, intended as six weeks prepartum and 
six postpartum, but which in many cases 
can be taken at the woman's discretion, 
after delivery if preferred, to ensure the es
tablishment of lactation. The conventions 
also establish lactation benefits, which enti
tle a working woman to take two half hour 
remunerated nursing breaks during the day 
in breastfeeding facilities <creches> on the 
premises or nearby. 

Many of these requirements although leg
islatively enacted are not adhered to by em
ployers. Creches may not be provided, or 
may be far away from the workplace, or 
preferential hiring of male employees may 
become the rule. When creches are pro
vided, mothers may be hesitant to leave 
their children in the unhygienic surround
ings of an understaffed facility. Alternative
ly they may not want to travel for several 
miles in an overcrowded bus in which the 
risk of infection for the child is high. 
THE CLAMOUR ABOUT BREASTFEEDING BEGINS TO 

GROW 

The difficulties encountered by pregnant 
and nursing women have been much empha
sized in the last decade. Health profession
als and nutritionists have drawn attention 
through numerous publications to the peril
ous condition of the bottlefed infant in poor 
communities within developing countries. 
For 20 years (1950-1970) their work did not 
receive wide support, but by 1973/74 the 
World Health Organisation <WHO) had 
begun to give a much needed impetus to the 
continuing battle to promote the age-c1 d 
method of biological infant feeding. 

During the 1970s mounting concern began 
to be expressed both by members of th~ 
health profession and by consumer groups 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
and voluntary activists about the marketing 
practices used in developing countries to 
promote infant formula and other foods. 
The inducements to use infant feeding prod
ucts offered to members of the health pro
fession, such as the distribution of free sam
ples for use by disadvantaged mothers, were 
among the targets of the criticism. Some of 
the critics confronted the companies in 
court, notably the Swiss activist group Ar
beitsgruppe Dritte Welt v. Nestle (1974) and 
the Sisters of the Precious Blood v. Bristol 
Myers (1976). These cases attracted wide
scale publicity. Clearly the time had come 
to try and reach a consensus on the market
ing of infant formulas which could be 
agreed to both by the health professionals 
and by the food industry. 

The first joint meeting to discuss the issue 
had been convened in 1970 under the aus
pices of UNICEF and the Pan-American 
Health Organization of the UN system, and 
was held in Bogota. It was followed by simi
lar encounters sponsored by the UN Protein 
Advisory Group, in Paris, New York, Singa
pore and India. At the 27th World Health 
Assembly <1974) a resolution was passed 
which urged: "all member nations to review 
the promotional activities of baby food com
panies, to introduce appropriate remedial 
measures including a new look at promotion 
by advertising and the need to devise a code 
of ethics for the firms." Ross Laboratories 
had already devised its own code; ten other 
companies now formed an International 
Council of Infant Food Industries <ICIFI> 
and formulated another. Both these codes 
of ethics are general in nature, and permit 
wide interpretation in their appli.cation. 

By the end of the decade the promotion of 
breastfeeding as one strategy to combat in
creasing infant malnutrition had become a 
subject, therefore, of international concern. 
This led WHO and UNICEF to co-sponsor 
an international "Meeting on Infant and 
Young Child Feeding", which was held in 
Geneva in October 1979 and attended by 
over 150 participants. These included repre
sentatives from UN agencies, from govern
ments, the scientific community, non-gov
ernmental agencies, and the organizations 
and companies of the food industry. The 
recommendations made at this meeting 
have been carefully reviewed in further con
sultations with the groups concerned, and 
as a result, the fourth version of a WHO/ 
UNICEF Code of Conduct on the marketing 
of infant formulas has been forwarded by 
WHO's Executive Board with its endorse
ment to the 34th World Health Assembly to 
be held in May 1981. It will be the preroga
tive of the governments at the Assembly to 
accept the document as a set of recommen
dations. 

THE PROMOTION OF BREASTFEEDING 

In many countries programmes to pro
mote breastfeeding are being instituted with 
varying degrees of effectiveness. Much de
pends on factors such as the existing legisla
tive measures in force, the opportunities 
available for training, the resources and per
sonnel a country has available for the pro
gramme, and the existence of voluntary or
ganizations such as mothers' support groups 
and consumer advocates. 

Before a breastfeeding campaign can be 
effectively mounted, a community diagnosis 
is needed as to prevailing infant feeding 
practices. The necessary information can be 
obtained in conjunction with other on-going 
surveys, into fertility or the prevalence of 
diarrhoea, for example. A number of preva
lence studies on breastfeeding have been un
dertaken in industrialized countries and in 
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developing countries, as part of WHO's col
laborative study on breastfeeding, or as part 
of national or community studies. 

Many variables have been examined, in
cluding pre-natal care, type of delivery, time 
of the first breastfeed, the use of pre-lacteal 
feeds, rooming-in, and the management of 
breastfeeding. Negative factors, which may 
inhibit successful lactation, have also been 
studied: unnecessary sedation of the 
mother, drugs given routinely to stop lacta
tion, the attitude of health professionals, 
the role of food aid which interferes with 
breastfeeding, and family planning advice 
particularly where lactation-inhibiting oral 
contraceptives are involved. 

In programmes dating from 1946-76, work
ers concentrated their efforts on testing the 
effectiveness of changing certain hospital 
procedures. The care of breasts <nipple re
traction, prevention of engorgement) was 
encouraged, as was rooming-in, the educa
tion of parents and midwives, and early 
skin-to-skin contact. All of these proved 
beneficial in helping mothers achieve a 
more successful, and a longer, lactation 
period. 

TOWARDS A CO-ORDINATED INFANT NUTRITION 

POLICY 

In order to promote breastfeeding effec
tively, a co-ordinated infant nutrition policy 
is required at government level. This should 
include four main components: a public edu
cation and information campaign for profes
sionals and the general public, using both 
mass media and material locally developed 
for distribution to mothers' groups; advisory 
services for mothers in all relevant health 
facilities such as pre- and post-natal clinics 
and maternity and paediatric wards; legisla
tion in favour of pregnancy and lactation 
benefits; and monitoring of the food compa
nies' activities by government agencies and 
consumer groups. 

In some countries, efforts are already un
derway to introduce some or all of these 
components. A wide variety of information 
and educational literature has been devel
oped in various countries. As part of Thai
land's national programme, for example, 
competitions have been held to select post
ers, songs, and poems which have been 
widely disseminated throughout the coun
try. The Paediatric Associations of certain 
countries <USA, Philippines) have strongly 
endorsed breastfeeding, and new textbooks 
have been developed for health cadres. 

Mothers' Support groups have played an 
important role in mobilizing women who 
wish to breastfeed but need information, en
couragement and support. Many such 
groups exist-La Leche League Internation
al <USA>. The Nursing Mothers of Austra
lia, Ammenhjelpen <Norway), PPI <Malay
sia), Susu Mama <Papua-New Guinea)
working closely with physicians, and are 
well informed on clinical problems which 
may arise in the management of breastfeed
ing. 

Some governments have banned the ad
vertising of infant formulas and no longer 
allow milk company personnel to visit hospi
tal premises. In Papua New Guinea, the sale 
of feeding bottles, formula, nipples <teats), 
pacifiers (comforters) is prohibited, and 
these items can only be obtained on pre
scription by a suitably qualified practition
er. Only breast milk is advertised. 

The code of behaviour of both personnel 
from the food industry as well as that of 
health professionals must be scrutinized. 
Careful decisions must be made at the high
est political level regarding the importation 

. 

. 
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and marketing of milk foods, fully realizing 
the important losses that a country incurs 
when women of reproductive age, not appre
ciating the benefits of breastfeeding, elect 
to bottle feed. There is no question that a 
considerable economic loss is sustained by 
their decision, not to mention the costs of 
rehabilitation of untold numbers of unnec
essarily malnourished children. A multiple 
strategy must be put into effect to reverse 
the declining incidence of breastfeeding, not 
least important in which is the adherence of 
the food industry to the WHO/UNICEF 
Code of Conduct. All these measures will 
play a significant part in whether "Health 
for All by the Year 2000" becomes a reality 
for the youngest among us, or remains only 
a dream.e 

MARTIN LUTHER KING'S 
THEORY AND PRACTICE OF 
CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 
e Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, early 
this year when the Congressional 
Black Caucus and the Martin Luther 
King, Jr., Center for Nonviolent Social 
Change decided to hold nationwide 
seminars on the intellectual and polit
ical legacy of Dr. King, we consulted 
with as many scholars and persons 
who were associated with Dr. King 
and the civil rights movement as we 
could find. As a result, the seminars 
took place on April 4-38 of them 
throughout the country-and the dis
cussion that ensued reflected all as
pects of King's life and thought-his 
theological training and religious com
mitments; the development of his 
basic concepts; his theory and practice 
of nonviolence; his social and econom
ic ideas; and his leadership in the civil 
rights movement. 

Among the scholars who have stud
ied Dr. King's life, whom we consult
ed, was Dr. Peter J. Paris, professor of 
ethics and society at Vanderbilt Divin
ity School. In 1978 Dr. Paris published 
a major study of contemporary black 
American leaders, "Black Leaders in 
Conflict"-Pilgrim Press. His study ex
amined four leaders-Joseph H. Jack
son, the distinguished president of the 
National Baptist Convention, U.S.A. 
and pastor of Chicago's Olivet Baptist 
Church; Malcolm X; Adam Clayton 
Powell, Jr.; and Martin Luther King, 
Jr.-and the differences that arose 
among them with respect to their op
position to racism. The four differed 
in their conception of the racial prob
lem in America, the uses of political 
action, the methods employed in op
posing racism, and in their views of 
the possibilities for social change. It is 
Paris' belief that the disagreements 
among them ultimately proved con
structive, and that out of the differ
ences came a healthy, pluralistic per
spective that a variety of approaches 
to combating racism was necessary. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The chapter on Martin Luther King 

in Dr. Paris' book is filled with valua
ble insight into Dr. King's political 
ideas, and I commend to my colleagues 
a portion of that chapter, that dis
cusses Dr. King's practice of civil dis
obedience and boycotts. 

Excerpts follow: 
BLACK LEADERS IN CONFLICT 

CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE 

Martin Luther King's respect for the law 
is well known. He constantly sought to con
vince his followers that nonviolent direct 
action did not imply any disrespect for the 
just laws of the land, inasmuch as it was 
always practiced for the sake of legal jus
tice. Further, the method is justified by the 
American Constitution, which provides for 
legal protest as the means for the redress of 
grievances. King opposed all forms of anar
chy with a passion similar to that with 
which he opposed tyranny. Since he consid
ered the fundamental problem in America 
to be the moral cleavage between the na
tional practice and the law of the cosmos, 
and since the civil rights movement was in
tended to be the agent for moral reform, he 
advocated a method for that reform that he 
could justify by an appeal to the moral law 
of the universe. He deemed it significant 
that the Constitution was a document that 
described truths in accord with that moral 
law. However, he viewed the nation's cus
toms and practices as contradictions of that 
law, and consequently, he had no difficulty 
in appealing to the Constitution as a source 
for justifying many of his actions since that 
law was commensurate with the universal 
moral law. In his estimation, just laws ought 
always to be obeyed. 

But during the Birmingham campaign 
King came face to face with the attempt of 
the legal enforcement agencies to use the 
moral arm of the law for immoral practices, 
namely, to impede the progress of a moral 
social reform movement. Such a tactic had 
been used before <most effectively in 
Albany) and had crippled the movement to 
such a degree that virtually none of its goals 
could be realized. The movement frequently 
searched for a means of counteraction in
junctions that were cloaked in legal frame
work but that were aimed at the perpetua
tion of injustice. Therefore, when the deci
sion was finally made to take an audacious 
new step in the history of the movement, 
much prayer and deliberation preceded such 
a move. That is to say, King did not under
take acts of civil disobedience in a casual 
way. 

"We did not take this radical step without 
prolonged and prayerful consideration. 
Planned, deliberate civil disobedience had 
been discussed as far back as the meeting at 
Harry Belafonte's apartment in March. 
There, in consultation with some of the 
closest friends of the movement, we had de
cided that if an injunction was issued to 
thwart our demonstrators, it would be our 
duty to violate it. To some, this will sound 
contradictory and morally indefensible. We, 
who contend for justice, and who oppose 
those who will not honor the law of the Su
preme Court and the rulings of federal 
agencies, were saying that we would overtly 
violate a court order." 

The reasons King gave for justifying such 
civil disobedience are, in the first place, 
practical. 

"The injunction method has now become 
the leading instrument of the South to 
block the direct-action civil-rights drive and 
to prevent Negro citizens and their white 
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allies from engaging in peaceable assembly, 
a right guaranteed by the First Amend
ment .... This has been a maliciously effec
tive, pseudo-legal way of breaking the back 
of legitimate moral protest." 

Second, the justification was based on the 
conviction that the injunction served im
moral ends and, therefore, was itself immor
al. At the same time King insisted on a dis
tinction between anarchy and incidental 
civil disobedience. The former represents a 
political philosophy, while the latter is con
textually strategic. "We were not anarchists 
advocating lawlessness, but ... it was obvi
ous to us that the courts of Alabama had 
misused the judicial process in order to per
petuate injustice and segregation. Conse
quently, we could not, in good conscience, 
obey their findings." 

Later, in the "Letter from Birmingham 
Jail," King appealed to Augustine as an au
thority for offering a theological justifica
tion for civil disobedience. "The answer lies 
in the fact that there are two types of laws: 
just and unjust. I would be the first to advo
cate obeying just laws. One has not only a 
legal but a moral responsibility to obey just 
laws. · Conversely, one has a moral responsi
bility to disobey unjust laws. I would agree 
with St. Augustine that 'an unjust law is no 
law at all.'" 

