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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, May 28, 1981 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We are grateful, 0 Lord, for all of 
the gifts and goodness we have re
ceived-for home and family, for the 
bounty of harvest, for labor and lei
sure, and for the freedom to speak and 
the joy of learning. Make us aware of 
our daily blessings and our lives will be 
enriched by the awareness of Your 
providence. We thank You for this 
day, 0 Lord, and may our actions and 
thoughts reflect our appreciations of 
the opportunities we have to live and 
love and be of service to others. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, pur
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker's ap
proval of the Journal. 

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

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 278, nays 
8, present 1, not voting 143, as follows: 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Bailey <MO> 
Bailey <PA> 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 

[Roll No. 521 
YEAS-278 

Blanchard 
Bliley 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Brown <OH> 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Carman 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Chisholm 

Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crockett 
D 'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dasch le 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 

Deckard Johnston 
DeNardis Jones <NC> 
Derrick Kastenmeier 
Dingell Kazen 
Dorgan Kildee 
Downey Kogovsek 
Dreier Kramer 
Duncan LaFalce 
Dunn Lagomarsino 
Dwyer Lantos 
Dyson Latta 
Early Leach 
Edgar Leath 
Edwards <CA> LeBoutillier 
Emerson Lehman 
Emery Leland 
English Lent 
Erdahl Levitas 
Erlenborn Lewis 
Ertel Livingston 
Evans <DE> Loeffler 
Evans <GA> Long <MD> 
Fascell Lott 
Fazio Luken 
Fenwick Madigan 
Fiedler Marks 
Fish Martin <IL> 
Fithian Martin <NC> 
Flippo Martin <NY> 
Foglietta Matsui 
Foley Mazzoli 
Ford <MI> Mcclory 
Ford <TN> Mccurdy 
Fowler McGrath 
Frenzel McHugh 
Garcia McKinney 
Gaydos Mica 
Gejdenson Michel 
Gephardt Mikulski 
Gilman Miller <CA> 
Glickman Miller <OH> 
Gonzalez Mineta 
Gore Minish 
Gradison Moakley 
Gramm Moffett 
Green Molinari 
Gregg Montgomery 
Guarini Moore 
Gunderson Moorhead 
Hall <OH> Morrison 
Hamilton Mottl 
Hammerschmidt Murphy 
Hance Murtha 
Hawkins Myers 
Heckler Napier 
Hefner Natcher 
Hendon Nelligan 
Hertel Nelson 
Hiler Nichols 
Holland Nowak 
Hollenbeck O'Brien 
Hopkins Oakar 
Horton Oberstar 
Howard Obey 
Hubbard Panetta 
Hughes Parris 
Hunter Paul 
Hutto Pease 
Hyde Pepper 
Ireland Perkins 
Jeffries Peyser 
Jenkins Pickle 

Evans <IA> 
Forsythe 
Goodling 

NAYS-8 

Harkin 
Holt 
Jones <OK> 

Rahall 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts <SD> 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Russo 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith <NE> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber <OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams<MT> 
Williams<OH> 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young(MO> 

Sabo 
Schroeder 

ANSWERED ' 'PRESENT''-1 

Collins <IL> 

Addabbo 
Albosta 
Applegate 

NOT VOTING-143 
Asp in 
Au Coin 
Badham 

Bafalis 
Barnard 
Benedict 

Bingham 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Brown <CA> 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Camey 
Chappie 
Clay 
Coleman 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Dell urns 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Dymally 
Eckart 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <OK> 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Ferraro 
Fields 
Findley 
Florio 
Fountain 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gibbons 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Goldwater 

Gray 
Grisham 
Hagedorn 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hansen <ID> 
Hansen <UT> 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Heftel 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Huckaby 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jones <TN> 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Lee 
Long <LA> 
Lowery 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
Mitchell <MD> 
Mitchell <NY) 
Mollohan 
Neal 
Ottinger 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Patterson 
Petri 
Porter 
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Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Reuss 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rudd 
Santini 
Schulze 
Seiberling 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Simon 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith <OR> 
St Germain 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stratton 
Stump 
Synar 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Walker 
Washington 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
White 
Wilson 
Wolpe 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Mr. WHITTEN and Mr. MARTIN of 
New York changed their votes from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

LET THE FANS IN FREE-UNTIL 
THE BASEBALL STRIKE IS OVER 

<Mr. JOHN L. BURTON asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speak
er, unless something happens, this 
Nation will be faced with a baseball 
strike in what is really "America's 
game." 

My solution to this problem is the 
following. The owners should let all 
the fans in for free and the players 
should play all the games for free 
until the strike is settled. This would 
be a way to repay the fans for their 
loyalty. If both sides are willing to do 
this play for free for the fans, then 

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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the strike would really be over a 
matter of principle and not money. 

UPCOMING VOTES OF GRAMM
LATTA SUPPORTERS AWAITED 
<Mr. MOFFETT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, during 
the recent time we spent back home, 
many of us were treated to radio inter
views and talk shows by some of our 
colleagues who voted for the Gramm
Latta proposal and the Reagan 
budget. 

"Yes, I voted for the Reagan 
budget," commented many of them. 
"But do not worry, I am really for re
storing student financial aid funds and 
money for environmental protection. 
Yes, I voted for the Reagan budget, 
but I am really for restoring money 
for solar energy. Oh, yes, I voted for 
Gramm-Latta, but do not worry, I will 
be with you and with your people 
when we vote to restore funds for Con
rail and for mass transit. Oh, yes, I 
voted for Gramm-Latta, but I will be 
there when the additional rural elec
trification funding comes up for a 
vote. Do not worry about me, I am 
with you on that program." 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
examine their consciences; I say to 
them, to those who voted for the 
Reagan budget: "The majority of us 
on this side of the aisle are anxiously 
awaiting your votes on those matters, 
and I hope you will be true to your 
principles and your ideals." 

REAGAN REAFFIRMS SUPPORT 
OF VOLUNTEER ARMY CONCEPT 

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

Mr. PA UL. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the President for his continued sup
port of the Volunteer Army. 

President Reagan has long been an 
eloquent supporter of a volunteer mili
tary. He knows that the draft violates 
the principles of freedom that our 
Armed Forces exist to def end. 

As he noted 2 years ago, "Voluntary 
support and participation have a lot to 
do with the greatness of our Nation. 
We should continue to rely on them," 
and pot reinstitute the draft, which he 
called "an alien idea." 

Yesterday, in another great speech, 
at West Point, the President reaf
firmed these principles: 

The cry for the draft has risen to a cre
scendo, but I believe there is another way, 
one more in keeping with our system of re
warding t hose who work and serve, on a 
scale commensurate with what we ask of 
them. 

I do not suppose we can put an exact price 
on the sacrifice we ask of t hose who guaran
tee our safety. But one thing is certain-

they deserve better than a bare subsistence 
level. 

Congress should heed the Presi
dent's call for decent pay for our 
Armed Forces, and his call for the tra
ditional American method of recruit
ment-volunteerism. 

The draft is not compatible with our 
Constitution or the American concept 
of liberty. The President's speech 
should end all agitation for this "alien 
idea." 

0 1030 

RESTORING CAPITAL PUNISH
MENT FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL 
CRIMES 
<Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have requested a special order this 
afternoon to discuss H.R. 3541, a bill I 
have recently filed to reinstitute the 
death penalty for specific Federal 
crimes. 

The fact that we came very close to 
losing a second President in 20 years 
to an assassin's bullet fills all Ameri
cans with anger and outrage. To think 
that had the assassin succeeded in his 
vile objective, he would not have been 
subject to possible death sentence is 
unacceptable. 

Assassination attempts, terrorism, 
and violent crime imposed on innocent 
victims constitute an evil that we as 
representatives of the people must do 
our utmost to combat. If one innocent 
life is wasted and we have not done all 
in our power to prevent the loss, then 
we stand accountable for our inaction. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of this coun
try want the return of capital punish
ment as a possible sentence for the 
perpetrators of heinous crimes, and it 
is our duty to pass it into law. 

FIGHT FOR FAIR 
COMPENSATION 

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

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, on Tues
day, May 26, the U.S. Supreme Court 
invalidated the Louisiana first use tax 
affecting OCS produced natural gas 
processed in Louisiana. The decision 
turned on features of the act which 
conflicted with FERC authority and 
which the court said, incorrectly 
granted credits or exemptions to citi
zens in Louisiana, principally oil and 
gas companies. 

I think you might be interested in 
why Louisiana has and will continue 
to press this attempt to require some 
contribution from those who benefit 
from the OCS production. In regard to 
Louisiana OCS gas, we are the have
not State. Almost all of the gas pro-

duced from the Federal OCS off the 
Louisiana coast is reserved at the 
lowest Federal reguiated price for con
sumers in other States of our Union. 
Louisiana is permitted to use less than 
2 percent of this resource, produced 
primarily by our own people. 

This year and every year 40 more 
square miles of Louisiana's coast will 
slip quietly away into the Gulf of 
Mexico and millions of dollars of 
impact will be incurred related to the 
OCS development, which development 
will yield billions to the U.S. Treasury. 
Were those billions derived from Fed
eral lands within interior States, those 
States would have received under con
gressional act, fully one-half of those 
billions to help meet the local impacts 
and associated costs of development. 
Louisiana, absent the first use tax, re
ceives not one dime of those revenues, 
and even the minimal CEIP funds 
have been terminated. 

Louisiana is proud of its role in pro
ducing energy for our Nation. We will 
also persist in our fight for fair com
pensation for the costs and impacts of 
that great effort-an effort many 
coastal States continue to be reluctant 
to make for themselves. 

TIP OF THE ICEBERG 
<Mr. LOTT asked and was given per

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, what is 
going on here? Before the House vote 
on the Gramm-Latta budget substitute 
you indicated that if it passed you 
would hold our feet to the fire on its 
proposed budget cuts. Now, lo and 
behold, you have cooled your rhetoric 
by saying that the Democrats reserve 
the right to restore funds for certain 
pet programs. Your fire has turned to 
ice. Could this icy treatment of the 
budget ceiling be the tip of the ice
berg? If you are going to start condon
ing certain exemptions here and cer
tain exemptions there from the spend
ing cuts directed by the budget resolu
tion, can there be any doubt that the 
iceberg lying below the tip will take 
the form of a chilling new deficit? 

What does it all portend for the 
future of the budget process? Are you 
saying that the budget resolution 
means nothing and committees now 
have a license from the leadership to 
freely ignore the budget resolution's 
directives? If so, then the Budget Act 
is the Titanic on collision course. 

THE FUTURE FOR GRADUATES 
<Mr. ROTH asked and was given per

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I 
had the privilege of being at the grad-
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uation ceremonies at West Point. The 
enthusiasm was contagious. 

As we witness the graduation of 
young people throughout the country, 
their accomplishments, their hopes, of 
all of our young citizens, I think we 
should renew our efforts to pass the 
President's tax proposal so we can re
juvenate this economy and provide 
jobs for our young people so that they 
can have a secure and happy future. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 3512, SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS
SION ACT, 1981 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table 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, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? The Chair hears none, 
and appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. WHITTEN, BOLAND, NATCHER, 
SMITH of Iowa, ADDABBO, LONG of 
Maryland, y ATES, ROYBAL, BEVILL, 
BENJAMIN, GINN, DIXON, FAZIO, CONTE, 
MCDADE, EDWARDS of Alabama, MYERS, 
ROBINSON, MILLER of Ohio, COUGHLIN, 
and YouNG of Florida. 

SOLIDARITY SUNDAY 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from the further consider
ation of the Resolution <H. Res. 85) to 
express the sense of the House of Rep
resentatives in support of "Solidarity 
Sunday" and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the reso
lution. 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, under my 
reservation I would merely ask one 
question. I guess I say this with a 
smile on my face. As an ardent reader 
of the Daily Worker I always resisted 
a little bit the use of the word "soli
darity." Where does the gentleman 
come up with this "solidarity"? Do we 
not have a more American word we 
can use? 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. I will be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. GARCIA. The term is one that 
we have used traditionally, the gentle
man from New York, my colleague 
(Mr. BIAGGI), in the plight of the 
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Soviet Jews. Therefore, we have taken 
that title which is the title that has 
been used from the first day that this 
issue has come before the House. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Further reserving 
the right to object, my colleague says 
they use it traditionally. I know he 
does not mean himself. 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. Further reserving 
the right to object, I would be glad to 
yield. I will not object, but I would 
point out to the gentleman I would 
think he could find a little better 
word. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I would 

say to the gentleman initially when I 
heard the word a number of years ago 
I reacted in the same fashion as the 
gentleman has just reacted and ex
pressed this morning. But over the 
years the term "solidarity" has broad
ened in its application, especially with 
relation to the condition in the Soviet 
Union and the Greater Conference of 
Soviet Jewry and the Greater City of 
New York has constantly used that 
word. 

I think the gentleman should be 
comforted by the notion that the soli
darity that was so prominent ·among 
the Communists in the past decades 
seems to be waning and the word has 
taken on a more lofty and a more posi
tive complexion. Ordinarily, however, 
I would have shared the same concern 
but have long since come to under
stand its true meaning. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, with 
that assurance and the comfort that 
we are winning the war in the battle 
of words, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

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

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I do not intend 
to object, I would like to indicate the 
purpose of this resolution. 

As the author of the pending resolu
tion, I appreciate the gentleman from 
New York yielding to me. House Reso
lution 85, expresses the sense of the 
House that the Congress supports 
Solidarity Sunday which will be ob
served this coming Sunday May 31. 
Let me add for the record at this point 
that my resolution is cosponsored by 
many of my colleagues. 

On Sunday, in my home city of New 
York, the Greater New York Confer
ence of Soviet Jewry will conduct its 
10th annual Solidarity Sunday observ
ance. Solidarity Sunday is a day when 
Americans of all faiths demonstrate 
their solidarity with the Soviet 
Union's 3 million oppressed Jews. 

This year's gathering in New York 
will have special significance, for in 
this past year the Soviet Union has 
stepped up their campaign of harass
ment and intimidation of Soviet Jews. 

This is probably best reflected in their 
newly established emigration laws 
which have dramatically reduced the 
number of Jews permitted to emigrate. 
In 1980, only 21,000 Jews were allowed 
to leave the U.S.S.R. as compared with 
52,000 in 1979-a startling 58-percent 
reduction. Thus far in 1981, we find 
little improvement. 

In addition, the resolution cites a 
number of specific human rights viola
tions against the Soviet Union's 3 mil
lion Jews, they include: 

The denial of free emigration; 
The prohibition of Jewish cultural 

and religious activities; 
The arrest of leading Soviet Jewish 

activist and cultural figure, Dr. Viktor 
Brailovsky; 

A virulent anti-Semitic campaign in 
the Soviet press; and 

The persecution of thousands of 
Jews who have applied to leave the 
Soviet Union. 