Since King had advocated time and again 
that those who acquiesce to evil participate 
in promoting evil and are, therefore, as 
much the agents of evil as the initiators 
themselves, he concluded that one could not 
be moral by obeying immoral laws. But the 
troublesome question for many who have 
debated the issue is: 

"How does one determine whether a law is 
just or unjust? A just law is a man-made 
code that squares with the moral law or the 
law of God. An unjust law is a code that is 
out of harmony with the moral law. To put 
it in the terms of St. Thomas Aquinas: An 
unjust law is a human law that is not rooted 
in eternal law and natural law. Any law that 
uplifts human personality is just. Any law 
that degrades human personality is unjust. 
All segregation statutes are unjust because 
segregation distorts the soul and damages 
the personality. It gives the segregator a 
false sense of superiority and the segregated 
a false sense of inferiority. Segregation, to 
use the terminology of the Jewish philos
opher Martin Buber, substitutes an 'l-it' re
lationship for an '1-thou' relationship and 
ends up relegating persons to the status of 
things. Hence segregation is not only politi
cally, economically and sociologically un
sound, it is morally wrong and sinful. Paul 
Tillich has said that sin is separation. Is not 
segregation an existential expression of 
man's tragic separation, his awful estrange
ment, his terrible sinfulness? Thus it is that 
I can urge men to obey the 1954 decision of 
the Supreme Court, for it is morally right; 
and I can urge them to disobey segregation 
ordinances, for they are morally wrong.' " 

In the above passage, which represents his 
best reasoning on the subject, King ap
pealed to the authority of Catholic, Protes
tant, and Jewish theologians to support his 
understanding of how one identifies unjust 
laws. He gave certain examples: 

"An unjust law is a code that a numerial 
or power majority group compels a minority 
group to obey but does not make binding on 
itself. • • • 

"A law is unjust if it is inflicted on a mi
nority that, as a result of being denied the 
right to vote, had no part in enacting or de
vising the law. • • • 
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"Sometimes a law is just on its face and 

unjust in its application." 
King contended that the breaking of 

unjust laws must be done in the spirit of 
love and with a willingness to accept the 
penalty. The latter attitude demonstrates a 
high regard for law in principle. 

" One who breaks an unjust law must do so 
openly, lovingly, and with a willingness to 
accept the penalty. I submit that an individ
ual who breaks a law that conscience tells 
him is unjust, and who willingly accepts the 
penalty of imprisonment in order to. arouse 
the conscience of the community over its in
justice, is in reality expressing the highest 
respect for law." 

Occasionally, King called upon biblical 
and historical examples to strengthen his 
justification of civil disobedience-the refus
al of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego to 
obey the laws of Nebuchadnezzar because of 
their loyalty to a higher moral law; the re
fusal of the early Christians to compromise 
their faith with the laws of the Roman 
Empire; the refusal of the Greek philos
opher Socrates to compromise his principles 
with the conflicting laws of the state; the 
refusal of the American revolutionaries to 
be taxed without representation. 

SCHOOL BOYCOTTS 

Most of the common arguments opposing 
school boycotts were based on the premise 
that school children should not be encour
aged to oppose the school system, lest they 
lose respect for school authorities and 
become disillusioned about the educational 
process. King, on the contrary, supported 
school boycotts that were undertaken self
consciously in the spirit of love and nonvio
lence. In his understanding, nobody, includ
ing children, should be encouraged to co
operate with evil. It was, he believed, that 
quiet acquiescence in which Black folk had 
been nurtured since childhood that has 
given them a false sense of inferiority. He 
thought it infinitely more noble to stand up 
and resist evil. Characters formed in that 
mode of action, if guided by love and aimed 
at the realization of kindredship, would 
manifest the kind of dignity and worth and 
freedom that all persons ought to embody. 
The use of children in demonstrations also 
had a practical effect; it aroused sympathy 
on the part of national observers, who often 
saw them harassed and beaten by the perpe
trators of racism. King was able to say, 
"Looking back, it is clear that the introduc
tion of Birmingham's children into the cam
paign was one of the wisest moves we made. 
It brought a new impact to the crusade, and 
the impetus that we needed to win the 
struggle." 

In King's mind, the movement represent
ed the embodiment of the moral law. He 
could conceive nothing evil in children par
ticipating in such a moral struggle. Rather, 
he praised those who did and strongly 
heartened others. The only alternative they 
had was to go on submitting to an evil 
system and, in the process, to have their 
characters formed by immoral and self-de
feating action. Children going to jail for a 
righteous cause was a manifestation of mo
rality itself. 

"A significant body of young people 
learned that in opposing the tyrannical 
forces that were crushing them they added 
stature and meaning to their lives. Negro 
and white youth who in alliance fought 
bruising engagements with the status quo 
inspired each other with a sense of moral 
mission and both gave the nation an exam
ple of self-sacrifice and dedication." 
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Over and over again King reminded his 

audiences that children have often been 
used for evil purposes in history, and they 
have usually been the most damaged victims 
of social injustice. The civil rights move
ment chose to employ the energies and 
imaginative creativity of children and young 
people for constructive, moral purposes. 
King was convinced that the efforts of 
Black children inspired the emergent white 
youth to take to the streets to protest im
morality. Further, he viewed the participa
tion of Black youth in the movement as a 
source of inspiration for the founding of the 
Peace Corps. The movement provided a 
channel for the anger of youth to be uti
lized constructively and afforded a vehicle 
for the development of discipline and moral 
virtue. The youth know that the Black and 
the poor live in a cruelly unjust society. If 
their anger is not channeled positively, it 
will explode in the form of violence. But if 
they be committed to the use of nonvio
lence, they will aim their attack against in
justice and not against the lives of the per
sons who are their fellow citizens. They will 
fight against structures of injustice and not 
against people. 

King had no problem supporting school 
boycotts in New York or in Chicago once he 
became convinced that the problem was seg
regation and/or discrimination and that the 
participants in the boycotts were committed 
to the philosophy of nonviolence as the 
principal mode of action.e 

THE 33D ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
STATE OF ISRAEL 

HON. DAN MICA 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, last week 
Israel celebrated the 33d anniversary 
of her declaration of independence. I 
appreciate having the opportunity to 
acclaim the sovereignty of a people 
whose determination and accomplish
ments are unmatched in modern 
times. 

The birth of Israel was not an easy 
one. Over a century ago, a group of 
young courageous Jews left the lives 
they had known to return to the 
faraway land of their forefathers. 
Waves of Jewish immigration fol
lowed. These individuals came from all 
corners of the world. They were driven 
by common desires: To escape from an 
existence marked by discrimination 
and hate; to build a home where they 
would be able to live with their herit
age and religion; to live in peace. 

The land on which they settled was 
barren and arrid. Early settlers were 
faced with the task of revitalizing an 
area that had been dormant for cen
turies. With unwavering determina
tion, the early Israelis laid the ground
work for the vibrant and fertile Israel 
of today. 

Following years of suppression and 
discrimination, the Israelis worked 
hard to obtain their sovereignty, de
velop a democracy in the Middle East, 
and protect their borders. Israel is still 
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plagued by unwarranted aggression. 
Hostile neighbors, antisemitism in 
many pockets of the world, and con
certed opposition by members of the 
United Nations, make it all too clear 
that Israelis still cannot take their 
sovereignty for granted. I am dis
tressed that this aggression has not 
ended. 

With the creation of Israel came the 
realization of the dreams of genera
tions of Jews. I am pleased to pay trib
ute to the independence of Israel, a 
country made of a strong and unique 
fabric.e 

COMPETITIVE EQUITY IN FI-
NANCING GOVERNMENT 
TRANSPORT OUTLAYS 

HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, one 
of the most complex questions we are 
dealing with this year involves the in
terrelationship between Government 
and the business community. In no 
area is the question more difficult 
than in transportation where a collec
tion of regulations, taxes, and subsi
dies have made the Government a vir
tual senior partner in making serious 
policy decisions. 

A lot of us believe that the Govern
ment should take a less significant 
role, but there is some disagreement 
on how we can best achieve that goal. 
I believe the recent remarks by 
Thomas J. Barta, president of the 
Valley Line Co., that were delivered in 
Jefferson City, Mo., last month make 
a significant contribution to that 
debate. 

COMPETITIVE EQUITY IN FINANCING 
GOVERNMENT TRANSPORT 0UTLA YS 

I appreciate the opportunity to join with 
the Missouri Highway and Transportation 
Department to discuss current transporta
tion issues. 

This ought to be a session with few com
plaints. 

In the first place, as a state, Missouri has 
one of the most highly developed networks 
of highways, railroads, and pipelines of any 
state in the union. It is, in addition, bor
dered by the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers 
and therefore enjoys the competitive pres
sures of barge transportation. 

If Missouri's agricultural and industrial 
economy are flourishing, one reason may be 
that its underlying transport facilities pro
vide shippers with so many choices and with 
the efficiencies which come from so much 
healthy competition. 

There is, I think, something else to cele
brate. While rail and barge traditionally 
have been and still are vigorous competitors, 
in recent years, we are noticing an increas
ing trend to rail-water cooperation. We tend 
to be each other's best customers. Railroads 
bring coal and grain to the river banks and 
barges take it from there. Chemicals, fertil
izers and many other commodities come up 
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from the Gulf by barge and the railroads 
take the traffic from the river bank. 

The consumer gains from transportation 
at a low rate. The barge lines get a healthy 
chunk of the business. The railroads make 
more money out of better utilization of 
their equipment. 

Missouri is seeing heavy private invest
ment going into transport facilities. We are 
all familiar with the steady growth of grain 
exports. I read this week that, according to 
a new study barges provide more than 50 
percent of the transportation for corn to all 
export points in the U.S. , while rail account
ed for another 36.7 percent. Barges were 
even more dominant for soybeans, providing 
more than 60.8 percent of the transporta
tion for all export shipments. Grain exports 
are growing at the rate of 7 percent a year. 

The rising price of OPEC oil and the 
urgent desire of European and Asian na
tions to liberate themselves from too great a 
dependency on oil has created a boom in 
coal. Along the Mississippi River and its 
tributaries lie enough coal reserves to keep 
the lights burning in Europe and Asia far 
into the foreseeable future. 

Export coal has been mostly used in steel
making up to now. But last year we began to 
see a brand new market for steam coal-coal 
to be used by electric utilities for generating 
electricity for homes and industry. 

The United States is being called the 
"Saudi Arabia" of coal reserves and the 
prospects are for new markets for U.S. coal 
amounting to hundreds of millions of tons. 
And tens of millions of tons of new traffic 
for the Mississippi River. 

In response to the steady expansion of 
grain exports and the new markets for coal 
exports, the barge industry is pouring new 
money into barge facilities, rail-to-water 
transfer facilities , new fleets of barges and 
everything that goes with continued expan
sion. My own company has on order 240 
barges for $78,000,000. 

Our session this morning is intended to 
aid in future planning. You will be glad to 
know that the barge lines at least-and I be
lieve the railroads too- are committing in
vestment to meet future demands for the 
traffic. 

Whatever private enterprise can do to 
meet demand, it will do. 

But there is one issue which I believe will 
require the best thinking of all of us in the 
coming decade and I would like to share 
with you some of my thoughts on the sub
ject. 

It is simply the extent of the role of gov
ernment- the Federal government particu
larly- in transport and how that role will be 
financed in the future. 

I don't suppose there are many in this 
room who do not support the President's 
program to reduce the budget, to rely more 
h eavily on the market place rather than on 
government regulation, and to release the 
private energies of the people to solve our 
problems. 

We've all been talking long enough about 
reducing the role of government and cer
tainly yesterday- the deadline for income 
tax filing-was a reminder if any were 
needed of the heavy weight of government 
on all of us. And now the Reagan Adminis
tration has given us an opportunity and a 
program. We may think the details can be 
improved, but w,e can agree with the trust. 

As I read what t he Administration is 
saying, they are open to having their pro
gram improved. They are also committed to 
being even-handed in their approach. 

Most of the transport modes have been 
given substantial Federal assistance from 
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time to time. Certainly the economy of Mis
souri has been a major beneficiary of the 
development of the Mississippi River 
System. We have all known since the dis
pute over the reconstruction of Locks and 
Dam 26 at Alton, Illinois above St. Louis, 
Mo. that the government would be seeking 
increased taxes from users of the water
ways. 

Waterway user charges were adopted in 
1978 and began late in 1980 with a fuel tax 
of 4 cents a gallon. This was to escalate to 
10 cents a gallon by 1985. Any further esca
lation would come only after Congress had a 
chance to consider and evaluate the results 
of a comprehensive study of impacts of such 
taxes on local and regional economies and 
also on the question of competitive equity 
between modes. 

Now the proposal is to eliminate any Fed
eral aid to commercial barge traffic this 
year. A bill has been introduced which 
would require user fees to "provide for full 
recovery of operation and maintenance and 
construction costs" on the inland waterways 
after Oct. 1, 1981. 

Let me assume the role of someone trying 
to sell this proposition to the barge industry 
and to the State of Missouri. It seems to me 
I have to have assurances on a number of 
points if I am to have any chance of success. 

The objective is for barge commercial 
traffic to pay a much heavier tax, one that 
is 7 to 8 times the present tax. In an econo
my full of a variety of Federal aids, all of 
which have a competitive effect, there is no 
justification for barge commercial traffic 
paying a heavy tax and not competitive rail 
commercial traffic. If I say to my friends in 
the barge industry that all traffic will pay 
and competitive equity will be assured, I 
remove a natural objection. If I say your 
traffic will pay beginning in October of this 
year, but aids to your competitors may or 
may not be eliminated some time in the 
future or their traffic may or may not be re
quired to pay as well, then I have a consid
erable problem. 

Clearly there must be firm linkage be
tween a charge on barge commercial traffic 
and a charge on rail commercial traffic for 
federal aids if the pledge of even-handed 
treatment is to be observed. 

Next, I will have to assure my friends in 
the barge industry that commercial barge 
traffic will not be charged for more than its 
proper share of the costs of building and 
maintaining the waterways. Navigation is 
one product in a multi-purpose Federal pro
gram to manage the nation's water re
sources. 

Congress set out on its water resource de
velopment program with many broad na
tional interest objectives. One of these is na
tional defense. Another is regional develop
ment, a purpose which has been highly suc
cessful. Besides these are the more mun
dane objectives such as recreation, environ
mental protection, fish and wildlife preser
vation, water supply and quality, power pro
duction, flood control, irrigation and indus
trial cooling. 

It would be difficult to be precise about 
making allocations, but a reasonable ap
proximation is certainly possible and neces
sary to convince those willing to pay a 
heavier tax that they are not being unfairly 
burdened by costs which should be assigned 
elsewhere. 

We have become accustomed to the fuel 
tax, but the legislation introduced gives the 
Secretary of the Army authority to pre
scribe fuel taxes, license fees, lockage fees , 
congestion fees, and charges related to seg-
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ment costs among other different types of 
taxes as well as an unspecified combination 
of such taxes. 