The measure also calls on the Soviet 
Union to insure the free exercise of re
ligious beliefs and cultural expression. 

Simply stated, this resolution seeks 
to focus much needed attention on the 
distressing plight of Soviet Jews. 
Sadly, the problem is not a new one, 
nor is it any less severe. While we have 
demonstrated our full support for 
Soviet Jews on many occasions, the 
timing of this particular resolution is 
particularly critical for two very im
portant reasons. 

First, over 100,000 people are expect
ed to participate in the May 31, Soli
darity Sunday observance. While that 
alone is a firm indication of America's 
continued and special concern for 
Soviet Jews, we can go one step fur
ther by expressing full congressional 
support for the rally on Sunday. It 
should be noted that the Senate 
unanimously approved an identical 
resolution last week. 

Second, the Reagan administration 
is taking a no-nonsense approach in 
dealing with the Soviet Union, a posi
tion which has received overwhelming 
support from the American people. 
Passage of this resolution would be a 
complement to the administration's ef
forts. It would sent a clear message to 
Moscow that we do care about human 
rights; we do remember names like 
Shcharansky, Sakharov, Brailovsky, 
and Kislik. 

Mr. Speaker, just last week the gal
leries of this distinguished body were 
graced by a visit from famed Soviet 
dissident Iosif Mendelevich. I joined a 
number of my colleagues in paying a 
richly deserved tribute to Mr. Mende
levich, who had been imprisoned for 
over 10 years in the Soviet Union for 
his desperate attempts to seek free
dom. During that time he was forced 
to endure especially harsh treatment 
for his strict Jewish beliefs. The intent 
of this resolution is to help insure that 
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such grave injustice is halted now and 
forever. 

In conclusion, the treatment of Jews 
in the Soviet Union is a disgrace that 
this Nation will never accept. Passage 
of my resolution will show this in a 
concrete way. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
insert the list of cosponsors of House 
Resolution 85: 

Mr. ,Addabbo, Mr. Albosta, Mr. Aucoin, 
Mr. Beard, Mr. Bingham, Mr. Blanchard, 
Mr. Brodhead, Mr. James M. Collins, and 
Mr. Corrada. 

Mr. James K. Coyne, Mr. Downey, Mr: 
Edgar, Mr. Don Edwards, Mr. Fascell, and 
Mr. Fauntroy. 

Ms. Fiedler, Mr. Florio, Mr. Foglietta, Mr. 
Forsythe, Mr. Frank, Mr. Frenzel, Mr. 
Frost, Mr. Garcia, Mr. Goldwater, Mr. Gore, 
Mr. Guarini, Mr. Guyer, Mr. Hertel, Mr. 
Hollenbeck, and Mr. Hughes. 

Mr. Jeffords, Mr. Kemp, Mr. Kildee, Mr. 
Kramer, Mr. Lagomarsino, Mr. Lantos, Mr. 
Lehman, Mr. Lent, Mr. Levitas, Mr. Lowery, 
Mr. McDade, Mr. McGrath, Mr. Marks, Mr. 
Murphy, and Mr. Pepper. 

Mr. Ritter, Mr. Rosenthal, Mrs. Roukema, 
Mr. Scheuer, Mr. Christopher Smith, Mr. 
Solarz, Mr. Washington, Mr. Waxman, Mr. 
Vin Weber, Mr. Weiss, Mr. Wilson, Mr. 
Wirth, Mr. Won Pat, Mr. Wortley, and Mr. 
Yates. 

Mr. Robert Young, Mr. Green, Mr. Fazio, 
Mr. Conte, Mr. Atkinson, Mr. Courter, Mr. 
Dougherty, Mr. Dwyer, Ms. Ferraro, Mr. 
Kogovsek, Mr. Clarence Long, Mr. McHugh, 
Mr. Ottinger, Mr. Peyser, and Mr. Porter. 

Mr. Ratchford, Mr. Schumer, Mr. Wyden, 
Mr. Zeferetti, Mr. Gray, Mr. Rinaldo, Mr. 
LeBoutillier, Mr. Wolpe, Mr. Archer, Mr. 
Oberstar, Mr. Patterson, Mr. Moakley, Mr. 
Fish, Mr. LaFalce, and Mr. Winn. 

Mr. Rousselot, Mr. Beilenson, Mr. Harold 
Ford, Mr. Molinari, Mr. Don Bailey, Mr. 
Petri, Mr. Dornan, Ms. Mikulski, Mr. 
Bonior, Mr. Traxler, Mr. Sabo, Mr. Eckart, 
Mr. Rudd, Mr. Phillip Burton, and Mr. Don
nelly. 

Mr. Shaw, Mr. Lewis, Mr. Rangel, Mr. 
Glickman, Mr. Jim Leach, Mrs. Lynn 
Martin, Mr. Stokes, Mr. Mickey Edwards, 
Mr. Moffett, Mr. McCollum, Mr. Vento, and 
Mr. Simon. 

Mr. Roe, Mr. Paul, Mr. Lyle Williams, Mr. 
Richmond, Mrs. Holt, Mr. Broomfield, Mr. 
Barnes. Mr. Howard, Mr. Mavroules, Mrs. 
Chisholm, Mr. Derwinski, and Mr. Gejden
son. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 
• Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, once 
again I rise to speak in support of ef
forts to free thousands of Soviet Jews 
from the grip of Communist oppres
sion. This coming Sunday, May 31, 
many Americans will gather to demon
strate their concern for those who are 
unable to practice their faith and ex
press themselves in freedom. The ob
servance of Solidarity Sunday is an
other important symbol of hope for 
Soviet Jews who have endured untold 
hardship in their struggle for religious 
freedom. · 

Imprisonment, separation of fami
lies, and many other forms of of fical 
persecution are practiced by the Com
munist government of the U.S.S.R., 
and only a deep faith and tremendous 

courage aid Soviet Jews in their strug
gle. Those who have been fortunate to 
escape the brutal Soviet regime have 
told us of the encouragement provided 
by voices outside the Soviet Union 
speaking out against government 
policy there. 

As Americans, we can easily exercise 
what is perhaps our greatest strength, 
the freedom to openly discuss issues 
such as treatment of Soviet Jews. As 
long as we continue to bring Soviet 
policy to the attention of the entire in
ternational community, we keep alive 
the dream of freedom for thousands of 
brave Soviet citizens. 

This Sunday, I would ask that we 
pause for a moment and off er a prayer 
that those seeking the liberties we 
enjoy might some day share them 
with us.e 
e Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, it 
gives me great pride to express my 
support for House Resolution 85 
which criticizes the treatment of 
Soviet Jews and voices congressional 
support for Solidarity Sunday. For 
those unfamiliar with this great event, 
Solidarity Sunday is a unique, power
ful outcry against religious repres
sion-an event that will celebrate its 
10th anniversary this Sunday, May 31. 
For the past decade, over 100,000 
people of all faiths and backgrounds 
have united for one Sunday in New 
York City to emphatically proclaim 
100 percent American solidarity with 
the Soviet Union's 3 million repressed 
Jews. 

House Resolution 85 not only ex
presses support for Solidarity Sunday 
but also calls on the Soviet Union to 
remove all emigration barriers and to 
guarantee free expression of religious 
beliefs and cultural traditions-a guar
antee that the Soviet Union itself en
dorsed as a signatory of the Helsinki 
accords. Despite that endorsement, 
however, the Soviet Union has contin
ued, and in some instances, acceler
ated, its harsh policies of harassment 
and repression of Jewish efforts to 
retain cultural dignity and religious 
traditions. Not only has the Soviet 
Union consistently denied Jewish 
people their basic human right to reli
gious expression, it has also cruelly 
tightened its emigration policy and in
timidated those who wish to join rela
tives and loved ones in the homeland 
of Israel. The tightening of emigration 
has become so extreme that the 
number of Soviet Jews permitted to 
emigrate in 1980 was almost 60 per
cent lower than in 1979. 

Must the United States sit quietly 
while this well-known repression con
tinues, terrorizing the lives of millions 
who only seek to live their chosen life
style in peace? The answer is a re
sounding "No"; we can and should 
support resolutions such as House 
Resolution 85. Solidarity Sunday, a 
symbolic event whose potent signifi
cance is felt around the world, is an 

effort to achieve the goals of religious 
and cultural freedom for Soviet Jews. 
This event, as it marks an exemplary 
10-year history, deserves a resounding 
statement of congressional support.e 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows: · 
H. RES. 85 

Whereas on May 31, 1981, the eighty-five 
constituent agencies of the Greater New 
York Conference on Soviet Jewry will spon
sor "Solidarity Sunday" to reaffirm our re
solve to secure freedom for Soviet Jews and 

• beleaguered people everywhere; and 
Whereas Americans of all faiths will par

ticipate with the conference in a number of 
activities on that day seeking to express 
their solidarity with the almost three mil
lion Jews in the Soviet Union; and 

Whereas the right to emigrate freely and 
to be reunited with their families abroad is 
being denied Soviet Jews and others; and 

Whereas the Declaration of Human 
Rights adopted by the General Assembly of 
the United Nations, the Soviet Constitution, 
and the Final Act of the Helsinki Accords 
clearly guarantee those rights; and 

Whereas the Government of the Soviet 
Union has recently implemented additional 
restrictive measures sharply reducing the 
number of people eligible to emigrate; and 

Whereas the Government of the Soviet 
Union is persecuting its Jewish citizens and 
denying them even those rights and privi
leges accorded other recognized religions in 
the Soviet Union; and 

Whereas the Government of the Soviet 
Union discriminates against Jewish cultural 
activities by banning and suspending 
Hebrew and Jewish culture classes, and 
legal ·and scientific seminars, by threatening 
Hebrew teachers, and by closing the Jewish 
kindergarten called the Gan; and 

Whereas leading Soviet Jewish activist 
and cultural figure, Dr. Viktor Brailovsky, 
was arrested in November 1980 and charged 
with slandering the Soviet State; and 

Whereas a virulent anti-Semitic campaign 
continues unabated in the Soviet press and 
Soviet Jews are increasingly deprived of job 
and educational opportunities; and 

Whereas thousands of innocent Jews and 
other persons, after applying to leave the 
Soviet Union, have been subjected to illegal 
induction into the armed forces, incarcer
ation in mental institutions, expulsion from 
school, and constant surveillance and har
assment; and 

Whereas the Government of the Soviet 
Union will not succeed in isolating Soviet 
Jews from their friends in the West so long 
as those of us who cherish liberty will con
tinue to speak out on behalf of beleaguered 
people everywhere; and 

Whereas "Solidarity Sunday" will serve as 
an expression of determination to continue 
efforts to secure freedom for the Soviet 
Jewish Prisoners of Conscience incarcerated 
solely because of their desire to emigrate, 
and the veteran refusniks who have awaited 
exit visas for up to twelve years; and 

Whereas the Government of the Soviet 
Union refuses to remove all obstacles to the 
free emigration of their Jewish citizens and 
others who wish to leave and live in other 
countries, and insure the free exercise of re
ligious beliefs and cultural expression: Now, 
therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 

of Representatives that the Congress sup
ports "Solidarity Sunday" in an effort to 
achieve these goals. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

NATIONAL POW-MIA 
RECOGNITION DAY 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution <S.J. 
Res. 50) designating July 17, 1981, as 
"National POW-MIA Recognition 
Day," and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

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

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I would 
under the reservation ask the mover 
of the Senate joint resolution to ex
plain to the House the contents of the 
resolution. 

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

Mr. HOLLENBECK. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, Senate 
Joint Resolution 50 designates July 17 
as "National POW-MIA Recognition 
Day." This day is to recognize thou
sands of Americans who served in 
many wars and who were captured by 
the enemy or were missing in action. 
My colleagues and I know the sacri
fices of American POW's and Ameri
cans missing in action and their fami
lies are truly deserving of this type 
recognition. That is the purpose of the 
resolution. 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
want to commend the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. GARCIA) for bringing 
this resolution before the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my 
colleagues to support Senate Joint 
Resolution 50, which would establish 
July 17, 1981, as "National POW-MIA 
Recognition Day." 

Our Nation has endured the hard
ships of four major conflicts in this 
century to preserve ·America's freedom 
and ideals at home and abroad. During 
the course of these hostilities, 142,000 
of our citizens were· confined by en
emies of the United States as prison
ers of war. They are deserving of our 
highest accolades for their bravery 
and perseverance in the face of the 
perils and pressures of weeks and, 
often, years of captivity. 

This national day of recognition, Mr. 
Speaker, would also serve as an appro
priate forum to focus attention on 
those members of our Armed Forces 
who served in the Vietnam conflict 

and remain missing in action. During 
my tenure in Congress, I have had the 
o.ccasion to review reports from refu
gees who indicate that Americans 
remain captive in Southeast Asia, and 
I have received assurances that the 
Defense Intelligence Agency is making 
every effort to investigate these re
ports. We must continue to impress 
upon the governments involved that 
this is an issue which all Americans 
view with utmost importance. 

The day of recognition would say to 
the brave men and women who so ad
mirably served this country that we do 
remember the frustration of not being 
able to reach out and help; that we re
member the nagging suspicions caused 
by not knowing; and that we remem
ber the joy and pride our country ex
perienced upon their return. It would 
say to the families who remain in 
doubt as to whether their loved ones 
are dead or alive that we will not 
waver in our resolve to obtain a full 
and accurate accounting of their 
whereabouts. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of this resolution and to work 
with me to assure that the day of rec
ognition includes appropriate observ
ances throughout the Nation. 

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

Mr. HOLLENBECK. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution proclaiming 
July 17 as "National POW-MIA Day." 
I commend the gentleman fron New 
York <Mr. GARCIA) and the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. HOLLENBECK) for 
their support of this important meas
ure. Our prisoners of war and missing 
in action have given the ultimate sac
rifice for our Nation-and their fami
lies and loved ones have contributed to 
our Nation in an unprecedented fash
ion. 

There are over 2,500 Americans 
whose fates have not been ascertained. 
It is fitting and appropriate for our 
Nation to pay tribute to those service
men who have given so much for our 
Nation. The issue of missing in action 
has caused great pain and frustration 
to those whose loved ones are still 
missing. The Vietnamese, Laotian, and 
Cambodian Governments have not 
been forthcoming with information 
that could lead to a full resolution of 
this issue. It is not possible to allay 
the grief and frustration of the fami
lies without cooperative action be
tween our Government and the others 
in Southeast Asia. 

POW-MIA Day is an appropriate oc
casion for further committing our 
Nation to the resolution of this issue, 
and to galvanize our actions toward a 
satisfactory accounting of our missing. 
Hopefully, through widespread public 
awareness and participation, this issue 
will receive the attention and action it 
so rightly deserves. 

I commend the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. GARCIA) and the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. HOLLENBECK) for 
having brought this measure to the 
floor at this time. 

D 1045 
Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Speaker, I 

withdraw my reservation of objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GARCIA)? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint res

olution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 50 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That July 17, 1981, 
is designated as "National P.O.W.-M.I.A. 
Recognition Day". and the President of the 
United States is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe such day 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
House Resolution 85 and Senate Joint 
Resolution 50. 

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

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the 
provisions of clause 5 of rule I, the 
Chair announces that he will postpone 
further proceedings today on each 
motion to suspend the rules on which 
a recorded vote or the yeas and nays 
are ordered, or on which the vote is 
objected to under clause 4 of rule XV. 

After all motions to suspend the 
rules have been entertained and de
bated, and after those motions to be 
determined by nonrecord votes have 
been disposed of, the Chair will then 

· put the question on each motion on 
which the further proceedings were 
postponed. 

STEEL INDUSTRY COMPLIANCE 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1981 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
<H.R. 3520) to amend the Clean Air 
Act to provide compliance date exten
sions for steelmaking facilities on a 
case-by-case basis to facilitate modern
ization. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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H.R. 3520 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Steel Industry 
Compliance Extension Act of 1981" . 

SEc. 2. Section 113 of the Clean Air Act is 
amended by adding the following new sub
section at the end thereof: 

"(e)(l) The Administrator may, in his dis
cretion, in the case of any person which is 
the owner or operator of a stationa;ry source 
in an iron- and steel-producing operation 
not in compliance with the emission limita
tion requirements of an applicable imple
mentation plan, consent to entry of a Feder
al judicial decree, or to the modification of 
an existing Federal judicial decree, with 
such person establishing a schedule for com
pliance for such source extending beyond 
December 31, 1982, but ending not later 
than December 31, 1985, on th~ following 
conditions: 

"(A) the Administrator finds, cm the basis 
of information submitted by the applicant 
and other information available to him, 
that such extension of compliance is neces
sary to allow such person to make capital in
vestments in its iron- and steel-producing 
operations to improve their efficiency and 
productivity; 

"(B) the Administrator finds, on the basis 
of information submitted by the applicant 
and other information available to him, 
that an amount equal to the funds the ex
penditure of which would have been re
quired to comply by December 31, 1982, 
with those requirements of an applicable 
implementation plan for whic.t.i. such exten
sions of compliance are granted and whose 
expenditures for such purposes are being 
deferred until after December 31, 1982, pur
suant to such extensions will be invested 
prior to two years from the date of enact
ment of this subsection in additional capital 
investments in the iron- and steel-producing 
operations owned or operated by such 
person, and located in communities which 
already contain iron- and steel-producing 
operations, to improve their efficiency and 
productivity; 

" (C) the Administrator and such person 
consent to entry of Federal judicial 
decree(s) establishing a phased program of 
compliance to bring 'stationary source at all 
of such person's iron- and steel-producing 
operations into compliance. with the emis
sion limitation requirements of applicable 
implementation plans <or, with respect to 
existing stationary sources located in any 
nonattainment area for which no implemen
tation plan has been approved as meeting 
the requirements of part D and subject to 
implementation plan(s) which do not re
quire compliance with emission limitations 
which represent at least reasonably availa
ble control technology, compliance with 
emission limitations which represent rea
sonably available control technology) as ex
peditiously as practicable but no later than 
December 31, 1982, or, in the case of sources 
for which extensions of compliance have 
been granted, no later than December 31, 
1985; such decree(s) shall also contain, at a 
minimum, (i) requirements for interim con
trols <which may include operation and 
maintenance procedures); (ii) increments of 
compliance sufficient to assure compliance 
by the final compliance deadlines; (iii) 
requirement(s) that the amount referred to 
in subparagraph (B) above, is to be invested 
in projects representing additional capital 
investments in the iron- and steel-producing 
operations owned or operated by such per-

sons for the purposes specified in such sub
paragraph and shall contain schedule(s) 
specifying when each such project <or speci
fied alternative project) is to be commenced 
and completed, as well as increments of 
progress toward completion; <iv) stipulated 
monetary penalties covering completion of 
the air pollution control projects required 
by the decree, the projects referred to under 
(iii) above, and such other items as appro
priate; <v> monitoring requirements; <vD re
porting requirements <including provision 
for periodic reports to be filed with the 
court); and (vii) provisions for preventing in
creases of emissions from each stationary 
source; 

"(D) the Administrator finds, on the basis 
of information submitted by the applicant 
and other information available to him, 
that such person will have sufficient funds 
to comply with all applicable requirements 
by the times set forth in the judicial 
decree(s) entered into pursuant to subpara
graph (C) of this subsection; 

"(E) the Administrator finds, on the basis 
of information submitted by the applicant 
and other information available to him, 
that the applicant is in compliance with ex
isting Federal judicial decrees <if any) en
tered under section 113 of this Act applica
ble to its iron- and steel-producing oper
ations or that any violations of such decrees 
are de minimus in nature; ~nd 

"(F) the Administrator finds, on the basis 
of information submitted by the applicant 
and other information available to him, 
that any extension of compliance granted 
pursuant to this subsection will not result in 
degradation of air quality during the term 
of the extension. 

"(2) For the purpose of this subsection, 
'iron- and steel-producing operations' in
clude production facilities for iron and steel, 
as well as associated processing, coke 
making and sintering facilities. For the pur
pose of this subsection, 'phased program of 
compliance' means a program assuring, to 
the extent possible, that capital expendi
tures for achieving compliance at all sources 
owned or operated by such person in iron
and steel-producing operations must be 
made during the second and each succeed
ing year of the period covered by the 
decree(s) in an amount such that at the end 
of each such year the cumulative expendi
tures under the decree(s) will be at least 
equal to the amount which would have been 
spent if the total expenditures to be made 
under the decree(s) were made in equal in
crements during each year of the decree(s). 
For the purpose of this subsection, 'addi
tional capital investments in iron- and steel
producing operations' means investments 
which the Administrator finds would not be 
made during the same time period if 
extension<s> of time for compliance with 
clean air requirements were not granted 
under this subsection. The decree entered 
into pursuant to subparagraph (C) of para
graph < 1) of this subsection shall specify the 
projects which represent additional capital 
investment in iron- and steel-producing op
erations, but may also contain specified al
ternative projects. The decree may also be 
modified to substitute equivalent projects 
for those specified. The owner or operator 
of iron- and steel-producing operations seek
ing an extension of compliance under this 
subsection has the burden of satisfying the 
Administrator with regard to the findings 
required in paragraphs <A), (B), CD), CE), 
and <F>. A person which is subject to a judi
cial decree entered or modified pursuant to 
this section shall not be assessed a noncom-

pliance penalty under section 120 of the Act 
for any source with an extension of compli
ance under such decree for the period of 
time covered by the decree: Provided, That 
such source remains in compliance with all 
provisions and requirements of such decree. 

"(3) Any records, reports, or information 
obtained by the Administrator under this 
subsection shall be available to the public, 
except that upon a showing satisfactory to 
the Administrator by any person that 
records, reports, or information, or particu
lar part thereof <other than emission data) 
to which the Administrator has access 
under this section if made public, is likely to 
cause substantial harm to the persons's 
competitive position, the Administrator 
shall consider such record, report, or infor
mation or particular portion thereof confi
dential in accordance with the purposes of 
section 1905 of title 18 of the United States 
Code, except .that such record, report, or in
formation may be disclosed to other offi
cers, employees, or authorized representa
tives of the United States concerned with 
carrying out this Act or when relevant in 
any proceeding under this Act. Any regula
tions promulgated under section 114 of this 
Act apply with equal force to this subsec
tion subject, however, to any changes that 
the Administrator shall determine are nec
essary. This paragraph does not constitute 
authority to withhold records, reports, or 
information from Congress. 

"(4) Nothing in this subsection shall pre
clude or deny the right of any State or po
litical subdivision to enforce any air pollu
tion requirements in any State judicial or 
administrative forum. 

"(5) The provisions of this subsection 
shall be self-executing, and no implement
ing regulations shall be required. 

" (6) Upon receipt of an application for an 
extension of time under this subsection with 
respect to any stationary source the Admin
istrator shall promptly-

" (i) publish notice of such receipt in the 
Federal Register, 

" (ii) notify the Governor of the State in 
which the stationary source is located; and 

"(iii) notify the chief elected official of 
the political subdivision in which the source 
is located. 

"(7)(A) The Administrator shall publish in 
the Federal Register notice of any finding 
made, or other action taken, by him in con
nection with the entry of any consent 
decree or modification of an existing con
sent decree pursuant to this subsection or in 
connection with the Administrator's failure 
or refusal to consent to such a decree. 

" (B)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), 
any finding or other action of the Adminis
trator under this subsection with respect to 
any stationary source, and any failure or re
fusal of the Administrator to make any such 
finding or to take any such action, shall be 
reviewable only by a court in which a civil 
action under section 113 of this Act is 
brought against the owner or operator of 
such stationary source. 

" (ii) Where, before the date of the enact
ment of the Steel Industry Compliance Ex
tension Act of 1981, a civil action was 
brought under this Act against the owner or 
operator of such stationary source, any find
ing or other action of the Administrator 
under this subsection with respect to such 
stationary source, and any failure or refusal 
of the Administrator to make any such find
ing or to take any such action, shall be re
viewable only by the court in which the civil 
action was brought.". 
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SEC. 3. Section 110Ca)(3)(C) of the Clean 

Air Act is amended to read as follows: 
"(C) Neither the State, in the case of a 

plan <or portion thereof) approved under 
this subsection, nor the Administrator, in 
the case of a plan (or portion thereof) pro
mulgated under subsection (c), shall be re
quired to revise an applicable implementa
tion plan because one or more exemptions 
under section 118 <relating to Federal facili
ties), enforcement orders under section 
113(d), suspensions under section 110(f) or 
(g) <relating to temporary energy or eco
nomic authority), orders under section 119 
(relating to primary nonferrous smelters), 
or extensions of compliance in decrees en
tered under section 113(e) (relating to iron
and steel-producing operations) have been 
granted, if such plan would have met the re
quirements of the section if no such exemp
tions, orders, or extensions had been grant
ed.". 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the 
rule, a second is not required on this 
motion. 

The gentleman from California <Mr. 
WAXMAN) will be recognized for 20 
minutes, and the gentleman from Illi
nois <Mr. MADIGAN) will be recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 
3520 is to facilitate modernization of 
the steel industry by providing compli
ance date extensions under certain 
conditions for steelmaking facilities. 

Under the present law, the Clean Air 
Act Amendments of 1977, the deadline 
for compliance with pollution control 
requirements affecting the steel indus
try is December 31, 1982. This bill 
would extend or stretch out the com
pliance date for the steel industry on a 
case-by-case basis for a period of up to 
3 years. The extensions of time will 
provide the steel industry with the op
portunity to invest additional capital 
in steelmaking facilities for improved 
productivity and efficiency. 

The bill also insures adequate pro
tection of the public health and the 
environment during the period of the 
extension. Air quality will not be de
graded at any facility during the 3-
year period. As a condition for receiv
ing an extension, the steel industry is 
required to make continual progress 
toward achieving clean air require
ments by 1985, and to continue the in
stallation of pollution control technol
ogy on all existing sources. 

The bill is largely the product of the 
Steel Tripartite Committee formed 
over 2 years ago to advise the Presi
dent and the administration on mat
ters related to steel. In September 
1980, the committee, comprised of rep
resentatives from Government, man
agement, and labor, made recommen
dations which addressed the funda
mental problems of the steel industry. 
Five areas were determined to be in 
need of review: capital formation, 
trar :;;, environmental and regulatory 

matters, worker and community ad
justment, and technology. 

As part of the overall package of re
vitalization of the steel industry, the 
concept of an amendment to the Clean 
Air Act was endorsed to promote mod
ernization while maintaining environ
mental protection. The Steel Tripar
tite Committee proposed legislation 
providing a case-by-case stretch-out of 
clean air requirements affecting the 
steel industry. 

The Committee on Energy and Com
merce is proposing that the extension 
be limited solely to the steel industry 
since no other industry is experiencing 
such unique hardships. The steel in
dustry must devote a greater percent 
of its capital to pollution control than 
any other major industry, including 
chemicals and allied products, paper, 
petroleum and coal products, nonf er
rous metals, automobiles or electric 
utilities. It is less able to raise capital 
than most of them, and is less able to 
raise prices to cover pollution control 
costs than many others. This combina
tion of factors makes the steel indus
try's situation truly unique. 

The committee believes that the 
steel industry cannot await reauthor
ization of the Clean Air Act later this 
year for a solution to its problems. 
Companies must make commitments 
in the next several months for the 
i:mrchase of pollution control equip
ment. Thus the proposal is needed in 
advance of considering other amend
ments to the Clean Air Act. 

H.R. 3520, as reported by the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce, con
sists of two sections amending section 
110 and 113 of the Clean Air Act. Sec
tion 2 amends section 113 of the Clean 
Air Act by adding a new subsection (e) 
allowing the Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency to 
grant, under certain conditions, one or 
more steel sources an extension for a 
period of up to 3 years from the De
cember 31, 1982, deadline date for 
compliance with applicable clear air 
requirements. Section 3 amends sec
tion 110(a)(3)(C) of the act by specify
ing that a State need riot revise a 
State implementation plan because of 
extensions of compliance granted 
under this bill. 

I am pleased to report that the bill, 
cosponsored by 7 4 Members of the 
House, also enjoys broad support from 
the steel industry, steel workers, envi
ronmental groups and the Reagan ad
ministration. 

I therefore urge favorable considera
tion of this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield such time 
as she may require to a very distin
guished member of our subcommittee, 
the gentlewoman from Maryland <Ms. 
MIKULSKI). 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to state my sup
port of the steel industry compliance 

extension, H.R. 3520. This bill is a 
product of an unusual consensus and 
collaboration among representatives 
of industry, labor, environmental orga
nizations, and the Environmental Pro
tection Agency. The extension condi
tionally allows the Environmental Pro
tection Agency to grant an extension 
for up to 3 years from the December 
31, 1982, deadline date for steel mills 
to comply with clean air requirements. 

The steel industry, a major compo
nent of our economy, must devote a 
greater percentage of its capital than 
any other major industry to pollution 
control. The extension will only be 
granted if it will not result in air qual
ity degradation; the extension is neces
sary to allow the company to modern
ize its facilities; and money saved from 
pollution control expenditures must 
be devoted to modernization. 

If this legislation is not adopted 
now, the delay will result in the loss of 
millions of dollars to the steel industry 
and the concomitant loss of many 
jobs. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of the passage of these steel 
industry compliance extension amend
·ments to the Clean Air Act. 