This is no small matter. It costs about $5 
million a year for operations and mainte
nance of the Missouri River. Traffic is light 
on the Missouri-only 1.5 billion ton miles 
were performed in the latest year for which 
we have figures. Recovery of that cost 
would require a charge roughly equivalent 
to $4.95 per barge mile. Traffic is far heavi
er on the Lower Mississippi and the charge 
there would have to be only 27 cents a barge 
mile to recover all operations and mainte
nance costs. 

Some in the government believe that a 
number of rivers, the Missouri included, 
would be closed to traffic under the seg
ment charge approach. Far away in Wash
ington, they have no problem with closing 
the Missouri. 

But clearly some more thought should be 
given to the discriminatory effect of the seg
ment approach before the executive branch 
is allowed to make such a judgment. At the 
same time, the alternative, requiring com
mercial traffic on the lower Mississippi to 
cross-subsidize the Missouri poses questions 
I would have difficulty in answering. 

I doubt anyway, as a practical matter, if 
anyone can sell a proposal to delegate to the 
executive branch the power of establishing 
specific amounts and levels and types of 
taxes. The Congress has never given the ex
ecutive branch a blank check of this kind 
and it may even be unconstitutional for it to 
try to do so. 

In the original waterway tax program was 
a provision for an extensive study to get a 
handle on what the impact on localities, re
gions, industries and agriculture would be of 
various tax levels. These studies are in prog
ress but will not be completed until late in 
the year. They should be expedited and 
made available for local and regional com
ment and evaluation as soon as possible. 

The fact is of course that the American 
genius is for combining principles and prag
matism. Increasing Federal revenues 
through charges for Federal activities has 
many supporters. At the same time, pragma
tism will tell us that long range goals of na
tional defense, regional development and 
over-riding need to contain inflation must 
also be considered. It would not help the 
public much to find that barge rate in
creases due to a heavy tax led to rate in
creases by all their competitors. The con
sumer might save something in government 
outlays from the barge tax but lose may 
times that amount from price hikes else
where-a penny-wise and pound-foolish 
proposition if ever there was one. 

If we were to come out for a much heavier 
tax, what would we get for it? That's a very 
good question. In the White House before 
Christmas, there was a conference on coal 
exports. Customers from all over the world 
wanted to know how soon the U.S. Seaports 
could be improved to take ships capable of 
carrying 150,000 tons of coal. New expedited 
procedures might produce 55-foot channels 
in three years, the conference was told. The 
head of the French delegation said he 
thought three years was much too long. 

He doesn't know us very well. Navigation 
projects take so long to complete- 15 to 25 
years-as to be a national scandal. 

If I tried to sell a much heavier tax, my 
friends in the barge industry would want to 
know how to expedite the needed projects 
and eliminate those costly years of delay. 

These are the questions that someone 
willing to pay more would naturally ask 
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about a proposal that increases the tax 
seven or eight times. 

But by far the most difficult question is 
the one over competitive equity. A tax that 
is demonstrably inequitable is not only diffi
cult to sell, but gathers many enemies. 

It is not so far clear from the legislation 
just how much the Administration hopes to 
collect from commercial barge traffic. One 
figure mentioned on February 18th was 
$325 million. 

Federal subsidies take many forms, but 
they have one thing in common-they all 
require Federal outlays and all have a com
petitive effect. 

One rail program alone, officially labelled 
a subsidy in the Reagan budget, and clearly 
having a competitive effect of relieving the 
railroads of substantial labor costs, is a pro
vision for $350 million in 1981 and in 1982 to 
save the pension program of the railroad in
dustry from bankruptcy. The $350 million 
subsidy applies indefinitely and the 
amounts could even be $100 million or more 
higher a year. 

The revised Administration budget for 
1981 includes appropriations for $510 mil
lion for operational assistance to Conrail, 
which serves a region accounting for over 40 
percent of total U.S. manufacturing activity. 
Conrail exchanges over 70 percent of its 
traffic with western, southern and other 
eastern railroads. Hence the true benefici
ary of the Conrail subsidy is the rail system 
as a whole. 

There are many other Federal subsidy 
and subsidy-effect programs involving rail
roads. But these two alone are in the revised 
budget for $860 million with no provision 
for recovery. 

From the standpoint of sound economic 
and public policy, there is no more reason to 
recover one form of Federal outlay than the 
other. But if Federal outlays benefitting 
barge commercial freight are to be recov
ered, the same policy should apply at the 
same time to rail commercial freight. 

The fuel tax applied to waterways, now at 
the rate of 4 cents a gallon and rising to 10 
cents a gallon by 1985, should also be ap
plied to railroads. 

Any escalation of the tax on each mode 
should keep pace. 

If a fuel tax of 10 cents a gallon were ap
plied to rail freight, it would yield about 
$400 million, an amount far less than the 
annual subsidies of $860 million now flowing 
to railroads from only two Federal pro
grams. 

In the huge Federal budget, a barge tax 
linked to a rail tax would provide even
handedness and consistency and open up a 
new source of revenues that the budget had 
not contemplated. All to the good. 

We see many benefits all round. For the 
railroads, the pension deficit is more secure
ly funded and a reasonable interim solution 
is provided for the Conrail problem. 

For the barge lines, a heavier tax which 
leads to expediting needed river improve
ment projects would certainly have merit. 
We hope never again to see the costly 
delays we experienced in the replacement of 
Locks and Dam 26. 

Clearly, in the 1980's, we must come to 
grips with the financing of Federal partici
pation in commercial transportation. At the 
same time, the program must be even
handed. 

At the moment, a few more months of fac
tual research and evaluation are needed. 

It is more important to get it right than 
start it in Oct ober.e 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
AMBASSADOR TO MEXICO 

HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the newspapers in my district, 
the Lompoc Record, recently pub
lished an editorial praising the nomi
nation of John Gavin as U.S. Ambas
sador to Mexico. 

The editorial, I believe, speaks for 
itself, and I commend it to the atten
tion of my colleagues. 

AMBASSADOR TO MEXICO 

Off his performance before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, John Gavin, 
49, President Reagan's nominee to be U.S. 
Ambassador to Mexico, appears to be among 
the "best qualified." 

He is far better prepared to represent the 
United States in the country to which he is 
being sent than most political and many 
Foreign Service appointees. 

His appointment has drawn criticism as 
" insulting" from elements in Mexico which 
seize on any chance to derogate the United 
States. 

Friends in this country of Mexico's anti
American left have repeated the charge 
that, as an actor On 40 films) and because of 
his appearance in a run commercial on 
Mexican television, his effectiveness was 
compromised. 

U.S. voters last fall decided that having 
been a movie actor was no bar to high 
office. 

We suspect that those in Mexico opposed 
to Gavin fear that he is too well qualified 
for the ambassadorship. His mother was 
Mexican. He speaks not only English but 
also French, Italian, Portuguese and Span
ish fluently. He graduated from prestigious 
Stanford University with a degree in Latin 
American economic history and has kept his 
knowledge current. He is a man who will not 
be easily misled through lack of understand
ing about events in the country in which he 
is to serve us. 

We hold no special brief for Ambassador
designate Gavin. But when we consider the 
inability of others named to such positions 
during the last 50 years even to speak the 
language of the country in which they were 
named to represent American interests, his 
choice by Reagan appears outstanding. 

The United States would be far better 
served if all our envoys were similarly pre
pared. 

The failure of the American Government 
to require Foreign Service officers to be at 
least qualified in the culture, economics, 
history and law of the nation to which as
signed is a serious deficiency, unparalleled 
in the envoys of other countries, to the 
United States or elsewhere. 

Our interests require direct as well as offi
cial contact with other peoples.e 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

PURCHASING MANAGEMENT 
TO CONVENE IN NEW ORLEANS 

HON. BOB L. LIVINGSTON 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, 
each year, the State of Louisiana, and 
most particularly our great city of 
New Orleans, is proud to host conven
tions, sales meetings, seminars, and 
other gatherings for many of Ameri
ca's leading companies and organiza
tions. It is unusual, therefore, that a 
reason can be found to single out any 
one group for special recogntion. But I 
feel I must make an exception this 
year. 

On May 17, the 66th Annual Inter
national Conference of the National 
Association of Purchasing Manage
ment will convene in New Orleans. 
Thousands of top purchasing execu
tives from throughout North and 
South America, Europe and the Far 
East will meet to discuss topical issues 
affecting the profession. I think we all 
know and most of us believe that "as 
business goes, so goes our economy," 
and I'm sure few would disagree with 
the preamble to that adage; "as pur
chasing goes, so goes business." It is 
appropriate, therefore, and particular
ly encouraging in light of the severe 
economic challenges that face this 
Nation today, that the theme of this 
year's NAPM Conference is "Purchas
ing in a Changing Economy." 

But what I want to bring to your at
tention, Mr. Speaker, is the fact that 
the N APM, for more than 60 years, 
has been an active, innovative, and 
highly positive force in American busi
ness. Its programs, and in fact, its very 
charter have acted as a first line of de
fense against one of our deadliest eco
nomic enemies; wasteful spending. It is 
by professionalizing the purchasing 
function in business; by fostering the 
careful procurement of vital capital 
goods and raw materials by our manu
facturers that the NAPM has helped 
stave off the damaging effects of infla
tion and made a significant contribu
tion to the stability of our economic 
system. 

There are two particular NAPM pro
grams which I believe deserve special 
acknowledgement. 

One of these is a monthly report 
called the Purchasing Managers' 
Report on Business. With the excep
tion of a brief interruption during 
World War II, this report has been 
published continuously, every single 
month, since the early thirties. Com
piled from information supplied by 
purchasing managers in key industries 
in selected areas of the country, this 
report has proven to be the most accu
rate near-term economic barometer 
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available. In the nearly 50 years it has 
been issued, it has never failed to accu
rately assess the current state of 
America's economy. 

An indication of just how highly this 
survey is regarded can be found in the 
regularity with which national media, 
business and government leaders look 
to it for guidance. The U.S. Depart
ment of Commerce recently began in
corporating data frotn the report in its 
own monthly issuances. Opinion-shap
ing business publications such as Busi
ness Week, the Wall Street Journal 
and the New York Times anxiously 
await the arrival of each month's 
report and consistently include it 
among the major economic news of 
the day. 

In addition to making this important 
information available, the NAPM has 
addressed another important issue; 
purchasing standards. Through a 
unique certification program, the 
NAPM assures that its members, 
which now number 27,000 possess the 
very latest knowledge available in the 
field. Only those purchasing managers 
who have passed a demanding exami
nation, completed a 4-year course at a 
recognized college or university, made 
significant contributions to the profes
sion, and have had at least 3 years ex
perience in purchasing, can obtain the 
certified purchasing manager designa
tion. Those three letters, CPM, dem
onstrate to employers and peers that 
the designee has attained the highest 
level of expertise possible in the pro
fession. 

I think it is evident that this certifi
cation program helps fight inflation 
by enhancing the skills with which our 
Nation's businesses buy their goods, 
and this will ultimately mean lower 
prices for consumers. 

There is one other important point I 
would like to make about the NAPM. 
It, deals with an issue that concerns all 
of us, and to which many of us in Gov
ernment have been exposed in recent 
years. It is the subject of ethics in 
business. This is an area that most 
business organizations choose to 
ignore, but that is much like playing 
the ostrich with its head in the sand. 
The N APM, on the other hand, has 
taken a totally responsible view and 
addressed business ethics directly. It 
has, for many years, actively and 
openly sought the aid of business and 
industry management in formulating a 
unified ethical code to govern the 
buying and selling of goods and serv
ices. In doing so, it has courageously 
faced up to an incredibly sensitive 
issue, and has helped all of business 
take giant steps toward finding solu
tions to this inherent problem. 

Mr. Speaker, the National Associ
ation of Purchasing Management is, 
indeed, a very special organization. Its 
efforts within the purchasing profes
sion, the positive impact of its pro
grams on our Nation's economy and 
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general welfare, and the individual 
contributions of many of its members 
as leaders in business and government, 
are highly commendable. I want to 
take the opportunity of its 66th 
Annual International Conference in 
New Orleans to voice my support for 
the purpose and programs of the 
NAPM.e 

HERITAGE FOUNDATION 
ARTICLE 

HON. BUD SHUSTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
inserting in the RECORD for my col
leagues' consideration an article that 
recently appeared in the Heritage 
Foundation's Backgrounder. The arti
cle, "The Reagan Economic Program: 
Selected Budget Cuts," outlines 
budget reforms in many entitlement 
programs as a necessary and impor
tant step in reducing uncontrolled 
growth of Government spending. I ask 
careful consideration of the article by 
Mr. German is. 

THE REAGAN ECONOMIC PROGRAM: SELECTED 
BUDGET CUTS 

Several income maintenance programs 
now considered largely by Washington 
budget-cutters could be substantially re
vised to eliminate many unintended and du
plicative benefits, without harming the 
truly needy, according to a Heritage Foun
dation economist. 

In a recently released study of President 
Reagan's economic program and selected 
budget cuts, Peter G. Germanis examines 
the uncontrolled growth in recent decades 
of such programs as Social Security, Disabil
ity Insurance, Black Lung Benefits, Unem
ployment Compensation, and Trade Adjust
ment Assistance. He points out how many of 
them no longer meet their initial objectives, 
duplicate other social programs, and funnel 
benefits to recipients who have not even 
demonstrated genuine need. 

Among Germanis' recommendations are: 
Elimination of the Social Security "mini

mum benefit. " This benefit currently stands 
at $122 a month and is paid regardless of 
the beneficiary's past earnings history. 
Many recipients have had short work peri
ods in covered employment or low earnings 
histories because they were employed for 
many years in the federal government, thus 
qualifying for big civil service pensions. 
Since those who legitimately qualify for aid 
under the Supplemental Security Income 
program <the aged, blind, and disabled) 
almost always receive more than this $122, 
elimination of the minimum benefit, Ger
manis says, could remove the "double-dip
pers" who draw both Social Security and 
civil service pensions-at an estimated sav
ings of $1.3 billion in 1982. 

The Social Security "Student benefit" 
should be eliminated. As of 1965, Social Se
curity payments have been payable to un
married students between ages 18 and 21 <in 
1972 the upper limit was extended to 22) 
whose parents are Social Security recipi
ents. These benefits were added at a time 

May 13, 1981 
when the Social Security fund had adequate 
reserves. 

Germanis says that payments to adult stu
dents are neither fair nor necessary, since 
they are not based on a student's ability to 
pay for education costs, but on the earnings 
histories of his parents. "This perversion of 
the system results in inversely relating 
benefits to need. Moreover, <it) may have 
the adverse effect of inducing a number of 
older workers to retire earlier, allowing 
their children to become eligible for these 
benefits." 