Mr. w AXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may require to a very 
distinguished member of our subcom
mittee, the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. WALGREN), who has played 
a leading role in getting these amend
ments adopted in time for the steel in
dustry to make the important deci
sions they must make. 

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate the opportunity to urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 3520, the 
Steel Industry Compliance Extension 
Act of 1981. Some allege that this leg
islation may be special legislation for 
the steel industry. The truth is that 
the steel industry is a unique industry 
and special considerations must apply 
if we are to act in the national inter
est. The steel industry has unique cap
ital-formation proble1ns. 

The Steel Industry Compliance Ex
tension Act carries out the recommen
dations of the Steel Tripartite Adviso
ry Committee, a group formed by the 
Carter administration over 2 years ago 
and composed of representatives of 
Government, labor, management, and 
environmental groups. The Tripartite 
Committee was formed to make rec
ommendations addressing the funda
mental problems of the steel industry. 
One of those recommendations was to 
stretch out or extend the 1982 dead
lines for compliance under the Clean 
Air Act to 1985, on a case-by-case basis 
and on certain conditions. This bill 
would allow for extensions if the in
dustries receiving the extensions meet 
certain environmental responsibilities. 

The Tripartite Committee report 
concluded that $6.1 billion per year is 
needed to modernize the steel industry 



10898 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE May 28, 1981 
between 1980 and 1984. The commit
tee also found that during that same 
period capital available to the industry 
will range from $4.1 to $4.4 billion per 
year. This results in a shortfall of $1.7 
to $2.0 billion per year. To make up a 
portion of this shortfall and provide 
additional funds for modernization, 
the Tripartite Committee recommend
ed a 3-year stretchout of air and water 
deadlines. 

Under this legislation, the same en
vironmental goals will be met as under 
the present law but the investment re
quired will be able to be coordinated 
with new production facilities. There
fore, there is no loss whatsoever from 
an environmental viewpoint. 

The steel industry is also unique in 
being the "butt," in a sense, of several 
major forces in our society. No other 
industry has been under the continual 
Government pressure to hold down 
prices that began with the "jawbon
ing" of John Kennedy's confrontation 
with the chairman of United States 
Steel, Roger Blough, in 1962. With 
profit margins artificially reduced, the 
steel industry has been unable to re
cover and build the capital necessary 
to reinvest in their facilities to the 
degree other industries have. 

At the same time, it has been unstat
ed Government policy to look the 
other way on imports, allowing the in
dustry to suffer from unfair foreign 
competition. Ever since World War II, 
administrations have traded our 
strength in the steel economy to Euro
pean nations because, as a matter of 
international policy, we wanted to 
build up the economies of Western 
Europe. As a result, we have further 
handicapped the steel industry in the 
normal profitmaking function of the 
private sector. 

For those reasons the steel industry 
is unique and does deserve special con
sideration in the application of the en
vironmental laws. 

I appreciate the chairman's expedit
ing of this legislation. It is, I , think, a 
measure of the ability of the Congress 
to respond responsibly. We know that 
when we write environmental legisla
tion, we can create difficulties for the 
private sector, but it is the responsibil
ity of the Congress to draw fine lines 
in difficult areas in order that all 
things will work out in a balance that 
is productive and constructive for the 
country as a whole; this legislation 
certainly does that. 

WHY IS A STRETCHOUT NEEDED? 

Mr. Speaker, underlying this bill are 
a basic set of facts. Iron- and steel
making are inherently hot, dirty, and 
noisy processes that generate large 
amounts of air pollution; and pollution 
controls require unusually large capi
tal expenditures. Full compliance by 
1982 will require large additional ex
penditures at a time when the indus
try must make heavy investments in 
modernizing its plants and equipment. 

Thus, the purpose of this bill is to billion will increase air controls from 
facilitate the modernization of U.S. 96 to 97 percent. 
steel plants and steel operations so The Office of Technology Assess
that American steel can be produced ment says that there will be a capital 
at a price that meets world competi- shortfall of at least $600 million per 
tion. year through 1988. OTA concludes 

Equally important, modernization that the most cost-effective way to re
will mean preserving and creating vitalize the technological base of the 
steel and steel-related jobs. The steel · industry is through expansion of ca
industry is plagued by threats of slow- pacity at existing integrated plants 
downs and even closedowns in some and to construct more electric furnace 
areas; 54,000 steelworkers are jobless facilities. 
nationally; my own area of western The Environmental Protection 
Pennsylvania has lost 15,000 steel jobs Agency has described the steel indus
in the last year. The industry predicts try's capital situation as follows: 
that, without this legislation, there According to the consensus report of the 
will be another 9,000 steel jobs lost Steel Tripartite Committee, the steel indus
and another 25,000 losses in steel-re- try cannot fund for the 1979 to 1983 period 
lated jobs such as construction and the modernization expenditures necessary 
automobile manufacturing. And so the to maintain a competitive industry. Accord-

}. ing to the Committee's analysis, the steel in-
issue here is not a question of bai mg dustry will need approximately $26.1 billion 
out an industry; it is keeping people on to make necessary capital expenditures, pay 
the job. Giving plants the incentive to dividends, and make adjustments to its 
modernize means keeping jobs in com- working capital. The industry's sources of 
munities like my own in Pittsburgh. funds, including both internal and external 

My bill, H.R. 2219, included a provi- sources, and an estimate of surplus funds 
sion requiring companies receiving a available from nonsteel activities, is ap-
t t h t t · t f ds db th proximately $19.5 billion. The resultant 

s re c ou 0 mves un save Y e shortfall range is approximately $6.6 billion 
extension in the local community or in 1978 dollars. 
labor market in which the funds were we have compared the steel industry's fi
generated. I believe that this provision nancial condition with that of the chemi
would have strengthened the stretch- cals, electric utility, nonferrous smelting, 
out legislation and would have given petroleum, and pulp and paper industries. 
workers the security of knowing their The steel industry's situation is unique. The 
jobs would not be moved. Though the steel industry must devote a greater per
committee did not add this provision centage of its capital to pollution control 

than any of these industries except for non
to the bill, I am pleased that the in- ferrous smelting. The steel industry's ability 
dustry told the subcommittee in our to raise capital is worse than the other in
hearings that there are no plans to dustries, as reflected by their bond ratings 
make major location changes in the and debt to equity ratios. Its ability to in
near future. crease prices to cover pollution control costs 

THE STEEL INDUSTRY IS UNIQUE 

The steel industry's unique need to 
modernize facilities and make produc
tive investments has been cited by sev
eral organizations. The Steel Tripar
tite Advisory Committee put it this 
way: 

No other industry is so capital intensive 
and so in need of capital intensive modern
ization~ Because of the nature and quantity 
of uncontrolled steel wastes and the physi
cal magnitude of corrective actions needed, 
no industry has made or continues to face 
capital expenditures of such a magnitude 
and representing so great a percentage of its 
capital needs. As a result, the industry's 
ability to invest in environmental controls 
and other forms of modernization is closely 
related to its capital position. The industry 
anticipates a 4 percent annual replacement 
rate and expenditures of $4. 7 billion a year 
for modernization and is now facing one of 
the most severe capital shortfalls in its his
tory. For all of these reasons, across-the
board adherence to the current deadline has 
the potential for delaying modernization 
plans. 

In testimony before our committee, 
industry representatives estimated 
that if there is no stretchout in air
control deadlines, and if the require
ments are unchanged, · the industry 
will have to spend an additional $3.6 
billion for air and water quality con
trol over the next 4 years. This $3.6 

is worse than the other industries. Only the 
nonferrous smelting industry can say it has 
problexns of a similar nature and their diffi
culties have alr.eady been addressed through 
the provision for nonferrous smelter orders 
in the Clean Air Act. 

Thus, the steel industry is experienc
ing financial hardships that are severe 
and not found in other industries. The 
steel industry must devote more of its 
capital to pollution control than any 
other major industry, including chemi
cals, paper, petroleum, coal, nonfer
rous metals, automobiles, or electric 
utilities. The industry is less able to 
raise capital than others and less able 
to raise prices to cover pollution con
trol costs than many others. 

The steel industry is unique in sever
al other ways. Steel is critical to our 
Nation's defense, since iron and steel 
are major components of military 
hardware. Finally, the Federal Gov
ernment has treated steel as a pawn in 
our dealings with foreign countries. 
We have had trade policies that sacri
ficed our domestic steel industry to 
the economic and political needs of 
our Western allies. 

Since World War II, unconsciously 
or not, we slipped into a trade-off 
policy where, in exchange for Western 
allied support, we built up foreign 
steelmaking operations and then 
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turned a blind eye when our foreign We must also immediately address 
competitors proceeded to dump their two other major problems related to 
steel at illegal prices in our domestic this bill. First, we must undertake a 
market. Rather than let our allies thorough examination of the total 
suffer unemployment or the political Clean Air Act, all of its requirements 
instability caused by steel riots like and all of the industries and communi
those in France in the 1970's our Gov- ties affected by it. I am pleased that 
ernment permitted illegal foreign steel Mr. WAXMAN, chairman of our Sub
to cripple our home industry. committee on Health and the Environ-

In sum, the steel industry is basic to ment, on which I serve, has begun 
our economy and has experienced hearings on reauthorization of the act. 
problems found in no other industry. I understand that the administration 
The Office of Technology Assessment is preparing a proposal, and I hope 
says that foreign steel will account for · their recommendations will be sent to 
40 percent of our domestic market by the Congress soon so that our work 
1990 unless we change directions fast. will not be delayed. 
The impact of that 40 percent foreign Second, we must take a hard look at 
control becomes clear when we re- methods to revitalize the steel indus
member that a foreign oil cartel now try and other industries, from tax poli
controls over 40 percent of our oil cies to trade policies. I commend Mr. 
market. We cannot become dependent DINGELL, chairman of the Energy and 
on foreign steel. Commerce Committee and the Sub-

sTRETcHouT wrLL NOT DEGRADE AIR committee on Oversight and Investiga-
Enactment of this bill will not sacri- tions, on which I also serve, for hear

fice the advances we have made in ings he has begun on the problems of 
cleaning up our air. The steel industry capital formation in the steel and 
has made significant investments in other industries. Efforts like these 
pollutiOn controls and has made con- must be accelerated to get true eco
siderable progress in controlling pollu- nomic recovery underway. 
tion since 1975, when the industry tes- The Steel Industry Compliance Ex
tified before our subcommittee that no tension Act represents a carefully 
plants were in compliance with the crafted agreement reached by indus
Clean Air Act. This bill does not let try, labor, environmental groups, and 
the industry off the hook environmen- EPA. It addresses a unique problem in 
tally; it will not result in further deg- a very reasonable way. I will make 
radation of the air. every effort to see that this important 

The bill does not grant blanket ex- legislation becomes law promptly. 
tensions; rather, EPA could, through The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
judicial consent decrees, grant exten- FOLEY). The Chair recognizes the gen
sions to individual plants if they meet tleman from Illinois <Mr. MADIGAN). 
certain conditions stipulated by this Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
bill. An extension could be granted if- such time as he may consume to the 

It will not result in air quality degra- gentleman from Ohio <Mr. REGULA). 
dation; Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentle-

The company is in compliance with man for yielding. 
existing air quality consent decrees, Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
and will consent to additional decrees H~R. 3520, the Steel Industry Compli
which establish schedules for air qual- ance Extension Act. 
ity compliance and modernization; Our steel industry faces enormous 

The extension is necessary to allow obstacles in regaining its competitive 
the company to modernize its facili- edge in world markets. No other do
ties; and mestic industry is undergoing the 

Funds saved from pollution control unique hardships experienced by steel. 
expenditures are devoted to such mod- No other industry is as capital inten
ernization. sive or as badly in need of capital-in-

In summary, the industry would tensive modernization as steel. 
have to continue to make advances in The steel industry's economic woes 
controlling and curtailing pollution. In are caused in part by deteriorating 
the words of one steel industry execu- production facilities. While the indus
tive, "The thrust of the steel stretch- try as a whole is profitable, it is losing 
out proposal is modernization of the ground to other major steel producing 
industry, but it should carry with it an countries such as Japan, West Ger
environmental payoff." many, France, and the United King
AN UNUSUAL CONSENSUS; THE CHALLENGE AHEAD dom, which have invested more on 

As I mentioned earlier, Mr. Speaker, new plant capacity in recent years. A 
the steel stretchout bill represents an productive, cost effective steel indus
unusual consensus among all affected try is vital to the reindustrialization of 
parties. The bill represents an America. 
unprecedented, bipartisan, and reason- As the producer of the world's most 
able effort to insure the viability of important industrial material, the U.S. 
the industry and industry jobs, while steel industry is vital to our economic 
preserving our achievements in clean- health and to our national security. 
ing up our air. I hope the House will With domestic production capacity 
concur with me and my committee shrinking relative to U.S. demand, we 
today. now import a large share of our do-

mestic needs. Not only does this fur
ther adversely impact our internation
al trade picture, but predicted world
wide steel shortages in the mid- to 
late-1980's could make this depend
ence critical. 

I believe the plight of the steel in
dustry epitomizes the plight of our 
economy in general. We have lost our 
productivity dividend that enabled 
this country to have strong economic 
growth, including substantial increases 
in real incomes, with a relatively low 
inflation. If we want to continue 
having the ability as a nation to meet 
the aspirations of our people, we must 
have a productive economy. We need 
the investment capital to make this 
possible. We must reverse this down
ward productivity trend and recapture 
that productivity dividend. 

In the next few months, individual 
steel companies must commit them
selves to the purchase and installation 
of costly air-cleaning equipment in 
order to meet EPA standards. The 
steel industry must spend more than 
any other industry on pollution con
trol equipment, yet it is less able
compared to others-to raise prices to 
cover these increased costs. Without a 
stretchout of these costs, the industry 
will be unable to raise capital suffi
cient to finance modernization needed 
to maintain and create American jobs 
and. retain and improve the competi
tive position of our domestic steel pro
ducers. We must act promptly to 
extend the Clean Air Act deadlines for 
the steel industry, rather than wait 
for the inevitable protracted and con
troversial consideration of the entire 
act. 

A number of points about this legis
lation are worth highlighting. First, 
the bill is the product of 4 years of 
studies and conferences involving Gov
ernment, the steel industry, unions, 
and environmentalists, which conclud
ed that the industry urgently needed 
legislative relief from the costly regu
latory requirements imposed by the 
Clean Air Act. 

Second, the steel industry has met 
most of the Clean Air Act require
ments and EPA acknowledges that the 
steel industry's reputation as a serious 
polluter is no longer deserved. More
over, the bill does not exempt the steel 
industry from Clean Air Act require
ments, but rather allows EPA to grant 
a 3-year extension, on a case-by-ca.Se 
basis, of the deadlines to comply with 
pollution control standards. It is esti
mated that this would generate $1 bil
lion for modernization of steel facili
ties and would greatly increase steel 
and steel-related jobs. The money 
saved by delaying purchase of antipol~ 
lution equipment must be invested in 
modernization within 2 years. Compa
nies could not put off pollution con
trol expenditures until 1985, but must 
space them out over the 5-year period 
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under compliance schedules mandated 
by the bill. 

Finally, EPA may not grant an ex
tension if doing so would result in low
ered air quality. 

I urge my colleagues to /act now to 
pass this bill to increase productivity 
and create American jobs. / 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. O'BRIEN), 
who along with the gentleman from 
Indiana <Mr. BENJAMIN), were the 
original sponsors of this bill and have 
both worked very hard for its passage. 

Mr. O'BRIEN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3520, the Steel In
dustry Compliance Extension Act, 
would allow this financially troubled 
industry to def er millions of dollars in 
pollution control expenditures for 3 
years, until 1985, provided the money 
saved would be used to modernize 
aging plants. There are no Federal 
costs associated with this bill. 

The steel stretchout would give the 
steel industry an opportunity to revi
talize itself-an opportunity that 
rarely lends itself another chance. Let 
me illustrate from another point of 
view. 

In the tradition of the Old and New 
Testament, let us apply to the present 
the ancient parable of the "talents" -a 
talent being the coin of the realm used 
in ancient times. There once was a 
master who gave an equal number of 
talents to his three stewards, each of 
whom could take whatever opportuni
ty he had to spend or to invest his 
money. 

The first steward invested wisely 
and doubled his talents-that is the 
Japanese steel industry. 

The second steward made a marginal 
profit, but still did well-that is the 
European steel industry. 

Then there was the third steward 
who had buried his talents and got 
back no return. That is the United 
States. 

We should learn from this tale and 
apply its wisdom to the current prob
lems. If we do not act now and vote to 
support H.R. 3520, our steel talents 
may well have been buried forever. 

By giving the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency the 
authority to grant on a case-by-case 
basis a Clean Air Act extension of 
deadlines, we, the Government and in
dustry, can work cooperatively in pro
viding an atmosphere conducive 
toward a more productive and efficient 
industry. 

Steel is not just of modest signifi
cance. It has always been and contin
ues to be the backbone of the Nation. 

If we fail to provide a more suitable 
climate, we will have sacrificed the 
skeleton of our Nation. 

Representatives from industry, 
labor, and environmental groups and 
the administration all agree that this 

is the time to take advantage of the 
opportunity presented to us. 

Mr. Speaker, now is the time for 
Congress to get the job done. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
chairman of the Steel Caucus, the gen
tleman from Indiana <Mr. BENJAMIN), 
one of those individuals who diligently 
urged upon us the legislation. 

Mr. BENJAMIN. I thank the chair
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support H.R. 
3520, the Steel Industry Compliance 
Extension Act of 1981. This legislation 
is critical to the economy of northwest 
Indiana and the Nation and I com
mend Chairmen DINGELL and w AXMAN 
for its production and development. 

The steel industry experienced tre
mendous difficulties in 1977. The 
Youngstown plant closing focused na
tional attention on its deep-rooted 
problems. Bethlehem and United 
States Steel, the Nation's leaders, ra
tionalized older facilities. The obvious 
trend demanded action. 

In short, the industry was retrench
ing because of losses and threats of 
more on the horizon. Former Treasury 
Under Secretary Anthony Solomon 
recommended the establishment of 
the Steel Tripartite Committee with 
representatives from the industry, 
labor, and Government. 

The stretchout proposal of H.R. 
3520 is a major development of the 
Tripartite Committee. The proposal 
has been agreed to by the EPA, United 
Steelworkers of America, natural re
sources defense council, and several 
steel companies. 

The steel industry's capital position 
matched to environmental require
ments is unique. No other industry is 
so capital intensive or in need of capi
tal-intensive modernization. A study 
by Arthur D. Little & Associates fore
casted annual capital requirements of 
$7 billion for the industry. 

Unfortunately, the industry is only 
expected to generate $3.5 billion annu
ally for such purposes-consequently, 
a significant capital shortfall. At the 
same time, pollution abatement co5ts 
for the industry are estimated to be 
$1.4 billion by 1982, or $700 million an
nually. These estimates are shared or 
supported by the Council on Wage and 
Price Control, General Accounting 
Office and the Office of Technology 
Assessment. 

H.R. 3520 stretches out the $1.4 bil
lion over 5 years, for a savings to the 
industry of more than $400 million a 
year. 

The savings are to be used for mod
ernization. The modernization will in
crease productivity. Productivity will 
assure competitiveness. Competitive
ness will assure jobs. Jobs will mean 
taxes. In short, we are talking econom
ics, employment and survivability of 
the industry with due consideration of 
energy and environmental concerns. 

Inland Steel Co. in northwest Indi
ana would have saved approximately 
$100 million in environmental expend
itures over the past 3 years if it had 
been able to utilize the stretchout. 
This capital would have allowed con
struction of a new continuous caster. 
The caster would have increased pro
duction and productivity in recent 
years. 

Essentially, the cost savings df the 
missing caster over the past 3 years 
and costs related to the operation of 
substituted environmental equipment 
would'have saved Inland Steel $50 mil
lion in current year dollars. This capi
tal would have invoked further mod
ernization or been used to reduce the 
cost of steel products to compete more 
effectively with foreign steel pro
ducers. 

Please note that the unaltered air 
quality standards must be met no later 
than December 31, 1985, under H.R. 
3520. The stretchout may only be 
granted in the areas where it will not 
significantly reduce air quality and 
must be accompanied by moderniza
tion of the industry. 

This legislation does not alter any 
OSHA regulations which protect the 
workers health and safety. An enforc
able schedule of compliance deadlines 
is mandated by this legislation. Coke 
ovens, along with all other facilities, 
must attain 40 percent of total compli
ance by the end of 1982 and 100 per
cent by the end of 1985. 

This legislation will encourage and 
facilitate the modernization or re
placement of coke ovens, which will 
actually assist the workers and im
prove the community's environment. 

It is imperative that the Congress 
act in an expeditious manner on this 
legislat.4ln. The steel industry must 
make co~itments of finances on a 
long-term ba.Sls. If the industry is to be 
allowed to mc)(:lernize utilizing capital 
gained through stretchout legislation, 
passage must '{le immediate-before 
commitments ar~ made for the 1982 
deadlines. 

If we fail to act, it is conceivable 
that this industry will not be suffi
ciently solvent to meet the full re
quirements of the law, which may, of 
course, benefit the environment by in
activity but will dramatically and 
equally impair the economy and the 
self-sufficiency of the steel production 
for our Nation. 

I am proud to join in the sponsor
ship of H.R. 3520-the first leg of eco
nomic incentives to be considered by 
the 97th Congress-and hopefully a 
bellringer for domestic steelmaking in 
the 1980's. 

0 1100 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
very distinguished gentleman from · 
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Ohio <Mr. BROWN), a member of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
in making changes to the Clean Air 
Act, we must protect its basic goals of 
clean and healthy air. However, we 
must also recognize that Government 
regulations pose a significant problem 
for capital-short industries which find 
declining capital resources being di
rected by Government into projects 
which do not improve productive ca
pacity. 

As ranking House Republican on the 
Joint Economic Committee, I have 
been concerned for some time about 
the declining productivity that has led 
to reduced competitiveness in the 
world's marketplace of many of Ameri
ca's basic industries. Without invest
ment for productivity improvements, 
the standard of living for all Ameri
cans will decline and we will be jeopar
dizing the welfare of our people that is 
fundamental to our security and sta
bility as a free nation. 

One of the major Government pro
grams which diverts limited capital 
away from productivity investments is 
the Clean Air Act. It requires massive 
investment in pollution control tech
nology to improve air quality but does 
not improve the output of goods or 
reduce their costs. 

The Congress, in dealing with the 
Clean Air Act, has not been able to ac
curately predict the ease of difficulty 
with which industries will be able to 
meet the arbitrary deadlines imposed 
by the act. 

The steel industry has had particu
lar difficulty meeting the require
ments of the Clean Air Act while 
trying to remain competitive with for
eign manufacturers. The steel indus
try is of vital importance to my State 
of Ohio and the economic vigor and 
security of the Nation. However, many 
of America's most vital industrial seg
ments are facing similar conflicts. 

I wholeheartedly support H.R. 3520, 
the Steel Industry Compliance Act of 
1981, to allow the steel industry up to 
December 31, 1985, to meet the stand
ards. As recommended by industry, 
the EPA, steelworkers, and environ
mentalists, the bill would require each 
company to sign a consent decree al
lowing the modernization of facilities 
using funds that would have been 
needed to comply with the deadlines. 
At the same time, there must be no de
crease in the existing air quality and 
States would not be required to 
change their implementation plans for 
areas where steel facilities have been 
granted extensions. 

As the Energy and Commerce Com
mittee proceeds with its consideration 
of the reauthorization of the Clean 
Air Act, I will work to see that consid
eration be given to the stretchout 
amendments to delay arbitrary com
pliance deadlines so as to allow steel 
and other affected industries to make 

rational national interest choices be
tween investment of limited funds in 
improvements in productivity versus 
those in pollution abatement. 

We must recognize that our clean air 
goals are important but that economic 
revitalization needs are of equal sig
nificance. With commonsense ap
proaches that take into account the 
conflicting goals of a healthy environ
ment, a vigorous economy and energy 
development, we can have a better, 
safer future for all Americans. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the very distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. DING
ELL), chairman of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3520-the Steel Indus
try Compliance Extension Act of 1981. 
The bill is the product of extensive 
consideration and careful scrutiny by 
our committee, particularly the Sub
committee on Health and the Environ
ment chaired by the distinguished 
gentleman from California <Mr. 
WAXMAN). 

I commend Chairman WAXMAN for 
his successful efforts in moving this 
needed legislation expeditiously 
through the subcommittee and full 
committee with strong bipartisan sup
port. I also commend the able ranking 
minority member of the subcommit
tee, Mr. MADIGAN, for his cooperation 
in support of the legislation. I particu
larly wish to express my appreciation 
to Congressman WALGREN of our com
mittee who has played a leading role, 
along with Congressmen LUKEN, 
MOTTL, RITTER, BROWN of Ohio, 
MARKS, and Congresswoman MI
KULSKI, in crafting the legislation so 
as to insure that it fully meets the 
needs of this industry and, most im
portantly, its workers, the United 
Steel Workers of America. 

Special appreciation and thanks is 
deserving of the House Steel Caucus, 
particularly its chairman, Mr. GAYDOS, 
and Congressmen BENJAMIN and 
O'BRIEN of Illinois. They worked hard 
to urge quick enactment and develop 
support for the bill. 

The bill reflects an historic agree
ment hammered out last September 
between representatives of the steel 
companies, the steelworkers union, led 
by its very able president, Mr. 
McBride, the environmental groups, 
and the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

The remarkable character of the 
agreement is proven by the endorse
ment of both President Carter and 
Reagan during the recent election 
campaign. More recently, Vice Presi
dent BusH endorsed the need for this 
legislation. 

The bill would provide for a 3-year 
stretchout of the Clean Air Act dead
lines for steel, but the industry would 
still have to meet existing require
ments. 

It is not a bill that will sacrifice 
cleaner air for our citizens. It is envi
ronmentally safe and absolutely neces
sary for economic stability in the steel 
industry and to protect steelworkers' 
jobs. We have 54,000 steelworkers un
employed now. The steel industry does 
not have sufficient capital to reinvest, 
modernize its facilities and meet the 
current deadlines in the Clean Air Act 
and in court orders. 

Current timetables for steel to 
comply with the act and court orders 
are very short. This dictates prompt 
action by Congress to legislate the 
change in law since there is no other 
authority for the administration to 
provide regulatory relief on the sched
ule affecting steel. 

If this legislation, which fortunately 
has widespread support, does not pass, 
the penalties that would be applied 
against the steel companies under the 
Clean Air Act would be horrendous, 
unaffordable, and gain no benefit for 
cleaner air. The penalties would result 
in further downturns and lost produc
tivity in the steel industry. There 
would be even greater losses in steel
worker jobs. The bill will prevent this. 

The bill contains the substance of 
the historic agreement drafted by the 
parties. It does not deviate from it, al
though it includes two technical 
changes concerning notice and judicial 
review. The agreement requires that 
each company apply for the extension 
for its facilities, that EPA make cer
tain findings indicating that the condi
tions of the agreement have been or 
will be met, and that the money saved 
will be used for capital investment in 
existing steel and iron producing facil
ities. The agreement assumes that all 
the parties will act promptly and in 
good faith. I intend that all parties 
live up to their commitments fully. 

I intend also that EPA shall act ex
peditiously on all applications and 
grant the needed extensions unless it 
is clear that EPA cannot make the re
quired findings. 

In regard to the technical amend
ments, I want to observe that the addi
tional notice requirements were adopt
ed at the urging of Mr. WALGREN of 
Pennsylvania who was particularly 
concerned that local and State inter
ests received notice, as well as the 
workers. The second amendment re
garding judicial review is clarifying 
and designed to avoid forum shopping. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
parties themselves, including Ms. Du
browski, of the Natural Resources De
fense Counsel and Mr. Sheehan of the 
steelworkers, who worked hard to keep 
the agreement intact in the House. 
They joined in this effort with the 
several representatives of the steel 
companies in the same cooperative 
way as they worked together to reach 
this historic agreement last year. 



10902 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE May 28, 1981 
Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Indiana <Mr. COATS). 

Mr. COATS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to r\se in support of H.R. 3520, 
the Steel Industry Compliance Exten
sion Act of 1981. The steel industry is 
an integral part of our society. 
Through it we are able to enjoy and 
take part in a variety of activities that 
our ancestors could only have dreamed 
or imagined. Yet this industry today is 
threatened by a possible loss of its 
competitive position in the world 
market. The American steel industry 
is clearly at a crossroads. If we are to 
remain an economic world leader, and 
if we are to continue to compete on a 
worldwide basis, it is essential that we 
have a healthy and competitive steel 
industry. 

H.R. 3520 is necessary because it 
would provide the capital necessary to 
make the steel industry competitive. It 
would double the amount of capital 
available for needed capital improve
ments. 

H.R. 3520 would also insure that 
modernization projects are carried out 
without jeopardizing public health 
and the environment by preventing 
any increase in emissions and by main
taining existing pollution controls. 

A healthy steel industry is vital to 
both the economic health of this 
Nation and of the State of Indiana. 
The increase in productivity and em
ployment opportunities that will 
result from enactment of H.R. 3520 
will be an important step in the eco
nomic recovery of this country. 