Since federal aid to college students has 
grown enormously in recent years, Ger
manis says, the Reagan Administration is 
justified in proposing to eliminate the bene
fit by refusing any new participants and by 
reducing current student payments by 25 
percent a year. "Savings of $1 billion could 
be realized by 1982, and as much as $7 bil
lion by 1986," he says. 

Disability insurance restrictions should be 
tightened. Payments of disability benefits 
have grown dramatically since 1970, with 
costs rising by 500 percent and the number 
of cases by 800 percent. A study by L. Scott 
Muller reported in 1972 that 44 percent of 
disability beneficiaries also received benefits 
from other sources as a result of their dis
ability. Furthermore, the General Account
ing Office reports that more than 500,000 
current beneficiaries may be receiving pay
ments despite no longer being disabled. 

The Reagan Administration proposes re
quiring a claimant to have worked at least 
six of the last 13 quarters, and would create 
a "megacap" that would limit the benefits 
from public sources to a level not exceeding 
the worker's prior after-tax earnings, ad
justed for inflation. 

German is notes, "A disabled worker 
should not be limited by the amount of 
benefits he receives from other sources. If a 
worker is receiving extra benefits, it is pre
sumably because he has given up part of his 
income in the past to insure against possible 
disability. A 'magacap' may be denying the 
worker benefits rightfully due him. The 
(disability insurance) formula, however, 
does contain a redistrubative element, 
which should be replaced by a proportional 
benefit structure, thereby ensuring an equi
table return on all contributions. If this 
were applied to all public programs provid
ing compensating for disability, a 'megacap' 
would not be necessary." 

Black Lung benefits should be financed 
entirely by the coal industry: The fund is 
theoretically financed by a tax on coal pro
duction, which is 50 cents per ton for under
ground coal production and 25 cents per ton 
for surface mined coal. The claims against 
trust fund, however, have produced a three
year deficit of $956 million at the end of 
Fiscal Year 1980, which are currently fi 
nanced by loans from the Treasury. 

"The trust fund's insolvency is largely due 
to liberalized eligibility standards that allow 
coal miners to receive benefits even if X
rays show no signs of black lung disease," 
Germanis points out. "A study by the Gen
eral Accounting Office reported that in one 
sample, 88 percent of the claimants were 
either not disabled or could not prove they 
had a disease." He says that consumers and 
producers of coal should be made to carry 
the full burden of the trust fund, internaliz
ing the tax in order to ensure that the opti
mal quantity of coal is produced. 

Unemployment compensation should be 
reconstructed so that "extended benefits" 
are provided only to areas plagued by high 
unemployment. The Federal-State Ex-
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tended Unemployment Act of 1970, enacted 
to give additional assistance to unemployed 
workers during periods of high state or na
tional unemployment, authorizes the exten
sion of benefits at the regular weekly 
amount for an additional 13 weeks when
ever the unemployment rate among insured 
workers rises above some state or national 
" triggering level. " When the national trig
ger is "on," all states, even those with rela
tively low unemployment, become eligible 
for the extended benefits. 

The Reagan Administration has proposed 
eliminating the national trigger and raising 
the state trigger level. Although the pro
posed changes are desirable from an equity 
and efficiency standpoint, Germanis says, 
"they do not go far enough. The extended 
benefits program should be eliminated en
tirely. The original purpose of unemploy
ment compensation was to provide tempo
rary relief. The Program is not suited to 
correct long-term structural problems." 

Trade adjustment assistance eligibility 
should be determined by the International 
Trade Commission, instead of the Depart
ment of Labor. Trade Adjustment Assist
ance <TAA) was introduced in 1962 to assist 
workers suffering from increased imports, 
which were a direct result of government 
policies aimed at the liberalization of inter
national trade. T AA benefits supplement 
unemployment insurance benefits by pro
viding 70 percent of a worker's former aver
age weekly wage, and tend to discourage 
workers from seeking employment in more 
stable industries. 

"Since employers pay no supplemental 
tax for laying off workers who would receive 
TAA benefits, an employer may find it prof
itable to lay off workers during a slack 
demand, assuming that relatively generous 
TAA benefits will induce a worker to wait to 
be rehired rather than actively search for a 
new job," Germanis says. 

Germanis endorses the Reagan Adminis
tration proposal to extend T AA benefits 
only to those workers who have exhausted 
their regular unemployment compensation 
and to limit the size of payments. But he 
further suggests that workers be required to 
show that U.S. international trade liberal
ization <as opposed to market inefficiencies 
or escalating wage demands) was the single 
most important cause of their layoff. 

"To further this goal, the role of deter
mining eligibility should be returned to the 
International Trade Commission. The De
partment of Labor has all too often demon
strated a bias in favor of organized labor, 
many of whose members are TAA recipi
ents," Germanis suggests. 

"Several programs now considered 'un
touchable ' by the administration often 
award large, unearned benefits to recipients 
regardless of need," Germanis concludes. 
''As a result, many of the beneficiaries of 
these programs may be even better off than 
the taxpayers financing them. For this 
reason, the administration should extend its 
budget reform to these areas as well , while 
maintaining its present position of protect 
ing the truly needy." 

A recent poll conducted by Sindlinger and 
Company, Inc., of Media, Pennsylvania for 
The Heritage Foundation appears to sup
port this call for additional budget reform. 
This poll revealed strong support for the 
Reagan economic program, particularly in 
the area of spending cuts. In fact, a substan
tial number of those polled said they 
thought the administration's proposed re
ductions in government spending were "too 
low." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The Heritage Foundation is a non-parti

san public policy research institute.e 

CITY HONORS MS. IRENE 
SARGENT 

HON. RONALD V. DELLUMS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 27, the citizens of Oakland will 
pay tribute to one of its community 
leaders and goodwill ambassadors: Ms. 
Irene Sargent. In fact, Mayor Lionel 
Wilson and the Oakland City Council 
have declared that date "Irene Sar
gent Day." 

I am pleased to join with the mayor, 
the council, and the civic and commu
nity leaders in paying tribute to this 
individual. I would like to briefly 
recap, for the benefit of my col
leagues. some of the tremendous 
strides she has taken in her many 
years of civic and business activity. 

A native Californian, Ms. Sargent is 
the owner of Irene Sargent's Coutier 
Fashions. Aside from directing this 
very prosperous business, she has de
voted substantial amounts of her time 
to community service. She has served 
on the boards of Providence Hospital, 
the Oakland Symphony Association, 
and the Oakland Ballet, and the com
munity relations board of the U.S. 
Army. She has also been a tremendous 
asset to the San Antonio <Oakland) 
area youth project. Starting as a vol
unteer for this community-based 
group, she is now a member of its 
board of trustees and executive board. 

On her many business trips, she has 
taken the opportunity to promote the 
virtues of Oakland, and she has been 
called upon to play hostess to visiting 
dignitaries because of her experiences 
internationally. I call upon my col
leagues to study this record of active 
community involvement and join with 
the residents of Oakland in honoring 
Ms. Irene Sargent.e 

AIRMEN MEMORIAL BUILDING 
DEDICATED 

HON. MARJORIE S. HOLT 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, on the oc
casion of the 20th anniversary of the 
founding of the Air Force Sergeants 
Association, I was proud to be a par
ticipant in the dedication of its 
Airmen Memorial Building on May 3, 
1981. 

The Air Force Sergeants Association, 
once a dream, has long since become a 
reality. A reality with a membership 
of over 156,000. Although now a 
highly recognized member in the 

9715 
league of military associations, I think 
it is important to take a look back at 
how AFSA came into existence 20 
years ago, and its phenomenal growth 
over the past 10 years. 

The association had its start on May 
3, 1961, when a group of sergeants in
corporated AFSA as a nonprofit corpo
ration here in Washington. With bor
rowed funds, they obtained offices in 
the Nation's Capitol and immediately 
began recruiting enlisted members, 
thus organizing the first association 
open to all enlisted grades. Everything 
started falling in place for the associ
ation by early 1973. For the first time, 
they had a headquarters manager and 
a working lobbyist on Capitol Hill and 
in the halls of the Pentagon. At this 
time AFSA became a strong member 
of the Council of Military Organiza
tions, which represents 600,000 mili
tary members and the Uniformed 
Services Retired Group, an ad hoc 
committee made up of veterans' orga
nizations representing more than 3 
million members. Wives and depend
ents were brought into AFSA in 1974 
with the adoption of the auxiliary and 
they now number more than 27,000. I 
am pleased to say that the Air Force 
Sergeants Association's international 
headquarters now rests on 2 acres of 
land just inside the beltway, in subur
ban Maryland within my congressional 
district. 

A miniature United Nations-like 
building, surrounded by flags repre
senting the United States, U.S. Air 
Force, AFSA, Auxiliary, Maryland, Air 
National Guard, Air Force Reserve 
and the major air commands is a most 
impressive site. 

Planning is currently underway for a 
first floor Airmen Hall of Fame. Once 
completed it will house a comprehen
sive museum of artifacts and other 
historical items reflecting the history 
of enlisted men and women. 

As AFSA President Lewis J. Spence 
proudly pointed out, "This is the first 
monument dedicated to the enlisted 
men and women who have served our 
Nation and placed their lives on the 
line for its defense." 

Just two figures need be mentioned 
to measure the success of an associ
ation founded just 20 years ago. The 
Air Force Sergeants Association's 
membership now numbers 156,000, 
their annual budget is nearly 
$3,500,000 and I applaud AFSA's suc
cess.e 

POPE JOHN PAUL II 

HON. FRANK J. GUARINI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, for the 
second time in a very short period the 
people of America and the world anx-
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iously await as another world leader 
fights for his life. 

If such a thing can be measured, the 
assassination attempt on Pope John 
Paul II, one of the greatest leaders of 
mankind, continues the disturbing 
trend of violence against our interna
tional leaders. It is unbelievable that 
someone would attempt to end in vio
lence a life devoted to peace. 

Mr. Speaker, no matter what reli
gion a person might follow, there is 
universal agreement that John Paul II 
is a man of concern, a man of convic
tion, a man of respect, a man of God. 
His message to the world is not one of 
discord and violence, but one of har
mony and love. Let us all unite as we 
did when tragedy struck our leader, 
President Reagan, and pray for the 
sanctity of life and for a renewed 
commitment to world peace for all in
dividuals.• 

FIVE YEARS AFTER THE METRIC 
CONVERSION ACT, WHERE DO 
WE STAND? 

HON. CLARENCE J. BROWN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
as in past years, this week, May 10-16, 
1981, has been designated National 
Metric Week. 

This annual observance is a week 
used to educate the public and call 
their attention to the reality that the 
metric system is being used more and 
more in our country. 

In observance of National Metric 
Week and in an effort to make the 
Congress and public aware of how vol
untary metric conversion is proceed
ing, I would like to place in the 
REcORD at this time a recent U.S. 
Metric Board executive summary of a 
larger study entitled, "Five Year:s 
After the Metric Conversion Act, 
Where Do We Stand?" 

The report follows: 
FIVE YEARS AFTER THE METRIC CONVERSION 

AcT, WHERE Do WE STAND? 

HISTORY OF METRICATION IN THE UNITED 
STATES 

The United States is the only major indus
trial nation that does not formally use a 
metric system of measurement as the pri
mary system. Prior to World War II, over 
one-half of the world's nations employed 
metric measures. Then, most of the remain
ing nations followed, with Japan and Great 
Britain the last large industrial nations 
which have converted entirely or committed 
themselves to a metric system. 

Use of metric measures has been author
ized in America since 1866. Through the 
Treaty of the Meter <late 1800s), the U.S. 
declared the new metric standards to be the 
Nations' " fundamental standards." Yet , the 
topic of metric usage and particularly the 
principle of a national policy requiring the 
use of metric measurement units have con
tinued to be controversial. In 1968, the U.S. 
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Congress authorized a study of the metric 
system and its role in the U.S. The report of 
that study, published in 1971, states that, 
since the nation is already "drifting to 
metric with no national plan to help the sec
tors of our society and guide our relation
ships abroad, a carefully planned transition 
in which all sectors participate voluntarily 
is preferable." 

Partially as a result of the National 
Bureau of Standards study and a spirit of 
compromise and sensitivity, coupled with 
considerable debate and discussion, the U.S. 
Congress enacted and President Ford signed 
into law the Metric Conversion Act of 1975. 
The principal operative concept of the Act 
is its focus and emphasis on a process of ·vol
untary conversion to and voluntary use of 
the metric system. No timetable is estab
lished by the Act, nor is there the implica
tion of a national policy supporting conver
sion. The Act does, however, established a 
national policy of coordinating and assisting 
in the planning for the voluntary use of the 
metric system. 

The U.S. Metric Board, established by the 
Metric Conversion Act of 1975, is directed 
by the Congress to coordinate voluntary 
conversion activities in the United States. 
Since one of its charges is to collect, analyze 
and publish information about the extent to 
which metric measurements are used 
throughout U.S. society, the Board initiated 
a survey of large businesses which was fin
ished in early 1980. This survey determined 
the status and intentions of the largest U.S. 
manufacturing and mining firms, designated 
as the Fortune 1000. Two hundred and two 
firms were selected through a probability 
sampling process to be representative of the 
Fortune 1000. Of the 202 surveyed, 130 (64 
percent) responded with useful data. Not all 
questions were answered by all 130 respond
ents; thus, the basis for each issue discussed 
below varies somewhat. However, through
out the analysis, the basis is adequate. The 
overall response rate is good for a survey of 
this type. This response rate coupled with 
the probability sampling procedure support 
inferences derived from the sample data 
and applied to the population of the For
tune 1000 firms. 

The survey covered a range of topics, in
cluding the number of companies producing 
metric products and providing metric serv
ices, the proportion of total sales <foreign 
and domestic> that are of metric products, 
the extent of planning underway for the use 
of the metric system in industry, inhibitions 
affecting metrication, and expectations for 
the future. This summary provides an over
view of the survey results more complete in
formation is available from the U.S. Metric 
Board. 

The summary contains discussions of 
three forms of metric products: "hard," re
ferring to products that are designed and/or 
manufactured using metric dimensions· 
"soft," referring to products that are de~ 
signed and/or manufactured using custom
ary dimensions but for which the metric 
equivalents are provided Csoft metric is also 
called "dual labeling" ); and "hybrid," refer
ring to products that use combinations of 
metric and customary parts or components. 
The phase "metric product" is reserved in 
this summary for unspecified products that 
are either soft, hard, hybrid, or a combina
tion of any two or all three. 

THE LEVEL OF METRIC CONVERSION VARIES 
WIDELY 

In terms of sales, products displaying 
metric equivalents (soft metric) are the 
most common, far outweighing the sale of 
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products manufactured in metric units only 
<hard metric) or in a combination of metric 
and customary units (hybrid metric). 

Of the firms that produce at least one 
metric product (estimated to be 62 percent 
of all large firms), almost one-half indicate 
that at least some of their products are de
signed and/or manufactured as hard metric. 
A larger proportion of these firms, nearly 
three-fourths, provide soft metric products. 
About one-fourth of the firms producing at 
least one metric product provide hybrid 
products. Since firms can produce soft, 
hard, hybrid, or any mix of products, the 
percentages overlap. 

METRICATION ACTIVITY AMONG LARGE 
MANUFACTURERS 

The sale of metric products accounts for 
32 percent of the total net sales of the 
firms' products. Manufacturing companies 
seem to have found that metrication is im
portant in order to compete in foreign mar
kets since 48 percent of their exported sales 
involve metric products, compared to 29 per
cent of domestic sales. The first 500 firms 
have converted somewhat more extensively 
to metric than have the second 500. For the 
largest 500 firms, one-third of sales involve 
metric products, compared to 24 percent of 
sales for the second 500 firms. 
PLANNING AND COORDINATION BEGINS, BUT AT A 

LOW LEVEL 

Over half of the companies have begun 
planning or coordination for metrication in 
the form of at least one metric related activ
ity such as: Corporate planning (e.g., issuing 
a metric policy, appointing a metric coordi
nator); coordination with industry and gov
ernment (e.g., cooperative planning); and 
operational activities <e.g. , training employ
ees). 

The number of companies involved in in
dividual planning and coordinating activi
ties is limited. About one-third of the firms 
have begun coordinating metrication with 
others in their industry (36 percent) ap
pointed a metric coordinator (35 percent>, 
or are conducting R&D activities in metric 
language <33 percent>. At the other ex
treme, the least often mentioned activity <of 
the set of 18 activities chosen for investiga
tion> was budget funds for metric activities 
( 11 percent>. 

The data suggest that corporate metric 
planning and coordination activities have 
not changed much over the past few years. 
The U.S. General Accounting Office <GAO) 
earlier <1978) identified 11 <as compared to 
18 in this study) specific metric activities 
that appear to be useful in preparing for 
conversion. Extent of involvement increased 
in four of the nine activities analyzed by 
~oth the GAO and this study. Conversely, 
implementation of the remaining five activi
ties either decreased <three> or remained 
constant <two>. 

Companies that sell metric products also 
appear to have low involvement in the 
metric coordinating and planning activities. 
A small number of metricating companies 
either have no plans for conducting any 
metric activities <17 percent> or have activi
ties planned but not in progress (6 percent). 
Most of the non-metricating companies 
have no plans (60 percent) or some planning 
(19 percent). It is possible that planning and 
coordination are not perceived to be neces
sary for metric conversion, particularly 
since soft metric conversion is the mode. 
WHAT ABOUT NEW PRODUCTS, NEW EQUIPMENT? 

About 34 percent of new products are 
using metric designs, of which about 16 per-
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cent are soft metric, 13 percent are hard, 
and the remainder hybrid. 

Also, overall estimates suggest that equip
ment and facilities with metric production 
capability are planned for future acquisi
tion. 

The data suggest that acquisitions of 
equipment and facilities with metric capa
bility will increase over time. Over 50 per
cent of the firms plan on adding some 
metric capability within the next five years. 
Beyond 1985, all new equipment and facili
ties acquired by about 41 percent of the 
firms are expected to have metric produc
tion capability. 

LAWS AND GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS ARE SEEN 
AS IMPEDIMENTS TO METRICATION 

About a third of the firms perceive laws 
and regulations as inhibiting voluntary con
version to the metric system. When com
pared with the GAO data, the perceptions 
of legal impediments to metrication has, at 
least for the Fortune 500, increased some
what in the past few years. Likewise, coordi
nation with government bodies about metri
cation has increased in the same period. 
These two trends suggest that perceptions 
of legal impediments may be directly relat
ed to government coordination; i.e., in
creased coordination may create or influ
ence increased perceptions of legal impedi
ments. 

It is worth noting that previous work of 
the U.S. Metric Board is supported by the 
observations of the present study. The 
Board found that an "analysis of the nature 
of measurement units as they are imbedded 
in laws and regulations indicates that gener
ally legal barriers . .. do not exist. However, 
there are many cases where measurement 
units imbedded in laws and regulations 
appear, superficially, to present legal bar
riers to the use of metric units or to the in
troduction of metric sizes." This study con
firms that perception of the existence of 
barriers. 

REASONS TO METRICATE 

There are a variety of reasons companies 
decide to begin metric conversion. Many of 
these are reflected by the large proportion 
of metric foreign sales. Companies who 
export, convert products to meet interna
tional standards and the demands of foreign 
customers. Domestically, some industry 
wide groups, such as health related indus
tries, traditionally use metric meas
urements, or are becoming metricated via 
industry standards or coordination. For in
stance, one executive said his company has 
converted as part of an industry effort co
ordinated by a trade institute. Another 
simply gave " industry practice" as the 
reason for metrication. Other companies 
find the metric system to be more efficient. 
"We acknowledge the simplicity of metric 
dimensioning" said one official, "and believe 
it will ultimately reduce engineering and 
manufacturing errors and design time." 

Finally, some firms are looking to the 
future. Specifically, an executive whose 
company uses dual labeling stated, "soft 
metrication can be beneficial as a first step 
in familiarizing our operators with the 
metric system." One company "anticipates 
future requirements of customers in the 
U.S." 

FACTORS INHIBITING METRICATION 

Nearly nine of ten firms refer to at least 
one inhibiting factor. Customers not making 
the demand is the most important factor 
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<about 51 percent of the firms cite it>. One 
executive stated that his firm is waiting be
cause "our customers show no desire for a 
metric product." Industry-wide standards 
was the next most important factor, cited 
by almost 30 percent. A respondent indicat
ed that "until changes are made in our in
dustry and with others we work with, a 
change is not feasible." In short, the general 
feeling seems to be expressed by a repre
sentative of a leading firm who said: "We 
will go metric when everyone else does. " 

Metrication is perceived by many as a 
costly and time consuming venture because 
employees are not now trained to use the 
metric system, equipment will have to be re
placed, and numerous other operational 
concerns are involved. 

Although much of the metrication occur
ring now is in an effort to compete on for
eign markets or in response to customer 
demand, coordination on metric matters be
tween customers and suppliers, at both the 
individual firm and industry-wide levels, ap
pears limited. For example, most of the 
firms seeing customer demand as an inhibit
ing factor have not queried customers to de
termine their interests. Alternatively, most 
of those who have surveyed their customers 
report customer concern as an inhibiting 
factor. Similarly, about half of the compa
nies querying suppliers report suppliers as 
an obstacle to metrication. <It is not possible 
to state whether perceptions of inhibiting 
factors preceded or followed customer and 
supplier surveys.) 

Much of the domestic metric activity 
seems to be in response to customer demand 
or industrywide practice. The matter of co
ordination at these levels may play a major 
role in th~ future of metrication, not only in 
terms of the practice itself, but the pace at 
which it will occur. 

WHEN MIGHT METRIC CONVERSION TAKE PLACE 

Ten years is the estimated median time 
frame for conversion under current volun
tary conditions. Many firms feel that this 
period could be shortened to about three 
-years if considerable pressure were to be ap
plied by customers, suppliers, or industry 
groups, although metrication within eight 
years is the time period preferred by one
half of the companies. Some companies say 
that even under pressure they will never 
become metric, suggesting that metrication 
may never fully reach across all industries. 

IN CONCLUSION 

Metrication is taking place in industry and 
indications are that there will be a gradual 
increase of the production of metric goods 
over time. More new products are being de
signed in metric units and more equipment 
and facilities capable of metric production 
are expected to be acquired. These changes 
seem to be occurring concurrently with 
little pressure from suppliers and customers, 
a lack of industry-wide standards, and con
cerns for legal and other impediments. All 
things considered, it seems that 10 years 
will see a notable increase in metricated 
companies. The apparent limited planning 
and coordination activities for the increas
ing use of the metric system is perplexing 
and, if true may result in increased costs, 
disruption, inefficiencies, and other mani
festations of dis utility .e 
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GEN. OMAR BRADLEY-GREAT 

AMERICAN 

HON. JOHN L. NAPIER 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. NAPIER. Mr. Speaker, the 
death of Gen. Omar Bradley was 
mourned by people across our Nation. 
He served his country admirably 
throughout his life and career, as a 
military leader, Administrator of the 
Veterans' Administration, and private 
citizen and we have been weakened by 
his loss. As a commander, he was con
cerned for the safety and well-being of 
his men. He was known for developing 
strategies that minimized casualties 
and the title "doughboy's general" was 
a tribute to the feelings his men felt 
for him. 

In addition to being a military man, 
he was also a man of much thought
fulness and wisdom. He attempted to 
steer us from those paths which would 
lead our Nation to war. Although he 
was a grand soldier, he was a man who 
believed in peaceful solutions to our 
problems. 

General Bradley won an endearing 
place in the hearts of his soldiers and 
fellow countrymen through his profes
sional achievements and the warmth 
of his personality. Such a man will not 
be easily forgotten. I rise to join my 
colleagues in tribute to Gen. Omar 
Bradley. 

I would like to submit an editorial 
which appeared in the State Newspa
per, Columbia, S.C., on General Brad
ley which offers insight to his wit and 
wisdon, and challenges us to be con
scious of our actions. I commend the 
editorial to the attention of my col
leagues, and ask unanimous consent 
that it appear in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

BRADLEY DEATH THINS AMERICAN HERO 
RANKS 

The ranks of authentic American heroes 
of World War II, 1941-45, are thinned once 
more with the death of Gen. Omar N. Brad
ley. He died of a heart attach Wednesday 
night in New York City at the age of 88. 

A plain-spoken, unimposing figure, he did 
not physically fit the hero's mold. He came 
from Clark, Mo., and sounded a lot like 
Harry Truman. And like the late President, 
Omar Bradley was decisive, tough and com
manding. 

General Bradley graduated in the Class of 
1915 from West Point, and was a classmate 
of Dwight D. Eisenhower, who was later to 
give him command of the greatest American 
force in history. As a young Army officer, 
Bradley missed combat in World War I, and 
once said he spend the rest of the years 
until World War II apologizing for that. 

The media have been full of General 
Bradley's biography, so we'll not repeat it 
except to note the high point of his career 
was command of American forces in Oper
ation Overload, the landing in Europe on 
June 6, 1944. He was subsequently given 
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command of the 1,300,000:man 21st U.S. 
Army Group that helped to liberate Europe. 

Woven into those events is a fascinating 
story of personal and professional conflicts 
between Eisenhower and the British hero, 
Field Marshal Montgomery. Ike was the Su
preme Allied Commander, but Montgomery 
believed a Briton should have the leading 
role in the battle of Europe. 

Ike sent ~ list of 12 generals to Gen. 
George C. Marshall, the army chief of staff 
in Washington, to select a principal com
mander in Europe, and Marshall picked 
Bradley. Ike was later to say, "What a God
send it was to me to get that man." 

General Bradley did not have much to say 
after he retired in 1953 from a military 
career of 42 years, but he often spoke out 
for military preparedness and wrote bril
liantly on the art of leadership. On Jan. 9, 
1971, when he addressed the S.C. State 
Chamber of Commerce here at Carolina 
Coliseum, he scrapped a prepared speech to 
praise U.S. Rep. L. Mendel Rivers, the color
ful Charleston Democrat who had just died. 

General Bradley lauded Mr. Rivers, who 
was chairman of the U.S. House Armed 
Services Commit tee for many years, saying 
the nation had lost a "tremendously strong 
voice for preparedness." It was a theme he 
repeated to the end: "In war, there is no 
second prize for the runner-up." That 
advice is sound today. 

General Bradley was the last of the na
tion's five-star generals. He ranked with 
General Marshall, Air Corps Gen. H. H. 
"Hap" Arnold, Gen. Douglas MacArthur, 
General Eisenhower, Adms. Chester W. 
Nimitz and Ernest J. King and Gen. John J. 
Pershing of World War I fame , also wore 
five stars. 

The nation never knows where its next 
heroes will come from. God willing, we will 
have men like Omar Bradley if and when we 
need them.e 

TIME FOR THE FACTS 

HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 
e Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
two recent editorials in the Lompoc 
Record, a newspaper in my district, 
deal with issues I believe are of serious 
concern to my colleagues. These com
mentaries, on two unrelated subjects, 
present cogent arguments for a more 
active policy condemning Soviet ad
venturism around the world in one edi
torial and greater incentives in com
bating government fraud and waste in 
the other. 

I want to publicly commend the 
Lompoc Record for its clear, convinc
ing statements, and I urge my col
leagues to read and consider carefully 
these opinions. 

The articles follow: 
[From the Lompoc <Calif.) Record, Apr. 29, 

1981] 
TIME FOR THE FACTS 

It is t ime for the United Sta tes to go on 
the "propaganda offensive," using facts as 
ammunition, against the inhumanit y of 
Soviet adventurism in other nations. 

We must demonstrate that we are not the 
fools that many Third World countries 
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appear to think us. Too many condone 
Soviet ruthlessness toward human suffer
ing. They know they will get no profit or 
benefit from criticizing Soviet support of 
terrorism . . . whose "destabilization" tac
tics play into the hands of local communist 
minorities. 

Instead they look for aid and power by ap
pealing to the compassionate and gullible in 
the non-communist industrial world. 

Charging "U.S. economic imperialism" 
with causing human misery and oppression, 
they try to exploit the "sense of guilt" they 
say we should feel. Yet the worst oppressors 
of the suffering are these self-same rulers in 
semi-developed Third World nations, who 
put their personal self-interest ahead of the 
good of those of whom they are supposed to 
be the beneficent leaders, as they repeated
ly tell others they are. 

The latest case in point involves the 
recent meeting in Geneva, Switzerland, on 
the problem of the millions of refugees in 
Africa. 