In order for the steel industry to 
regain its strength, steelmaking facili
ties require updated equipment. The 
Steel Industry Compliance Extension 
Act of 1981 will provide the capital 
necessary to obtain these improve
ments while still maintaining our com
mitment to health and environmental 
concerns. I believe this bill strikes a 
reasonable balance between necessary 
environmental consideration and the 
critical need for capital and as such 
deserves the full support of this body. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. SCHEUER), a distinguished 
member of our subcommittee. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my colleagues in supporting this 
legislation. 

We do have a problem of productiv
ity in our country today, and it is 
urgent that we make whatever 
changes in the regulatory environ
ment and the tax environment and the 
tariff environment and the patent en
vironment that will help our indus
tries sell our goods and services 
around the world. Most of them are 
not able to do so, conspicuously among 
them the steel industry. 

But I think there ought to be a foot
note that elaborates the consensus we 
have achieved today, for the benefit of 

history and people who follow us. I 
think it deserves to be said, in all fair
ness, that the steel industry today 
finds itself in the position of being 
unable to compete with Swedish Steel 
and German Steel and Japanese Steel; 
even f.o.b. Pittsburgh, they cannot 
produce steel in Pittsburgh and put it 
on a railroad car on a siding in Pitts
burgh, next to a car of Japanese steel 
or German steel or Swedish steel, and 
compete. That is not just a matter of 
environment requirements that neces
sitate significant capital investment. 
We are trying to mitigate that today, 
and I think we are doing that rightly. 
The basic condition of the steel indus
try results from a generation of disin
vestment in their plant and equip
ment, a generation in which most of 
the steel companies most of the time 
ate into capital and sat by, watching 
their plant and equipment become ob
solete and inefficient and costly, while 
their competitors around the world 
made enormous investments in re
search and development and in plant 
and equipment and, finally, now after 
decades of this, really since World 
War II, we find our steel industry in a 
very real sense with long outdated and 
inefficient equipment that does not 
enable them to compete. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota <Mr. OBERSTAR). 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 3520, the Steel Industry Com
pliance Extension Act of 1981. I was 
an original cosponsor, along with our 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. O'BRIEN), of H.R. 
1817, and I continue my support for 
this clean bill which was just recently 
reported out of the Energy and Com
merce Committee. 

The legislation has a unique biparti
san consensus, something that is un
usual in the area of environmental leg
islation. I congratulate the chairman 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman 
from California <Mr. WAXMAN), the 
chairman of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. DING
ELL), and of course the entire Congres
sional Steel Caucus, which has worked 
very vigorously on this legislation. 

The Steel Tripartite Committee, es
tablished under the Carter administra
tion and comprised of representatives 
from the Federal Government, steel 
industry management, and labor rep
resented by United Steelworkers of 
America, recommended the extension 
last September. The recommendation 
then received the strong backing of 
President Carter, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, and then-candi
date Ronald Reagan. President 
Reagan has indicated his continued 
support. 

The steel industry has been experi
encing a severe capital investment 

shortage. That shortfall amounts to 
some $2 to $3 billion required for ade
quate plant modernization and to put 
the industry on equal footing with for
eign competitors. Timing is a critical 
factor. Within the next several 
months, many firms will have to make 
important long-term investment deci
sions which impact on future steel 
productivity. For many companies it 
would be difficult, if not impossible, to 
wait until the complete Clean Air Act 
reauthorization later this year. 

Since 1970, steel firms have spent 
over $4.3 billion on air pollution con
trols, devoting a greater percentage of 
its capital than any other industry. 
Steel officials estimate that another 
$1.2 billion would be needed to meet 
current pollution standards. H.R. 3520 
would stretch out these environmental 
costs from 1 to 4 years releasing an 
extra $400 million for capital invest
ment. 

The bill would let steel companies 
negotiate on a case-by-case basis for 
extension to 1985 the Air Act compli
ance requirements. The law now re
quires compliance by 1982. In ex
change for the time extension, firms 
would spend the money they will save 
by deferring pollution control devices, 
on updating production facilities. The 
burden falls upon the company to 
off er proof that the extension will not 
result in degradation of air quality. 

H.R. 3520 has adequate safeguards 
to protect against any environmental 
damage, but provides enough modera
tion to infuse new life into the indus
try. The steel industry is a very special 
case with a unique problem. No other 
industry is as capital dependent and as 
vital to our national economy. I urge 
my colleagues to join with me in sup
port of H.R. 3520. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina <Mr. BROYHILL), the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois for 
yielding. 

I rise in opposition to this legisla
tion. I object to this bill which grants 
special privileges to one industry and 
denies those same privileges to all 
other industries in this country. 

Now, the arguments are made that 
this industry had special problems, 
and I do not deny that. The argument· 
is made that this industry is having 
difficulty meeting various deadlines 
that are mandated under the Clean 
Air Act, and that they need more time 
in order to meet those deadlines. The 
argument is also made that this indus
try had need for enormous amounts of 
capital in the next few years and that 
the regulatory burdens and the capital 
needs that are required by the Clean 
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Air Act are such that they need this 
relief granted in this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the same argu
ments can be made with respect to all 
other industries that are regulated by 
the Clean Air Act in this country. I 
can ask the question: What is the Con
gress doing to write legislation to give 
that kind of relief to other industries 
which have the same kinds of prob
lems that are faced by the steel indus
try? 

D 1115 
The problem is that the regulatory 

relief is being granted to one industry 
today and not any others that are bur
dened by the same provisions of the 
Clean Air Act. I do not see how we 
could deny those benefits to those in
dustries that would increase their abil
ity to compete in the world market
place, to increase employment in those 
other industries, to increase our bal
ance of payments. 

Yet, H.R. 3520 would deny all of 
those benefits to all but the steel in
dustry. 

I would like to have the attention of 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
WAXMAN) and see if he would give us 
some assurances of the expeditious 
consideration of the amendments to 
the Clean Air Act so that we could see 
if the Members of the House would 
consider the same type of amendments 
to that as we are giving here today in 
H.R. 3520. . 

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

Mr. BROYHILL. I am delighted to 
yield to the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

We are in the process of holding 
hearings in our subcommittee on the 
Clean Air Act, looking at proposals for 
revision of the act. We have scheduled 
before us this year the reauthorization 
of the Clean Air Act. 

It is my intention that we will keep 
to that time schedule. What is now 
holding up our deliberations is the ad
ministration which has told us that 
they will not have their recommenda
tions until June 30. Thereafter, we will 
look at the recommendations they 
send to us and all the other recom
mendations we have been receiving 
with the members of the subcommit
tee and hopefully move into a delib
eration to mark up reauthorization for 
changes in the act. 

Mr. BROYHILL. As the gentleman 
knows, I have introduced H.R. 3471 
along with other members of the com
mittee that would address the prob
lems that are faced by not only indus
tries, but by States, municipalities, as 
well as industries, as they struggle to 
comply with the very onerous and bur
densome requirements of the Clean 
Air Act. 

I would urge that the chairman of 
the committee proceed expeditiously 

with the consideration of that legisla
tion. I do not really anticipate the ad
ministration coming up with anything 
very different than that bill. If they 
do, I will be surprised. 

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

Mr. BROYHILL. I will be delighted 
to yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I thank the distinguished gentleman 
from North Carolina and commend 
him for his leadership in this matter. 
The gentleman, I think, has provided 
a very important focus by moving the 
concern over clean air and the exten
sion of the Clean Air Act forward. In 
that he has provided enormously valu
able service. I have spoken on a 
number of occasions to the chairman 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman 
from California <Mr. WAXMAN), who so 
ably deals with this matter and both 
he and I are determined that we will 
move as expeditiously as we possibly 
can toward enactment of the clean air 
legislation. 

However, as the gentleman is aware, 
earlier last week I sent a letter to the 
President urging him to submit the 
administration's recommendations on 
this matter prior to June 30, pointing 
out that if the Congress is compelled 
to wait for the administration's recom
mendations as late as June 30, it is not 
inconceivable that the schedule of the 
Congress during the closing days will 
jeopardize enactment of legislation in 
the clean air area and cause immense 
hardship to industries and affected 
citizens with regard to clean air. My 
letter of May 21, 1981, follows: 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., May 21, 1981. 

Hon. RONALD w. REAGAN, 
The President, 
The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: A few days ago the 
Acting Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, Mr. Walter C. Barber, 
Jr., informed the Committee that the Ad
ministration has set June 30, 1981 as the 
target date for submission to Congress of 
proposed legislation to amend titles I, II, 
and III of the Clean Air Act. 

While I appreciate the need for the new 
EPA Administrator and other top officials 
in the Administration to have time to ac
quaint themselves with the Act, implement
ing regulations, and the program in general, 
delaying the submission of the Administra
tion's legislative recommendations until 
June 30 gives me great concern. Vice Presi
dent Bush's March 4 letter to Congressman 
Clarence J. Brown concerning the steel tri
partite legislation states that the Adminis
tration was at that time "in the process of 
preparing legislation." My impression was 
that it would be ready in a manner of weeks, 
not months. 

In the first place, the House will be the 
middle of the Independence Day recess on 
June 30 and will not return until July 7. 
Thus, hearings on the Administration's pro
posals could not begin until after July 7. 

They will certainly require several days. 
This delay will put off Subcommittee 
markup until mid-July or later and would 
probably ensure that full Committee 
markup would not occur until after Labor 
Day. 

This is unfortunate because at the urging 
of the Ranking Minority Members of the 
Committee and the Subcommittee on 
Health and the Environment a hearing 
schedule has been initiated which I support 
that in general contemplates completion of 
hearings in June. Such hearings have al
ready begun. Adhering to this schedule 
would permit markup to begin early in the 
summer and make it possible to move the 
needed legislation through the House this 
year. 

At the Joint House-Senate hearing in 
March on the National Commission on Air 
Quality's report, Senator Stafford, the 
Chairman of the Senate Committee on En
vironment and Public Works, expressed the 
desire to adhere to a similar schedule. 

The Administration's announcement jeop
ardizes that House-Senate schedule and 
makes it difficult to act "expeditiously" on 
its proposals as urged on March 4 by the 
Vice President. 

Clearly, such a delay is not in the inter
ests of the affected industries, their work
ers, or the public in general. Indeed, it may 
prove very detrimental to the environment 
and the economy. Both stationary and 
mobile source industries have serious time 
constraints placed on them which affect 
manufacturing and construction planning 
and costs and, of course, jobs. 

I strongly urge that the Administration 
revise its schedule and transmit its propos
als to Congress early in June. Such an accel
eration should not be difficult, particularly 
now that the new EPA Administrator has 
been confirmed. 

I am also concerned about reports that 
the Administration's legislative proposals 
regarding the Clean Air Act and the policies 
on which those proposals are based are 
being developed by the Secretary of the In
terior and his Council on Natural Resources 
and Environment and not the EPA Adminis
trator, who lacks cabinet status. She is not 
even a member of equal status on that 
Council. Recent Adminstration memoranda 
indicate that even at the working level the 
Office of Management and Budget and the 
Cabinet Council's Executive Secretary, Mr. 
Danny J. Boggs, apparently are having a 
greater input into the development of these 
legislative proposals than the EPA Adminis
trator. 

Clearly, the President is free to seek 
advice from his Cabinet and other Adminis
tration officials. However, responsibility for 
the administration of the EPA and the 
Clean Air Act is vested in the head of EPA, 
not Secretary Watt and his Cabinet Council. 
It is my hope that with Administrator Gor
such confirmed, our Committee can look to 
her as the principal architect of the Admin
istration's proposals and not be required to 
question Secretary Watt and the full Cabi
net Council as well when the Administra
tion's proposal is finally available. 

I would appreciate your providing to me 
by June 1, 1981 assurances that the sched
ule will be significantly accelerated and that 
the EPA Administrator, not Secretary Watt, 
will have the lead role in developing Admin
istration proposals. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Chairman. 
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I do urge the gentleman to persist in 

his efforts with the administration to 
move this cause forward because we 
have to consider this matter this year. 
There are billions of dollars at stake 
and enormous investments which must 
be made and great penalties in produc
tivity which flow from the delays on 
getting clean air. I am sure the gentle
man knows that it would ill serve the 
Congress to initiate a course of action 
with regard to clean air and then find 
at a subsequent time that the adminis
tration would take a different position 
on this matter. 

The very reason that we are working 
today on H.R. 3520 is that the admin
istration has delayed considering pro
posals for Clean Air Act changes. 
When the National Commission on Air 
Quality reported to the joint House
Senate committee in early March, I 
noted that clean air legislation would 
be delayed until a new EPA adminis
trator was confirmed and the -Reagan 
proposals were submitted. Two days 
later, on March 4, Vice President Bush 
said that the administration was pre
paring legislative proposals. Nearly 3 
months have passed, the administrator 
was only recently named and con
firmed. No legislative proposals are 
ready. Recent rumors are that the ad
ministration will not meet the June 30 
deadline. 

I do not like the piecemeal ap
proach. Other industries, Iike autos 
and utilities, need legislative certainty 
and predictability. Our polluted cities 
and the public want certainty and as
surance of clean air. No one likes to 
wait the uncertainties of legislative 
change. The health of people and bil
lions of dollars are in the balance, 
while the administration tries to devel
op a legislative position relative to a 
law that they so roundly criticized 
during recent election campaigns. 

The delay lies at the doorstep of the 
administration. So long as it contin
ues, industry and the public will 
suffer. 

Even if the administration submits 
legislation early in June, the chance of 
moving legislation through the com
mittee and the House this year is 
chancy. Waiting until June 30 or later 
severely diminishes the chances for 
this session. 

I commend the gentleman from 
North Carolina for addressing the 
issue and, indirectly at least, gently 
prodding the administration to act 
quickly to endorse his bill or some 
other bill in a few days, not weeks or 
months. 

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

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
disappointed the gentleman from 
North Carolina is not willing to yield 
on his point. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would allow me to reclaim 
the time, I rise only for the purpose of 
determining the amount of the time 
remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
PANETTA). The gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. MADIGAN ) has 7 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would raise absolutely no objection to 
a colloquy continuing for a period of 
time sufficient to conclude, with the 
understanding that as the minority 
member handling the bill I have not 
yet had the opportunity to say any
thing about it. 

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
finished and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 2 minutes to comment at this 
time on the remarks just addressed to 
the House by the distinguished minor
ity leader of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. BROYHILL). 

The gentleman has introduced a bill 
over which we have had some discus
sion in our hearings in our subcommit
tee. As far as I know, the gentleman's 
bill has not been endorsed by the ad
ministration. If it has been endorsed 
by the administration, then we can 
consider that bill as their recommen
dation and make decisions with that in 
mind. 

I would also point out that the prob
lems that we have to deal with in the 
Clean Air Act this year have some
what been addressed by this bill intro
duced by a number of members of our 
subcommittee in their attempt to lift 
the burdens that the Clean Air Act 
has placed on a number of industries 
in this country. 