The U.S. offer of $285 million in aid was 
refused recognition as generous because "it 
should be the largest since there are so 
many blacks in America." 

It was criticized as not enough, although 
it was more than the combined pledges of 
all the other participants in the conference. 

It was called political, an attempt to buy 
approval by the Reagan administration 
which has angered "black Africa" by realis
tically recognizing that South Africa has 
the strongest influence of any nation in the 
southern half of the continent. 

By contrast the Soviet Union and its cli
ents worldwide boycotted the Geneva refu
gee conference. They pledged no funds. 

Yet Soviet adventurism, not only supply
ing arms but also training the terrorists it 
calls "freedom fighters " in guerrilla strate
gies and supplying advisers is largely re
sponsible for creating the refugee problem. 

Communist guerrilla doctrine calls for so 
terrorizing a community that its members 
will not betray bases, hideouts and camps to 
the authorities for fear of guerrilla retali
ation. 

By overloading a nation's internal struc
ture. its roads, water supply and security 
forces a,nd occupying otherwise useful land, 
thus consuming its natural resources, refu
gee masses destabilize the country for ex
ploitation by Soviet trained provocators. 
The Kremlin welcomes the creation of refu
gee problems for making vulnerable an area 
to its goals. 

These facts the U.S. must declare through 
every available means. They must be stated 
by the president, the secretary of state, our 
spokesmen at t he United Nations and the 
meetings of its agencies and by our envoys 
in other countries. 

They should be repeated in Congress. in 
our overseas broadcasts, formally sponsored 
by the government and informationally sup
ported, and domestically in newspapers, by 
radio and on television. 

Every country in the world, our friends, 
our adversaries and those who want to be 
counted as "uncommitted" but who seek to 
exploit our compassion and "guilt," must 
learn that we are fully aware of how others 
seek to take advantage of us and that we are 
not fooled. 

Until their judgments of us are based on 
our deeds, not others' claims, a.nd their con
duct toward us and the Soviet Union is 
based on such realities, we will continue to 
be compassionate toward th e world 's suffer
ing people but not toward those, foreign or 
domestic, who are the proximate cause of 
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their misery, including a nation's legally 
recognized leaders. 

Where governments are more concerned 
with self-perpetuation and their rulers with 
self-agrandizement, we will "play power 
politics." 

Where leaders govern for the good of 
their people without seeking personal ad
vantage, our humanitarianism will control 
our policies in dealing with them. 

[From the Lompoc <Calif.) Record, Apr. 28, 
1981] 

REWARD OR PUNISHMENT 

Before President Reagan can save the $10 
billion to $20 billion a year which critics say 
abuse, fraud and waste cost the federal gov
ernment or even the $5 billion a year lost to 
the same causes which Chairman James 
Jones <D., Okla.) of the Budget Committee 
of the House of Representatives requires be 
saved in his program to cut federal spend
ing, some realities need to be considered 
having to do with people. 

Hundreds of thousands of government 
employes involved in the disbursement of 
funds in one way or another, who resist 
temptation because they are honest and are 
not tempted, are aware of abuse, fraud and 
waste but won't report it. 

We are concerned that government is so 
managed, mostly by elected or appointed, 
not by career officials, that honest civil 
servants won't report the dishonesty they 
are aware of or the improvements they 
know how to make. 

To do so makes them unprotected "whis
tle-blowers" or the suspects of investigators 
who want to know, for example: "Well, if 
there is a better way to do this, why didn't 
you suggest it? Don't you realize that that 
makes you negligent or guilty of nonfea
sance?" 

Until the millions of civilian and military 
employes of the federal government are per
suaded that the reductions in abuse, fraud 
and waste and . the increases in efficiency 
they might suggest will lead to reward, they 
will keep quiet. 

This is only partly to preserve their ca
reers until retirement. Job security is not all 
that important to the best and most skilled 
on the federal payroll. Many of them could 
be secure in the private sector, as the 
number of employed civil service and mili
tary retirees testifies. But they are not 
going to blow whistles or suggest improve
ments if doing so makes them victims. 

There's nothing like a little reward and 
compensation, commendation instead of 
punishment, a carrot instead of a stick, to 
motivate. 

Until this simple fact is understood, the 
bureaucracy will remain apathetic about 
abuse, fraud, waste and inefficiency.e 

JACKSONVILLE'S NEWEST HERO 

HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, in a 
time when too many in our country 
say there are no heroes, an event oc
curred last month in Jacksonville, Fla., 
which proves that they really do exist. 
On Easter Sunday, 11-year-old Keith 
Keller risked his own life in 12-foot 
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waves to save the life of his drowning 
friend. A recent article in the Florida 
Times-Union details Keith's heroic 
act: 
11-YEAR-OLD BATTLES 12-FOOT OCEAN WAVES 

To RESCUE FRIEND 
<By Nancy Powell ) 

ST. AUGUSTINE.- Easter Sunday will be a 
day of thanks for two families after the 
heroic efforts of an 11-year·old boy to save 
his drowning friend . 

"It is a miracle that both the boys sur
vived and a fantastic Easter gift for both 
our families, " Mrs. Mike K eller, mother of 
Keith Keller, said yesterday. "Only this 
morning-! finally stopped shaking." 

Last Wednesday, 11-year-old Keith bat
tled 12-foot ocean waves about 100 yards off 
Crescent Beach for more than 15 minutes to 
save Jerry TenPow from drowning. 

TenPow is 22 and weighs 185-almost 100 
pounds more than Keith. Both are consid
ered better than average swimmers and 
both were familiar with ocean swimming. 

"It was very lonely, really," TenPow said 
yesterday. 

"If it hadn 't been for Keith to keep me 
company, I surely would have gone down, I 
think," he said. 

TenPow was released from St. Augustine 
General Hospital yesterday to spend the 
weekend with his parents, Mr. and Mrs. Len 
TenPow of Palatka. 

The Kellers, who Jive at 1043 Holly Lane 
in Jacksonville, were spending the week at 
their Crescent Beach condominium. Keith 's 
father, who is in real estate, had just left 
for Jacksonville with the TenPows to show 
them some property. 

Jerry TenPow stayed behind to swim in 
the surf with Keith and some other youths 
visiting the Kellers. 

Keith said it was a nice afternoon and the 
ocean seemed calm enough when he, 
TenPow and another guest, Steven Lee, 
went for a swim. Mrs. Keller said she stayed 
behind to put a turkey in the oven for 
dinner. 

"Jerry and Steven and I went up to our 
waist in the water and began diving in the 
waves, " Keith said. 

Steven returned to the condominium to 
get a camera. 

"We were playing around in the tide," said 
TenPow. "I was still standing on the sand, 
then suddenly there wasn't a bottom, you 
know. 

"We decided we had gone too far out and 
decided to swim back." 

He said that on the way back, the under
current was too strong for him. 

" . . . [IJ underestimated myself in my 
swimming capabilities and couldn't cope 
with it," TenPow said. 

Keith said there was a lot of confusion. 
"I managed to kind of float on top of the 

waves, but the undercurrent was taking 
Jerry farther and farther away from the 
shore. Steven had come back and tried to 
reach Jerry, but he couldn't make it and 
swam back in to get help." 

By that time, TenPow was face down in 
the water, the wind was getting stronger 
and the waves were crashing over him, 
Keith said. 

"I knew I had to get to him and get his 
face out of the water," Keith said. " I knew I 
might drown, but I had to do it for two rea
sons. First of all, he was a friend. Second, I 
go to Bible School and I believe in doing 
unto others what you'd have them do for 
you." 
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Meantime. Mrs. Keller said, she and two 

other adults had come on the beach and 
were in the water trying to reach the boys. 

"But the wind and the undercu~rent were 
too strong," she said. "We all . JUSt stood 
there watching two heads bobb1r:g around 
and praying that the rescue umt we had 
called would get there in time to save the 
boys. 

"Keith had managed to turn Jerry over 
and was pushing him in by his shoulders. 
The rescue units arrived just as they 
reached shallow water. I barely recall help-
ing Keith drag Jerry in to shore." . 

Mrs. Keller said TenPow was unconsciOus 
when he reached the hospital. 

"He had swallowed a lot of salt water," 
she said. "But when he came around he 
grinned at us. I asked him how he felt and 
he said, 'Smashing, just smash~ng.' " 

The TenPows moved to Florida from Eng
land last year, their son said. He arrived a 
few weeks ago and was planning to spend 
Easter with his parents before taking a job 
as an apprentice printer. His .father is a re
tired printer. 

The Kellers, who are members of All 
Saints Episcopal Church in Jacksonville, 
said they will spend Easter in St. Augustine 
and attend a flowering-of-the-cross service 
at Trinity Episcopal Church in downtown 
St. Augustine. 

"It's going to be our finest Easter," Mrs. 
Keller said. 

Jerry TenPow said he will spend the week
end recuperating and taking it easy.e 

JOINT RESOLUTION TO RECOG
NIZE THE PAUSE FOR THE 
PLEDGE 

HON. BARBARA A. MIKULSKI 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

eMs. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing a joint resolution 
which urges all Americans to pause at 
4 p.m. e.d.t. on June 14 to say the 
Pledge of Allegiance to the flag as part 
of the National Flag Day celebration. 
This idea, the pause for the pledge, is 
the dream of a group of dedicated vol
unteers from the Star Spangled 
Banner Flag House in Baltimore; and I 
share that dream. 

In these troubled and uncertain 
times, we urgently need to reassess our 
values and remind ourselves of what 
we really stand for and who we are as 
a nation. We need to remember the 
social contract we made together when 
the Declaration of Independence and 
the Constitution were written-a con
tract this body has lived by for more 
than 200 years. 

The Star Spangled Banner Flag 
House Association in Baltimore has 
been the official sponsor of the Na
tional Flag Week festivities since 1952. 
Their headquarters is the house where 
Mary Young Pickersgill sewed the flag 
that flew over Fort McHenry in 1814 
and inspired Francis Scott Key to 
write the national anthem. 

This project, this dream, is now 1 
year old and the work of the Star 
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Spangled Banner Flag House volun
teers has yielded them the enthusias
tic support of business organizations, 
veterans groups, Government agen
cies, service clubs, and sports associ
ations. I think they deserve our sup
port also in their efforts to continue to 
inspire patriotism and pride in our 
country. 

The joint resolution I have intro
duced calls on Congress to recognize 
the Pause for the Pledge as an official 
part of National Flag Day and to en
courage Americans to recite the 
Pledge of Allegiance at Flag Day cere
monies across the country. This reso
lution has also been introduced in the 
other body by Senator MATHIAS. 

I join him and Senator SARBANES in 
seeking passage of this resolution that 
will encourage the active participation 
of Americans in the recreation and 
commemoration of our history and of 
our freedom, as well as acknowledge 
the important efforts of the volun
teers who seek to remind us of our 
commitment.e 

LOU BABIC-STANDARDBRED 
BREEDERS & OWNERS "MAN 
OF THE YEAR" 

HON. FRANK J. GUARINI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me great pleasure to note that Louis J. 
Babic, Sr., whose foresight, dedication, 
and untiring hours of work have been 
key factors in helping New Jersey 
become a leader in standardbred 
racing, has been chosen 1980's Man of 
the Year by the Standardbred Breed
ers & Owners Association of New 
Jersey. 

This award, which is so fitting and 
appropriate, should come as no sur
prise to anyone who has watched stan
dardbred breeding and racing in New 
Jersey grow from its early days into 
the major, multimillion dollar indus
try it is today. The development and 
expansion of this industry has become 
synonymous with the life and times M 
Lou Babic. Lou's willingness to help 
his friends, his boundless energy and 
his dedication to improving the indus
try have always made him stand tall 
among his peers. 

Lou Babic was one of the driving 
forces who brought construction of 
the New Jersey Sports Complex in the 
Meadowlands to a reality and has 
served on the Standardbred Breeders 
& Owners Association executive com
mittee for a number of years. Under 
the leadership of the SBOA and Lou, 
issues benefiting horsemen in the 
form of higher purses, better insur
ance programs, a viable driver-trainer 
pension program and improved back
stretch conditions have been realized. 



9720 
These many achievements have 

indeed taken a lifetime of purposeful 
dedication uncommon in today's 
world. 

Lou's love affair with harness horses 
began just about two-thirds of a cen
tuty ago-in 1915-when 6-year-old 
Lou would go down to watch horses on 
the frozen Winooski River in Montpe
lier, Vt. Lou's passion for horses con
tinued over the next 44 years-even as 
the more pressing realities of work, 
love, and war occupied most of his 
time. In 1930, Lou married his wonder
ful wife, Egle, and they began their 
full-time partnership which has in
cluded the raising of three sons. 

By 1959, Lou Babic was ready to 
translate his interest in horses to a re
ality, and he became an owner. This 
modest beginning was an auspicious 
one for Lou-and for horsemen 
throughout New Jersey. By 1966, Lou 
was involved with his beloved horses 
on a full-time basis. 

Even as Lou was having the time of 
his life breeding and racing horses, he 
was putting in more and more hours 
trying to improve racing conditions in 
New Jersey. He was constantly seeking 
ways to improve the sport and the 
safety conditions for those involved in 
it. It was for his untiring efforts that 
the Standardbred Breeders and 
Owners Association of New Jersey 
gave him their "Good Guy Award" in 
1968. And the following year, 1969, 
Lou was elected to the organization's 
board of directors, a position he has 
held ever since. 

In a sense, the Standardbred Breed
ers and Owners Association is Lou's 
extended family. And they have gath
ered to honor him under the able di
rection of association president Antho
ny Abbatiello and vice presidents 
Thomas N. D 'Altrui and John Grabo
vetz. They have been joined by treas
urer Irving Blau and secretary Martin 
Kraven. The breadth and quality of 
leadership in the SBOA is underscored 
by its illustrious board of directors 
which includes: Wilmer Butler, Paul 
Consol, Ronald Dancer, Norman Gold
man, Bernard Mann, Esther Marks, 
David Meirs III, Ralph Morano, Wil
liam Ordille, Ralph Pocaro, Howard 
M. Schoor, Charles Smith, Jr., Robert 
Tucker and Kenneth Huebsch who is 
also serving as chairman for the asso
ciation's annual awards dinner. These 
outstanding men and women represent 
the more than 2,500 members of the 
Standardbred Breeders and Owners 
Association. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I 
did not also inform the House that 
Lou Babic is already widely known 
throughout our State as "Mr. Sire 
Stakes," a sobriquet he has earned by 
his successful efforts in transforming 
an idea in 1971 into one of the richest 
and most prestigious racing events in 
the Nation. In fact, when the New 
Jersey Sire Stakes was formed it 
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seemed only logical that Louis J. 
Babic, Sr., be a member of its board of 
trustees; so logical, in fact, that Lou 
has served as the board's chairman or 
vice chairman seven times. 