But the Clean Air Act has additional 
purposes, and the revisions of the 
Clean Air Act will involve other con
siderations than simply lifting the 
burdens on industry. The Clean Air 
Act is an act to protect the health of 
the American people. I would not want 
us to forget that and to ignore the fact 
that if we lift some burdens on some 
industries then we may well be sen
tencing the people in the urban areas 
of this country to breathing air that is 
unhealthy for them to breathe. 

We will want to look at all these 
issues and weigh the different bal
ances that we will have to consider. I 
hope when we do that we will then 
come up with a Clean Air Act reau
thorization that takes care of real 
world problems but still keeps the 
commitment that this Congress has 
made to having clean air for people ev
erywhere in this country to breathe. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. WIL
LIAM J. COYNE) for any comments he 
wishes to make on this legislation. 

Mr. WILLIAM J. COYNE. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to join my fellow 
colleagues from Pennsylvania in sup
port of legislation which is very impor
tant to the steel industry and economy 
of Pittsburgh and western Pennsylva
nia. H.R. 3520 amends the Clean Air 
Act so as to provide compliance date 
extensions for steelmaking facilities. 

The American steel industry is beset 
by serious financial difficulties. U.S. 
plants are in need of modernization, 
face unfair foreign competition, do not 
have adequate capital, and experience 
all of this when the economy is so un
certain. The industry, however, has 
the potential to overcome these prob
lems and emerge healthy, strong, and 
vigorous. Given this set of circum
stances, members of labor, the steel in
dustry, environmentalists, and the ad
ministration .came · together to form 
the Steel Tripartite Committee. Their 
goal was to find ways to redirect Gov
ernment policy so as to maximize the 
modernization potential of the steel 
industry. 

This legislation that is before us 
today is the result of the hard work 
and dedication of the Steel Tripartite 
Committee. These divergent groups 
were able to meet and find workable 
solutions which were in the best inter
ests of all involved, a feat that I com
mend. 

H.R. 3520 provides for an extension 
of the Clean Air Act, with a commit
ment by the steel industry to modern
ize. As each company begins to mod
ernize its facilities, the overall produc
tivity rate will rise. Each company, 
therefore, will be able to sustain less 
productive facilities until such time as 
they, too, are replaced. Companywide 
modernization programs will be fi
nanced by company financial stretch
out of abatement obligations. Air qual
ity standards will not be affected by 
the stretchout. 

The 14th District of Pennsylvania, 
which I represent in Congress, is one 
of the largest steel-producing centers 
in our country. This legislation is cru
cial for the revitalization and stimula
tion of the steel industry in our coun
try and I urge my colleagues to sup
port H.R. 3520. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we applaud the efforts 
of environmentalists, union members, 
and industry in addressing the prob
lems faced by the steel industry. Un
fortunately, H.R. 3520 provides regula
tory relief for only one industry. It 
does not provide relief to other indus
tries or municipalities from the provi
sions of the Clean Air Act. 

The problems that plague the steel 
industry are not restricted to that in
dustry. In every industrial sector, in 
every State and municipality, the irra
tional regulatory programs and rigid
ity in the present Clean Air Act have 
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imposed unnecessary economic bur
dens. I hope that this Congress will 
expeditiously address the systemic 
problems with the Clean Air Act. The 
existing Clean Air Act needs to be 
amended to provide rational stand
ards, based on the best science; and 
certainty in the permitting process; 
and to provide States increasing re
sponsibility in air quality manage
ment. 

On May 6, 1981, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. CLARENCE BROWN, and I 
introduced H.R. 3471, a bill designed 
to correct many of the problems that 
environmental agencies and industry 
have experienced in their decade-long 
endeavor to comply with congressional 
intent as embodied in the Clean Air 
Act. Our bill attempts to rectify many 
of the problems that have resulted 
from court interpretations of the 
intent of Congress. It is an attempt to 
balance legitimate concern for air 
quality with the multitude of compet
ing factors that comprise our diverse 
society. I am sorry that Congress is 
not assessing the merits of H.R. 3471 
today. 

Our desire to help the steel industry 
is only exceeded by our desire to 
create a healthy business environment 
and healthy environment for all of our 
country. While we can argue over the 
degree of help needed, many American 
businesses need relief from stifling 
Government regulations. The prob
lems of the steel industry with the 
Clean Air Act are only part of the 
problems that need to be addressed by 
an intelligent review of the 1971 act 
which would take into account the ac
cumulation of scientific evidence that 
has developed over the past 10 years. 

There is an apparent inequity in
volved in giving relief to only one in
dustry. I would not do that except for 
the commitment from our subcommit
tee chairman, Mr. WAXMAN, that we 
proceed with the consideration of the 
reauthorization of the Clean Air Act 
in our subcommittee. That commit
ment serves to satisfy all that we will 
have the opportunity to review this 
act with regard to taking into account 
everything we have learned since 1971. 
•Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the areas of greatest progress in the 
last two decades has been the environ
ment. It was with great enthusiasm 20 
years ago that America set an ambi
tious program to clean its air and 
water, and preserve its land. 

The early gains came easily. The en
vironment had been neglected for so 
long that results were immediate. But 
in a few years the results started to 
come more slowly and the problems 
became more difficult. On top of that, 
the economy started to slide back
ward. Suddenly there were major con
flicts between the environment and 
progress on industrial growth, eco
nomic goals, and energy development. 
We entered into a period when every 

environmental issue seemed controver
sial; when progress came to an almost 
total halt. 

This week in Congress, the House 
and Senate begin debate on a bill that 
may prove to be a milestone in the en
vironmental battle. The bill itself is 
simple. It states that in enforcing 
clean air laws, the Federal Govern
ment may provide steel companies 
with up to 3 additional years to meet 
clean air standards. In no case would 
the standards be weakened. The com
pany would simply have longer to 
reach it. Also, .the Government would 
consider cases on a l-by-1 basis. No 
steel company would automatically 
qualify for the extension, but would 
have to prove its need for an exten
sion. 

What is significant about this bill is 
the support for it. It has the support 
of steel companies. But it also has the 
support of environmentalists. Instead 
of the atmosphere of recent years 
where environmentalists and industri
alists hurled charges at one another, 
both sides sat down together, negotiat
ed, and developed a solution that satis
fied everyone. 

The result of that negotiation and 
compromise is significant benefit for 
the public. Some ailing steel compa
nies will have more time to meet envi
ronmental goals. Some communities 
will be able to keep steel plants open 
because companies can put money into 
modernization instead of putting it all 
into environmental apparatus. And 
the public gains because clean air 
standards will be met. In none of these 
cases will the air quality be allowed to 
decline during the 3 years, and in all 
cases the clean air targets must still be 
met. 

This confirms for me the point I 
have made for several years: Energy 
development, economic growth, and 
environmental improvements do not 
need to be in conflict. We can make 
progress in all three. The debate of 
recent years has been marked by ex
tremists on both sides. Too many envi
ronmentalists have not wanted to give 
a single inch to development. That is 
unrealistic given the economic and 
energy condition of our Nation. Simi
larly, too many developers and busi
nessmen have ignored the law and 
simply wanted to wipe out the Clean 
Air Act or clean water goals. We can 
not afford to go back to the days prior 
to those laws, and no one should want 
to. 

As this agreement on the steel 
plants and the Clean Air Act shows, 
we can reach agreements that allow 
policies in all areas to go forward. This 
will be important because Congress 
faces a number of environmental 
issues over the coming year. The 
entire clean air law will be reviewed. 
The air pollution requirements on 
automobiles will be studied. The laws 
affecting energy development will be 

debated. In all these cases, it is clear 
that some changes are needed. We 
must insure that jobs are protected, 
that plants remain open, and that 
energy is produced. But it is clear that 
these goals can be met while still im
proving the environmental situation. 

And that is the type of debate we 
need during the coming years. We 
have had enough conflict and contro
versy on the environmental rules and 
regulations. It is time for some com
monsense and some reasonable com
promise. Only in that way can we 
insure progress in all the areas, and 
insure that the public's wishes are 
translated into Government policy. 

I congratulate the environmentalists 
and the steel industry for working out 
the agreement we are now debating in 
Congress. I believe it is a model for 
what we can accomplish by acting 
with reason and a concern for the 
entire Nation. I hope it is a model for 
the debate to come later this year. We 
need not fight over environmental 
progress versus economic and energy 
development. We can have progress in 
all three areas as long as we are will
ing to work for reasonable solutions.• 
e Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
3520 is a pretty good idea, but it rep
resents another ad hoc attempt to 
solve a part of a larger problem. 

Def erring air quality deadlines for 
the steel industry is an obvious need. 
But, while the steel industry's need is 
unquestioned, other industries need 
similar relief, too. Instead of looking 
at the problems of all industries, the 
committee chose to concentrate its 
relief on the industry with the great
est political clout. The committee has 
chosen to grease the squeakiest wheel. 

I am disappointed that the commit
tee chose a political solution rather 
than a wholesale revision of what has 
proved to be a cumbersome body of 
law. Nevertheless, I am hopeful that 
this body will have a chance to make 
some more general changes this 
summer or fall when the Clean Air Act 
must be extended. 

In the meantime, even though I be
lieve special legislation for a particular 
industry is not a good way to legislate, 
I do support the passage of H.R. 3520. 
It is only a partial solution, but it is a 
badly needed partial solution.e 
e Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge approval by the House of this leg
islation to extend the compliance date 
on a case-by-case basis for a period of 
up to 3 years for the steel industry to 
comply with pollution control require
ments. 

As the cosponsor of H.R. 1817, intro
duced earlier for this purpose, I be
lieve that the steel industry should be 
given the chance to invest additional 
capital in facilities for improved pro
ductivity and efficiency while insuring 
adequate protection of the environ-
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ment and health of the public during 
the extension period. 

Therefore, I support passage of H.R. 
3520.• 
e Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, as a 
cosponsor of this important legislation 
designed to balance the steel indus
try's need for capital with our environ
mental requirements, I rise in support 
of this bill. 

As has been described, H.R. 3520 
permits the steel industry to take 3 ad
ditional years to comply with the 
Clean Air Act deadlines for stationary 
sources. This extension will permit the 
industry to invest funds it would have 
otherwise used for pollution control 
for steel plant modernization. Central 
to the agreement are two conditions: 
First, the industry must spend some 
moneys on pollution abatement each 
year. Second, that once the 3-year ex
tension expired in 1985, the industry 
would have to be in full compliance 
with the 1982 standards. These condi
tions will be judicially enforceable be
cause the stretchout can only be ob
tained by individual steel plants seek
ing consent decrees which will lock 
them into these conditional agree
ments. 

The legislation is based on the so
called tripartite steel agreement which 
was fashioned by the steel industry, 
the steelworker's union, and by the en
vironmental community. In 1979, the 
previous administration convened a 
committee of steel, labor, and Govern
ment officials to examine ~hose issues 
which had led to the decline of our do
mestic steelmaking capacity. Part of 
their investigation was devoted to the 
problem of capital utilization. The 
committee found that environmental 
controls were costly and- drew upon 
the industry's capital at a time when 
funds were needed for modernization. 
The steel industry, labor unions, and 
EPA officials suggested the stretchout 
as a means for creating additional 
funds for the industry. The environ
mental community was called upon to 
review the stretchout and suggested 
the conditions cited above to insure 
that, ultimately, environmental stand
ards would be achieved by the indus
try. An amendment to the Clean Air 
Act was required to codify this agree
ment. H.R. 3520 fits the bill. 

Unfortunately, this creative agree
ment is nnder fire. Some Members of 
Congress have referred to the legisla
tion as ratification of a backroom, po
litical deal. This characterization is 
immensely unfair. Congress was not 
bound by the agreement. The House 
Committee on Commerce and Energy 
has endorsed the legislation because it 
balances so well the economic and en
vironmental burdens being shouldered 
by the industry. But more important, 
this legislation represents a symbolic 
victory which will have a wide applica
tion in the environmental field and in 

other areas of legislative importance 
as well. 

Government and society make deci
sions about the distribution of income 
every day. In 1981, Ronald Reagan 
made the decision to hasten the de
control of energy prices in the belief 
that the market, and not the Federal 
Government, should determine the 
price of energy. This decision may be 
the most efficient way to price energy, 
to encourage domestic production, and 
to discipline consumers into wasting 
less energy. But it has significant 
drawbacks in terms of inflation, in 
terms of forcing the poor or the elder
ly to chose between heating . ~nd 
eating, and in terms of centrallzmg 
the flow of capital toward the energy 
industry. No Member of Congress and 
certainly no average citizen was able 
to influence this decision. Billions of 
dollars hung in the balance; yet, no 
one was able to raise questions: Is this 
fair? Is this equitable? Will my income 
increase? Will my income go down? 
Billions were at stake and these · ques
tions could not be asked. 

The concept behind this legislation 
speaks to the essential unfairness of 
the decisionmaking process which re
sulted in energy price decontrol. The 
steel industry regarded itself as a 
victim of the Government's environ
mental regulations. Yet, the industry 
was willing to support strict compli
ance with the Clean Air Act by 1985 if 
the Congress provided a 3-year 
stretchout of the environmental dead
lines. Environmentalists were equally 
amenable in supporting a 3-year delay 
in steel's compliance with the Clean 
Air Act because they knew first, of the 
positive economic benefits and, second, 
that compliance would be assured, just 
3 years late. 

This concept-tripartitism, if you 
will-reduces the controversy inherent 
in problems which overlap economic 
and environmental issues. The use of 
tripartitism was effective during the 
consideration of the Chrysler legisla
tion. Industry and labor were forced to 
make significant concessions in order 
to achieve their desired goal: Federal 
loan guarantees for the corporation. 
Shortly, the House will consider legis
lation reauthorizing Conrail which 
contains major concessions required of 
labor, local transit authorities, and 
shippers to maintain the railroad's op
erations. The tripartite concept should 
be applied to more issues, particularly 
those which will be debated during the 
Clean Air Act authorization later this 
year. It is in this arena where the eco
nomic, environmental, and energy 
goals of our country appear to be in 
greatest conflict. 

As Lester Thurow points out in his 
outstanding book "Zero Sum Society," 
we have used economic growth, in the 
past, to avoid disadvantaging cert~in 
segments of society when allocatmg 
economic goods. In the environmental 

sphere, we could pay both for addi
tional investment in production and 
investment in pollution control. Eco
nomic growth, as Thurow indicates, 
was the social lubricant that kept 
groups working together. Without eco
nomic growth, the decisionmaking 
process devoted to the question of bal
ancing economic and environmental 
needs could degenerate into controver
sy. Environmentalists and consumers 
do not want to give up clean air. The 
steel industry and labor do not want to 
give up their plants in order to satisfy 
environmental laws. Rather than forc
ing these groups to use the political 
process to stifle the dreams of their 
opponents, the tripartite formula was 
used to accommodate everyone's inter
ests. Concessions were made for the 
common good and as a result of this 
bill, everyone will be better off. 