The New Jersey Sire Stakes, largely 
through Lou's unflagging efforts, has 
had an enormous impact on New J er
sey's economy. In 1971 there were only 
20 stallions and 145 mares involved in 
breeding in New Jersey. Today there 
are more than 100 stallions and over 
3,000 mares who form the basis of New 
Jersey's Standardbred breeding indus
try. Breeding and racing horses has at
tracted many millions of investment 
dollars and jobs to our State. The 
breeding industry is credited with the 
expansion of much needed farmland 
in our State. The successes of the New 
Jersey Sire Stakes is another feather 
in Lou's crowded cap. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, Lou Babic has 
seen many of his dreams, projects and 
prediction~ come true-the New Jersey 
Sire Stakes has become a national 
leader, the Meadowlands is a vibrant 
economic reality, and, as he predicted 
to skeptics in 1973, the Hambletonian 
Stakes, the crown jewel of harness 
racing, has become a New Jersey 
event. 

Lou Babic has an active career 
crowded with noteworthy and admira
ble events. That is the career that the 
Standardbred Breeders & Owners As
sociation are so rightly honoring. That 
is the career that his peers have 
judged deserving of this highest 
honor. 

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to share with 
you and our colleagues in the Con
gress the inspiring story of Lou Babic 
because his is a story of pride, success, 
and achievement. His is the story of a 
humble man, a loving family man, a 
spectacularly successful businessman 
and a respected community leader. His 
peers are proud of him and his State is 
proud of him. 

Lou Babic has climbed to the high
est peaks. Now is the time for him to 
bask in the well-deserved acclaim.e 

CHAMPION OF THE UNLIKELY 

HON. THOMAS S. FOLEY 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to share 
with my colleagues a most eloquent ar
ticle about the late Director of the Na
tional Museum of American Art, 
Joshua C. Taylor, who died suddenly 
on April 26. 

The words of Paul Richard, the dis
tinguished critic and commentator of 
the Washington Post, in an article 
which appeared in that newspaper on 
April 28, express what so many of 
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those of us who knew him thought of 
a truly remarkable man and his work. 

I am proud to have known Joshua 
Taylor, Mr. Speaker, and am pleased 
to share this thoughtful tribute to 
him with my colleagues. 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 28, 1981] 

CHAMPION OF THE UNLIKELY- JOSHUA C . 
TAYLOR: EXPLORER OF THE BYWAYS OF ART 
IN AMERICA 

<By Paul Richard) 
Part Scholar and part soldier, part seer 

and part drudge, Joshua C. Taylor, the di
rector of the National Museum of American 
Art who died Sunday, blended in his person 
qualities so contradictory that in retrospect 
he seems not one man but many. 

He was an egalitarian aristocrat. He came 
to pictures as a populist, to works as an elit
ist. His prose was always elegant, never 
common or pedantic. While exhibition cata
logues are often unreadable, Taylor's spar
kled. One of his, in fact, his "America as 
Art," won a nomination for a National Book 
Award. But while Taylor, in his writings, 
battled unrelentingly for the perfect word, 
Taylor, in the gallery, forgave imperfect pic
tures. 

Taylor, 63, was a gray and gentle man 
whose soft-voiced mumbling could not dis
guise the brilliance of his speech, whose gra
ciousness and wit never quite concealed his 
underlying toughness. Though colleagues in 
his field were at times dismayed by what 
they regarded as his quirky connoisseur
ship, Taylor did not fear a fight. His taste 
was not the usual. He was as fond of minor 
works as he was of masterworks. He liked 
byways more than highways. During the Bi
centennial, when most great museums were 
fighting to display such American immor
tals as John Singleton Copley, Winslow 
Homer and Thomas Eakins, Taylor's show 
excluded them. He preferred to call atten
tion to the sentimental pictures of Lily 
Martin Spencer, the spooky ones of Elihu 
Vedder, or the near-grotesque ones of David 
Gilmour Blythe. He fought for the unlikely. 
"We're up to our old tricks," he would say 
of his exhibits, "looking at what nobody else 
is looking at." Lesser American paintings, 
and lesser American painters, have never 
had a better friend. 

He cared nothing for "blockbuster" shows. 
"More than five people in front of one 
painting is a mob," he used to say. Though 
a showman of a sort, he did not yearn for 
crowds. As a young man in the 1930s he had 
designed sets for the stage, and that theatri
cal experience informed his installations. He 
did not like white walls. When he displayed 
the brightly colored oils of the American 
Impressionists at his G Street museum-in 
those days it was called the National Collec
tion of Fine Arts- he had the pictures' 
frames painted the same hue as the dove
gray walls. That made their colors jump. 
And his hangings weren't symmetrical. Big 
pictures in the middle with little ones on 
either side were almost never seen in Tay
lor's exhibitions. The precisely ordered wall, 
he felt, lulled museum visitors. He did not 
want to soothe our eyes. He wanted us to 
think. 

He was lousy at delegating authority. 
Running a museum involves loads of donkey 
work, but Taylor seemed to like to do most 
of it himself. Yet he was in many ways a 
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superb museum director. Unlike many of his 
colleagues he never gave up writing. He was 
a teacher to the end. His museum here 
seemed part picture gallery and part univer
sity. Taylor was a teacher first, and teach
ing was his love. Two directors of the Corco
ran Gallery of Art-Walter Hopps and Peter 
Marzio-were among his students at the 
University of Chicago. "More than anyone I 
know, he worked to bridge the gap between 
academia and the world of the museum," 
says the National Gallery's director, J. 
Carter Brown. 

Though Taylor seemed to tower at the 
center of his field-American art history
he always loved its corners. "He would grow 
livid," Marzio remembers, "at the idea that 
American art was uniquely American. He 
always called attention to the debts it owed 
the art of other nations." In time Taylor 
came to feel that the most American thing 
about American art was its special subject 
matter. He once traced the image of " the 
American cousin," the strong plain-speaking 
Yankee, from the 18th century to the films 
of Humphrey Bogart, explaining, as he did 
so, the attributes connecting Davy Crockett 
and Uncle Sam. He loved to call attention to 
the Northeast and the Southwest. Taylor 
was at much at home in Oregon and Taxco 
as he was in Georgetown; and he was as 
fond of Italy and Mexico as he was of his 
own land. "His eye was very good," Marzio 
observes. "But his ear might have been 
better." Taylor was a linguist whose lan
guages included Italian, Spanish, French, as 
well as some German and a little Dutch. 

He built a grand museum here. When he 
came to Washington in 1970, the National 
Collection of Fine Arts was in many ways a 
struggling institution. Its identity seemed 
smudged. Instead of competing for the high 
road with the National Gallery, the Metro
politan or the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, 
he focused his attention on artists they'd ig
nored. 

"Taylor in Washington did what the 
Whitney Museum of American Art might 
have done, but didn't," said John Wilmerd
ing, the curator of American art at the Na
tional Gallery. "He forced others in his field 
to consider art and artists we 'd previously 
neglected. He somehow maintained his posi
tion as both scholar and museum director. 
In an age, which breaks museum directors, 
which chews them up and spits them out. 
Taylor w:u> a model. He served the public. 
He served graduate students, college stu
dents, high school students, too. His contri
butions-to the Archives of American Art, 
to the College Art Association, to the Bicen
tennial Inventory of American Art-are, by 
any measure, great." 

"His talents crossed so many boundaries, 
it is as if, in his death, we have lost more 
than a single friend," said Abram Lerner, di
rector of the Hirshhorn Museum and Sculp
ture Garden. 

"It is time for the historian," Taylor 
wrote, "to shake up his thinking, to define a 
method based not on national or historical 
assumptions with their packages and com
partments but on a free spirit of expolora
tion, on scholarly humility in the assembly 
of facts, and on the audacity of carefully 
reasoned individual judgment." Joshua C. 
Taylor 0917-1981) practiced what he 
preached.e 
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DR. JULIAN PRICE

DISTINGUISHED PHYSICIAN 

HON. JOHN L. NAPIER 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

e Mr. NAPIER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take the opportunity to call to 
the attention of my colleagues an 
honor recently bestowed on an out
standing physician. Dr. Julian P. Price 
was named the recipient of the Wil
liam Weston Distinguished Service 
Award for Excellence as presented by 
the University of South Carolina 
School of Medicine for his 53 years of 
service to the State. 

Dr. Price is known throughout the 
area as a tireless healer and servant of 
the health system in South Carolina. 
Dr. Price was born in China in 1901, 
the son of missionary parents and at
tended Davidson College in Davidson, 
N.C. He received his medical degree 
from Johns Hopkins Medical School 
and served his residency at Bellevue 
Hospital in New York. Dr. Price came 
to Florence in 1928 to open his prac
tice in pediatrics, where he established 
the pediatric department at what is 
now the McLeod Regional Medical 
Center. 

In service to his profession and his 
community Dr. Price has served as su
perintendent and medical director of 
the South Carolina Home for Crippled 
Children in Florence for 36 years. He 
has also been the secretary-editor for 
the South Carolina .Medical Associ
ation as well as a former president of 
that group. In 1960 Dr. Price served as 
the chairman of the American Medical 
Association and from 1953 to 1961 as a 
trustee. He has been a member and 
chairman of the Joint Commission of 
Accreditation of Hospitals in South 
Carolina. He has served on the Adviso
ry Committee on Polio Vaccine to the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare and was a dean of the south
ern pediatric seminar. Dr. Price has 
also been a member of the Florence 
School Board. 

His record of service, dedication, and 
hard work to his profession deserves 
recognition. He is one of the outstand
ing physicians in the State and has 
served as a model of selfless service to 
others and continues to do so. I ask 
that you join with me in extending 
congratulations to Dr. Julian P. Price 
on receiving this award. I know of no 
citizen who is more devoted to his pro
fession and his community than Dr. 
Julian P. Price-one of the great men 
of South Carolina.e 
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A MAN OF PEACE, POPE JOHN 
PAUL, A VICTIM OF VIOLENCE 

HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 13, 1981 

• Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, today 
the leader of Christendom, His Holi
ness Pope John Paul II was shot as he 
entered St. Peter's Square for a gener
al audience. 

The crowd had come to see a beloved 
figure, a man of conviction and a man 
of peace. Instead, they saw the work 
of an assassin bent on destroying, with 
bullets, a man who as Cardinal of 
Poland had devoted his life to building 
and protecting the Catholic Church in 
a Communist country, and today 
serves as the head of the 563 million 
members of the worldwide Roman 
Catholic Church. 

It is somewhat incongruous that a 
man who has traveled so much and 
touched the hearts of all he met 
whether in India or Ireland the United 
States or Africa, should be assaulted, 
within his own Vatican City, among a 
friendly crowd of visitors to Rome. 

This attack today was a frightening 
reminder of how fragile our existence 
really is, and how quickly one can lose 
the most precious gift of life itself at 
the hands of anyone armed, and deter
mined to kill. World leaders, and 
famous citizens, have unfortunately 
become attractive targets for crazed 
individuals who seek, by destroying a 
prominent person, to gain an infamous 
fame and place in history. To date, 
there seems to be little that we can do 
to protect our leaders from such at
tacks. 

As we meet tonight it is not clear 
why this man attempted to kill the 
Pope. But what is shockingly apparent 
is that an attack on a respected and 
prominent religious leader like the 
Pope is an assault on civilization and 
on our ability to live with one another 
in a peaceful and productive manner. 

Tonight I join with millions of other 
Americans whether Christian, or Jew, 
or of any belief, in expressing my sin
cerest wishes for a prompt recovery 
for his holiness, John Paul, and in ex
pressing my outrage on this vicious 
attack on a man of God. 

The Pope has been a man of peace, 
deeply committed to improving the 
conditions of the poor and the op
pressed throughout the world. So, let 
us too, not allow the bullet of an assas
sin or the crazed attacks of terrorists 
to detract in any way from his mission 
and from our own commitment to 
work together to build a more just and 
peaceful world. 

Let us hope, too, that in the expres
sions of sorrow and shock that accom
panied today's news, men and women 
of good will everywhere will pause to 
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reflect on the role of Pope John Paul 
and his accomplishments as a leader of 
the Catholic Church in giving hope 
and comfort to the poor and oppressed 
of the world.e 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 
4, 1977, calls for establishment of a 
system for a computerized schedule of 
all meetings and hearings of Senate 
committees, subcommittees, joint com
mittees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate 

1Daily Digest-designated by the Rules 
I Committee-of the time, place, and 
purpose of the meetings, when sched
uled, and any cancellations or changes 

' in the meetings as they occur. 
As an additional procedure along 

with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information 
for printing in the Extensions of Re
marks section of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on Monday and Wednesday of 
each week. 

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

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
May 14, 1981, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS ScHEDULED 

MAY 15 
8:30a.m. 

Small Business 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Small Business 
Administration's disaster loan pro
grams and other cost-sharing propos
als. 

424 Russell Building 
9:00a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Housing and Urban Affairs Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S . 1160, authorizing 
funds through fiscal year 1986 for the 
Urban Mass Transportation Adminis
tration. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Select on Indian Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 262, 
providing for the payment of a speci
fied sum to a named individual in full 
satisfaction of a claim against the 
United States, S . 478, providing for the 
partition or sale of certain restricted 
Indian lands in the State of Kansas, S. 
547, providing for permanent improve
ments to certain lands belonging to 
the Siletz Indian Tribe in the State of 
Oregon, and S. 563, authorizing the 
States and Indian tribes to enter into 
mutual agreements and compacts re
specting jurisdiction and governmen
tal operations in Indian country. 

6226 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Finance 
Savings. Pensions, and Investment Policy 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on the President's 

Commission on Pension Policy's report 
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on the national retirement income 
policy. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Agency Administration Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on section 5, modifying 
current law governing judicial review 
of Federal agencies actions of S. 1080, 
proposed Regulatory Reform Act. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

Calendar business. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

Governmental Affairs 
Federal Expenditures, Research, and 

Rules Sucommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the oper

ation of the Federal procurement 
system. 

3302 Dirksen Building 

MAY 18 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
defense establishment, receiving testi
mony on Air Force operations and 
maintenance programs. 

1223 Dirksen :3uilding 
9:30a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To resume oversight hearings to review 

major banking and consumer protec
tion laws, focusing on consumer credit 
regulators and consumer group and in
dustry representatives. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Finance 
Taxation and Debt Mangement Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 230, permitting 

the withholding of State income tax 
from certain seamen's wages on a vol
untary basis, S . 644, liberalizing cer
tain personal holding company provi
sions as applied to consumer finance 
companies, S . 978, permitting an em
ployer to provide W- 2 forms for termi
nated employees at the end of the 
year, S. 979, providing that interest on 
obligations of certain volunteer fire 
departments be exempt, S. 1039, 
making permanent the exclusion from 
gross income of the value of employer 
contributions to or services provided 
by a qualified group legal services 
plan. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Courts Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 21, to estab
lish a U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Federal Circuit, and to establish a U.S. 
Claims Court, S. 839, to alleviate the 
hardships created for farm producers 
when a commodity warehouse in 
which their crops are stored files a pe
tition in bankruptcy, and S . 537, toes
tablish the State Justice Institute to 
strengthen and improve the judicial 
administration in U.S. State courts. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
Guard and Reserve Forces construc
tion program. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
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Business meeting, to mark up proposed 
reconciliations of those programs 
which fall under the committee's legis
lative jurisdiction, and other pending 
calendar business. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
*Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Ernest W. Lefever, of Maryland, to be 
Assistant Secretary of State for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Af
fairs. 

1202 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Criminal Law Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 186, authorizing 
funds through fiscal year 1988 for the 
Department of Justice to provide as
sistance to State and local govern
ments for the improvement of the 
States' criminal justice system. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

*Foreign Relations 
To continue hearings on the nomination 

of Ernest W. Lefever, of Maryland, to 
be Assistant Secretary of State for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Af
fairs. 

1202 Dirksen Building 

MAY 19 
9:30a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To continue oversight hearings to 

review major banking and consumer 
protection laws, focusing on former 
thrift industry regulators and acade
micians. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
*Labor and Human Resources 

Business meeting, to mark up proposed 
reconciliations in relation to proposals 
which fall within the committee's ju
risdiction. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on proposed standby 

oil controls. 
3110 Dirksen Building 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to continue mark up 

of proposed reconciliations of those 
programs which fall under the com
mittee 's legislative jurisdiction, and 
other pending calendar business. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To resume hearings on the tax reduc
tion proposals in the administration's 
program for economic recovery. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Foreign Relations 

To continue hearings on the nomination 
of Ernest W. Lefever, of Maryland, to 
be Assistant Secretary of State for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Af
fairs. 

4221 Dirksen Building 

*Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on alleged fraud prac

tices within certain Federal programs. 
3302 Dirksen Building 

2:00p.m. 
Foreign Relations 

To continue hearings on the nomination 
of Ernest W. Lefever, of Maryland, to 
be Assistant Secretary of State for 
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Human Rights and Humanitarian Af
fairs. 

4221 Dirksen Building 

MAY20 
9:00a.m. 

•Governmental Affairs 
To resume hearings on S. 10 providing 

for creation of a Commission to design 
a blueprint for improving governmen
tal performance at the Federal level 
and throughout the intergovernmen
tal system. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
Select on Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings to review the 
final report of the Navajo and Hopi 
Indian Relocation Commission. 

457 Russell Building 
9:30a.m. 

Appropriations 
*HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1982 for the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
International Finance and Monetary 

Policy, and Securities Subcommittees 
To hold joint hearings on S. 708, clarify

ing the intent and modifying certain 
provisions of the Foreign Corrupt 
Practices Act of 1977. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Commerce, Science, and Technology, 
Science, Technology, and Space Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on certain activities of 

the Department of Commerce, focus
ing on strategic materials and minerals 
policies. 

235 Russell Building 
*Environment and Public Works 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Clean Air Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Oversight of Government Management 

Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings to review the 

special prosecutor provisions of the 
Ethics in Government Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Constitution Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 583, limiting the 
jurisdiction of the lower Federal 
courts in certain cases involving abor
tion. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
MX construction program. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To continue hearings on the tax reduc
tion proposals in the administration's 
program for economic recovery. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Separation of Powers Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 158, establish
ing a congressional finding and decla
ration that human life begins at con
ception. 

1202 Dirksen Building 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
2:00p.m. 

Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the MX construction program. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Intergovernmental Relations Subcommit

tee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of community develop
ment block grants. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
2:30p.m. 

Judiciary 
Constitution Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on matters relating to 
balancing the Federal budget. 

2228 Dirksen Building 

MAY21 
9:00a.m. 

•veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up numerous 

legislative proposals limiting funds of 
certain services and benefits for veter
ans, including S. 916, S. 918, S. 919, S. 
920, S. 636, S. 1058, S. 1059, S. 1060, S. 
1061, s. 1062, s. 1063, s. 1064, s. 1065, 
and S. 1066. 

412 Russell Building 
9:30a.m. 

Appropriations 
*HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To continue hearings on proposed 

budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, and the Neigh
borhood Reinvestment Corporation. 

1224 Dirksen Building 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
International Finance and Monetary 

Policy, and Securities Subcommittees 
To continue joint hearings on S. 708, 

clarifying the intent and modifying 
certain provisions of the Foreign Cor
rupt Practices Act of 1977. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Constitution Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 583, limiting 
the jurisdiction of the lower Federal 
courts in certain cases involving abor
tion. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Security and Terrorism Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 66, to include 
within the definition of a predatory 
act against the U.S. as contained in 
the Alien Enemy Act the seizure of a 
diplomatic mission, or the seizure of 
such premises together with the 
taking of diplomatic hostages. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
Small Business 

Business meeting, to consider proposed 
reconciliations in relation to cost-sav
ings proposals which fall within the 
committee's jurisdiction. 

424 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the MX construction program. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
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Labor and Human Resources 
Investigations and General Oversight Sub

committee 
To hold oversight hearings on the prog

ress of the national cancer program. 
4232 Dirksen Building 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to resume markup of 

proposed reconciliations of those pro
grams which fall under the commit
tee's legislative jurisdiction, and other 
pending calendar business. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To continue hearings on the tax reduc
tion proposals in the administration's 
program for economic recovery. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
10:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
*District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
government of the District of Colum
bia, receiving testimony from public 
witnesses. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Interior and Related Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
U.S. Geological Survey, Department of 
the Interior. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
1:30 p.m. 

Judiciary 
Separation of Powers Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 158, estab
lishing a congressional finding and 
declaration that human life begins at 
conception. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Appropriations 
District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia, receiving testimony on cer
tain governmental direction and sup
port programs. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the MX construction program. 

1318 Dirksen Building 

MAY22 
9:30a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
Oversight of Government Management 

Subcommittee 
To resume oversight hearings to review 

the special prosecutor provisions of 
the Ethics in Government Act. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
*Labor and Human Resources 

Business meeting, to continue markup 
of proposed reconciliations in relation 
to proposals which fall within the 
committee's jurisdiction. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Judiciary 
Separation of Powers Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 528, to prohibit a 
Federal court from ordering any stu
dent to be assigned or transported to a 



9724 
public school other than that which is 
nearest to the student;s residence. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
11:00 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

providing for the collection of debts 
owed to the Federal Government. 

1114 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 1 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
Defense Establishment, receiving testi
mony on overall intelligence matters. 

1223 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 2 
9:30a.m. 

Appropriations 
*HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1982 for the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment, and certain independent 
agencies. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings on S. 898, proposed 
Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Farm Labor Con
tractor Registration Act, and to hold 
hearings on S. 922, clarifying the 
meaning of "migrant worker", and to 
insure the proper administration and 
enforcement of the Farm Labor Con
tractor Registration Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 3 
9:15a.m. 

Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
Defense Establishment, receiving testi
mony on programs of the Central In
telligence Agency. 

9:30a.m. 
1223 Dirksen Building 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To resume hearings on proposed stand

by oil controls. 
3110 Dirksen Building 

Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of the Farm Labor 
Contractor Registration Act, and to 
hold hearings on S. 922, clarifying the 
meaning of "migrant worker", and to 
insure the proper administration and 
enforcement of the Farm Labor Con
tractor Registration Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on proce
dures for the adjudication of certain 
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claims, and to hold hearings on S. 349, 
to provide for limited judicial review 
of the administration action of the 
Veterans' Administration, and to pro
vide reasonable fees to attorneys rep
resenting legal counsel for veterans. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Enrivonment and Public Works 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

2:00a.m. 
Enrivonment and Public Works 

To continue oversight hearings on the 
implementation of the Clean Air Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE4 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the Defense Establishment, receiv
ing testimony on programs of the Na
tional Security Agency. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To continue oversight hearings on pro

cedures for the adjudication of certain 
claims, and to hold hearings on S. 349, 
to provide for limited judicial review 
of the administrative action of the 
Veterans' Administration, and to pro
vide reasonable fees to attorneys rep
resenting legal counsel for veterans. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNES 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
Defense Establishment, receiving testi
mony on defense intelligence pro
grams. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grants programs of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for one year cer
tain provisons of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, and other relat
ed proposals. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposals for the 
development of water resources. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE9 
9:00a.m. 

Office of Technology Assessment 
The Board, to hold a business meeting 

on pending business matters. 
Room to be announced 
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Labor and Human Resources 
Aging, Family and Human Services Sub

committee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of family planning pro-
grams. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
*Labor Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Longshoremen 
and Harbor Workers Compensation 
Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 10 
9:15a.m. 

Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
Defense Establishment receiving testi
mony on special programs of the Air 
Force. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
*Labor Subcommittee 

To continue oversight hearings on the 
implementation of the Longshoremen 
and Harbor Workers Compensation 
Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grant programs of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for one year cer
tain provisions of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, and other relat
ed proposals. 

4200 .Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 841 and 
S . 1024, bills authorizing funds 
through fiscal year 1986 for the con
struction and safety of Federal high
ways. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 11 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the Defense Establishment, receiv
ing testimony on command, control 
and communication programs and in
telligence related activities of the De
partment of Defense. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
•veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on the prospective 
nomination of Robert P. Nimmo, of 
California, to be Administrator of the 
Veterans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 
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Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 898, proposed 

Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 
10:30 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 12 
10:00 a .m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposals to pro
vide for the development of ports and 
harbors and inland waterways in the 
United States, including S. 809, S. 810, 
S. 68, S. 202, S. 576, S. 828, and S. 1094. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 15 
9:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S . 898, proposed 

Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grant programs of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for one year cer
tain provisions of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, and other relat
ed proposals. 

9:30a.m. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
JUNE 16 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To continue hearings on S. 898, pro

posed Telecommunications Competi
tion and Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 810, proposed 
Inland Waterway User Fee Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 1103, author
izing funds through fiscal year 1986 
for elementary and secondary educa
tion programs, and providing educa
tional support a t the State and local 
level. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 17 
9:30a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on the substance of 

S. 266, implementing procedures and 
guidelines for the interagency sharing 
of health resources between the De
partment of Defense and the Veter
ans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grant programs of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re-
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vising and extending for one year cer
tain provisions of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, and other relat
ed proposals. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 1103, author
izing funds through fiscal year 1986 
for elementary and secondary educa
tion programs, and providing educa
tional support at the State and local 
level. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 18 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 621, authorizing 
funds for the development of certain 
water resources projects. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 19 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 841 and S. 
1024, bills authorizing funds through 
fiscal year 1986 for the construction 
and safety of Federal highways. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 22 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grant programs of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for one year cer
tain provisions of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, and other relat
ed proposals. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 23 · 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 24 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grant programs of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for one year cer
tain provisions of the Federal Water 
Pollution control Act, and other relat
ed measures. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 25 
9:00a.m. 

*Veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up S . 349, to 

provide for limited judicial review of 
the administrative action of the Veter
ans ' Administration, and to provide 
reasonable fees to attorneys represent
ing legal counsel for veterans, and the 
substance of S. 266, implementing pro
cedures and guidelines for the inter
agency sharing of health resources be-
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tween the Department of Defense and 
the Veterans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

JULY7 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Aging, Family and Human Services Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on the primary inter

vention in addressing societal prob
lems. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JULYS 

9:30a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 917, increasing 
the rates of disability compensation 
for disabled veterans, and the rates of 
dependency and indemnity compensa
tion for their survivors, S. 911 , author
izing the payment of a special pension 
to the survivor of persons awarded the 
Medal of Honor, and S. 915, S. 779 and 
S. 112, bills providing for memorials to 
honor the memory of certain deceased 
members of the Armed Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 15 

9:30a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark upS. 917, in
creasing the rates of disability com
pensation for disabled veterans, and 
the rates of dependency and indemni
ty compensation for their survivors, S. 
911, authorizing the payment of a spe
cial pension to the survivors of persons 
awarded the Medal of Honor, and S. 
915, S. 779, and S. 112, bills providing 
for memorials to honor the memory of 
certain deceased members of the 
Armed Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 22 

9:30a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 5, S. 7, S. 25, S. 
26, S. 48, S. 105, S. 248, S. 417, and S . 
742, bills providing educational assist
ance to members of the Armed Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 23 

9:00a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

To continue hearings on S. 5, S. 7, S. 25, 
S. 26, S. 48, S. 105, S. 248, S. 417, and 
S. 742, bills providing educational as
sistance to members of the Armed 
Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 28 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Aging, Family and Human Services Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on adoption services in 

the United States. 
4232 Dirksen Building 
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SEPTEMBER 16 

9:30a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark upS. 5, S. 7, 
S. 25, S. 26, S. 48, S. 105,S. 248, S. 417, 
and S . 742, bills providing educational 
assistance to members of the Armed 
Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

CANCELLATIONS 

MAY14 
9:Oa.m. 

Appropriations 
[nterior and Related Agencies Subcommit-
, tee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1982 for territo
rial affairs programs of the Depart 
ment of the Interior. 

1223 Dirksen Building 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
10:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia, rece1vmg testimony on 
human support service programs. 

S- 126, Capitol 
2:00p.m. 

Select on Ethics 
Business meeting, to consider further 

the proposed revisions to the Senate 
Code of Official Conduct. 

6226 Dirksen Building 

MAY 19 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 

May 13, 1981 
government for the District of Colum
bia. 

1114 Dirksen Building 

MAY26 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
To hold oversight hearings on the activi

ties of the National Cancer Institute, 
relating to contracts and procurement 
policies. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

MAY27 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

activities of the National Cancer Insti
tute, relating to contracts and procure
ment policies. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
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