Ultimately, the best formula on 
which we can rely is sustained eco
nomic growth. We need tax reform, 
moderate energy prices, and a commit
ment to a full employment economy. 
Nothing short of these three objec
tives will be sufficient to enable our 
society to advance and flourish. Until 
that time, we need to continue to rely 
on processes like tripartitism to en
courage shared sacrifices on behalf of 
shared goals.e 
e Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, if there 
is one thing American workers want of 
the 97th Congress it is revitalization 
and rehabilitation of our industry so 
they will have jobs doing productive 
work at fair pay. 

And this bill to allow case-by-case 
stretchout of the Clean Air Act com
pliance deadlines specifically in the 
steel industry is the first piece of legis
lation to reach the House that will 
signal our intent to do that. 

Passage is very necessary and very 
important. 

The bill is in the nature of first aid 
for the most basic and one of the more 
seriously injured of our industries. 

It is nothing more than a tourniquet 
meant to stem the hemorrhage of jobs 
and stabilize the patient so it can 
gather strength and become once 
again whole and competitive under the 
comprehensive, longer range treat
ment that will be applied to the whole 
economy. 

And that is all it is. 
It is not abandonment of clean air or 

betrayal of that cause. It provides 
there will be no backsliding from im
provements that have been made. 

The case-by-case feature means 
there can be no wholesale disregard of 
the environment. And the 3-year limit 
means the push for cleaner air will 
resume in 1985. It is not overly gener

. ous. It is tailored snugly to meet a 
need. 

For those who are doubtful about 
the necessity, I point to a headline 
that appeared earlier this year. 



May 28, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 10907 
It said, "Japanese Pass United States 

in Crude Steel Production for First 
Time in 1980." 

And I suggest a look at the chart 
contained in the committee report on 
this bill. 

It lists major steel production facili
ties in the United States and the 
almost immediate capital spending re
quirements the Clean Air Act places 
on them. 

But 13 listed operations will require 
no additional capital. 
- They are closed, and the workers in 
Youngstown, Johnstown, and Massil
lon are jobless. 

The purpose of this bill 1s to keep 
that list from growing. It will tempo
rarily-and only temporarily-suspend 
required clean air spending and allow 
diversion of that scarce capital into 
production. 

It involves about $800 million. 
Even at that, it will free up only 11.5 

to 14 percent of the capital needed for 
just 1 year if this industry, foundation 
of our strength and prosperity, is to 
survive. 

Our factfinding, judgment-making 
arm, the General Accounting Office, 
has put capital investment require
ments at $5. 7 billion a year through 
1988 if the industry is to regain its 
competitiveness. Industry estimates 
are higher-$7 billion. 

Some argue this is a special privilege 
for a politically powerful industry. 

It is cement to hold the keystone in 
place. 

The GAO made several judgments 
on steel. 

In one it said, "Steel is one of the 
largest industries in the Nation, ex
ceeded only by automotive, petroleum, 
and food industries." 

It easily could have added as I do, 
none of the other industries would 
function without it. 

Steel is so basic we forget about it. 
We shave with it in the morning. We 

drill for oil with it and mine coal. We 
plow and harvest with it. It holds to
gether our houses, roads, bridges, and 
office buildings'. We transport our 
goods in it and on it. 

We ride in it, on it, and over it to 
work and play whether by car, plane, 
train, or boat. 

We use it to defend ourselves. 
Do we need it? 
We would perish without it. 
No other major industry could func

tion without it, and the Nation will 
not function if our steel industry fails 
and we turn to imports. The flow of 
dollars under those conditions could 
dwarf what OPEC has done. 

Furthermore, 1 million tons of im
ported steel means 5,000 lost American 
jobs. More steel sold at home and 
abroad means more jobs. 

In the aggregate, America makes its 
industry carry burdens no other 
nation imposes, particularly those who 
want to build their steelmaking capac
ity. 

Nevertheless, our workers and pro
ducers have not done a bad job in 
keeping up. 

The GAO found our aging plants 
close to the highly modern Japanese 
in man hours per ton and output per 
hour. However, we are doing fewer 
things, not doing them as well, and 
not at all preparing for the future. 

You see, in recent years Government 
policies have kept steel profits low and 
directed most of the available invest
ment capital into capabilities other 
than production. 

The result: American companies are 
not equipped to produce what the new 
industrial world will require of them 
at levels of quality the world is coming 
to demand. 

For example, we will be turning to 
nuclear power along with the rest of 
the world. 

But the GAO cited one user who 
said he will have to deal with French 
companies for suitable nuclear grade 
plate. We are not equipped. 

Synfuels will be coming into use, 
calling for even better plate. The GAO 
cited a major buyer who had strong 
doubts U.S. companies could move into 
that market while expressing faith the 
Japanese would rapidly develop the 
capacity. 

The GAO found a direct relation
ship between quality, productivity, 
and modern plant. Modernization 
cannot be accomplished without capi
tal. 

The GAO pointed to 10-percent in
creases in the yield of steel, and sig
nificant energy savings, if capital de
manded by ever-tightening environ
mental requirements could be diverted 
into productivity in some cases. 

Further, the GAO found 25 percent 
of America's capacity too old to com
pete with foreign producers, and I be
lieve that. 

But it concluded, the American in
dustry is potentially competitive with 
foreign producers. It said the potential 
is great enough to warrant a Govern
ment-led revitalization program, and I 
embrace that. 

steel work force. Production is cur
rently at one-third its 1970 level. Cur
rently unemployment among hourly 
steelworkers is even higher than the 
Buffalo area's general unemployment 
rate-which at over 10 percent, is one 
of the highest in the Nation. 

While older industrial centers like 
Buffalo suffer most from this decline, 
the debacle is nationwide. In the past 
decade the United States has lost 
85,000 basic steel jobs, not counting 
jobs in related industries. Total raw 
steel production declined 14 percent 
since 1973, while foreign steel's share 
of the American market rose to nearly 
20 percent. Steel profits remain low, 
and, at a time when the industry des
perately needs a new infusion of in
vestment capital the real value of steel 
stock has declined significantly. 

The steel industry is the industrial 
heart of our economy; and its decline 
threatens American jobs and Ameri
can national security. We must devel
op a new strategy for revitalizing the 
steel industry, a strategy based on a 
clear understanding of the role of 
labor, capital, and the Federal Govern
ment. 

The bill before the House of Repre
sentatives today is an important ele
ment of a new steel policy. While none 
of us argues with the goal of protect
ing the environment, I believe we also 
agree that the ultimate cost of regula
tions in jobs and economic growth 
should also be measured. H.R. 3520, 
the Steel Industry Compliance Exten
sion Act, does not compromise our 
long-term clean air goals, but it does 
establish a more realistic timetable for 
meeting them. 

In 1977, 20 percent of all scarce steel 
industry capital investments went to 
meet environmental regulations. What 
is more, the cost of this pollution con
trol equipment in constant dollars is 
expected to triple by 1983. The high 
cost of compliance with these regula
tions makes it unlikely that the steel 
industry will be able to compete in the 
next decade. 

Mr. Speaker, I support passage of These regulations do not just de-
this measure in four ways-as chair- plete steel capital, however; they also 
man of the Steel Caucus, as a father speed plant shutdowns in the industri
of the bill, and as a Congressman al Northeast. Stringent areawide emis
whose district makes 25 percent of sions standards and uniform standards 
America's steel. for new and old plants make it uneco-

But my strongest support goes to it nomic to operate, much less modern
as a citizen who does not want to see ize, marginal plants. Modernization 
the U.S. economy getting by only on plans for the Lackawanna Bethlehem 
the export of raw material and agri- Steel plant, which employs many 
cultural goods. steelworkers from my district, have, 

The stretchout represents a for instance, been severely set back by 
strength-gathering pause, not a re- emissions standards for coking oper-
treat. ations. Even though demand for coke 

And we need it.e is projected to surge in the next few 
• Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I repre- years, failure to comply with pollution 
sent some real experts on the crisis in regulations may force shutdowns of 
America's steel industry-my steel- the Lackawanna plant's biggest and 
worker constituents in western New best coke oven. This could well be the 
York. Since 1970 the Buffalo area has death blow for a plant that has suf
lost some 18,000 jobs, almost half its fered major layoffs since 1977. 
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We need a regulatory policy which 

recognizes the importance of both a 
clean and safe environment and pro
ductive jobs for all Americans. Current 
regulations should be carefully exam
ined according to a strict cost-eff ec
tiveness standard, and those mandated 
requirements that have not been sci
entifically proven necessary for a 
healthy environment should be re
vised. Regulations should also take 
into consideration the age and esti
mated lifespan of plants, and the de
sirability of keeping older but still 
profitable plants in operation. The 
impact of regulations on regional em
ployment should also be carefully 
weighed. 

I believe that H.R. 3520 represents a 
step toward this new regulatory 
policy, and a saner steel strategy. I 
urge my colleagues to support passage 
of the bill.• 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
WAXMAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3520. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, on 

that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule 
I, and the Chair's prior announce
ment, further proceedings on this 
motion will be postponed. 

ELIMINATION OF THE LIMITA
TION ON INDUSTRIAL WASTE 
TREATMENT 
Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2957, to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to delete 
the limitation on the use of public 
treatment works grants for treating, 
storing, or conveying the flow of in
dustrial users into treatment works, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2957 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
R epresentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 201<k) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act <33 U.S.C. 1281(k)) is hereby re
pealed. 

SEC. 2. (a) Sect ion 205(c ) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act is amended by 
striking out "ending September 30, 1981," 
and insert ing in lieu thereof "ending Sep
tember 30, 1982," and by striking out "and 
September 30, 1981," and inserting in lieu 
thereof "September 30, 1981, and Septem
ber 30, 1982," . 

(b) Section 205(e) of the Federal Water 
Pollut ion Control Act is amended by strik
ing out "and 1981" each of the two places it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof at each 
such place " 1981, and 1982". 

SEC. 3. (a) Section 202(a )( 2) of the F ederal 
Wate r Pollut ion Cont rol Act is amende d b y 

striking out " 1981" and inserting in lieu 
thereof " 1982". 

Cb) Section 202(a)(4) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act is amended by strik
ing out " and September 30, 1981." and in
serting in lieu thereof "September 30, 1981, 
and September 30, 1982.". 

(c) Section 205(i) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act is amended by strik
ing out "and September 30, 1981," and in
serting in lieu thereof "September 30, 1981, 
and September 30, 1982," and by striking 
out " fiscal year ending September 30, 1981," 
and inserting in lieu thereof " fiscal years 
ending September 30, 1981 , and September 
30, 1982," . 

SEC. 4. Section 205 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

" (j) The Administrator shall allot to the 
State of New York from sums authorized to 
be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1982, an amount necessary to 
pay the entire cost of conveying sewage 
from the Convention Center of the city of 
New York to the Newtown sewage treat
ment plant, Brooklyn-Queens area, New 
York. The amount allotted under this sub
section shall be in addition to and not in 
lieu of any other amounts authorized to be 
allotted to such State under this Act." . 

SEc. 5. This Act, and the amendments 
made by this Act, shall not apply to any 
fiscal year which begins before October 1, 
1981. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, a second is not re
quired on this motion. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. EDGAR) will be recognized for 20 
minutes and the gentleman from Ar
kansas (Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT) will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. EDGAR). 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2957, as reported, 
repeals the so-called industrial cost ex
clusion provision of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act which was 
added to the law by Congress last 
year. The industrial cost exclusion 
provides that Federal construction 
grant funds cannot be spent on those 
portions of publicly owned wastewater 
treatment works which provide indus
trial users with treatment capacity. 
H.R. 2957 would restore grant eligibil
ity for this portion of the construction 
grants program. 

The industrial cost exclusion section 
in the legislation last year was the 
result of a compromise. Because we 
wished to give Congress another 
chance to look at the provision, we de
layed its effective date until November 
15, 1981. Thus, after November 15, 
1981, no grant funds may be used to fi
nance the physical construction of 
that part of a publicly owned treat
ment works that treats, stores, or con
veys wastes from industries which dis
charge into the system more than 
50,000 gallons per day of sanitary 
waste equivalent. In the interim, we 
required the Environmental Protec-

tion Agency to do a study of the ef
fects of the industrial cost exclusion. 

While the EPA study does not make 
specific recommendations, its findings 
point out the potential burden of the 
provision on industries and municipal
ities. The study shows that there are a 
large number of communities which 
would find portions of planned proj
ects suddenly ineligible for grant 
funds. This would increase the local 
costs of completing these projects, 
sometimes drastically. Nationwide, the 
non-Federal share of projects in these 
communities which might have been 
built in the next few years would in
crease an estimated 61 percent. In 
many cases, communities and indus
tries may not be able to raise the 
money necessary to finance this in
creased local share. The study sug
gests that in this situation many com
munities will simply do nothing- and 
await possible. enforcement actions. 
Furthermore, the study suggests that 
the costs of delay-caused by the need 
for cities to renegotiate . their agree
ments with their industries-are likely 
in the near term to exceed the amount 
of grant funds which are made ineligi
ble under the industrial cost exclusion. 
In the opinion of community and in
dustry leaders surveyed by EPA, the 
industrial cost exclusion, even though 
it does not go into effect until Novem
ber 15, is already causing an "impasse" 
in many communities, causing some to 
hold back on their projects and thus 
delay realization of our Nation's clean 
water goals. These findings were sup
ported by testimony received at our 
hearings. 

H.R. 2957, as reported, also contains 
two other sections extending provi
sions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act that will expire this year 
without congressional action. Section 
2 of the bill extends the existing allot
ment formula for distributing con
struction grants funds to the States. 
Section 3 extends the existing set
aside of 3 percent of each State's allot
ment for use on systems incorporating 
innovative and alternative technol
ogies. Inclusion of these provisions in 
this bill establishes the basis for our 
further consideration of these and 
other matters concerning the con
struction grants program this year. 
We intend to hold further hearings on 
the construction grants program soon 
with a view toward making changes in 
these and other provisions governing 
the program which will insure that 
the greatest possible amount of pollu
tion reduction will be achieved for 
every Federal dollar spent. 

0 1130 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the chairman of the 
full Committee on Public works and 
Transportation, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. HOWARD). 
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Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Speaker, I wish 

to commend this bill to the Members 
of the House. I wish to thank the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR), who is handling this bill today 
in behalf of the chairman of the Sub
committee on Water Resources; the 
gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
ROE), who is unable to be with us 
today; and to thank the ranking mi
nority member, the gentleman from 
Arkansas <Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT). I 
wish to thank all the members of the 
subcommittee and their staffs for 
their work in preparing this legislation 
for the House today. 

I wish also to extend my thanks to 
the ranking minority member of the 
full committee, the gentleman from 
California <Mr. CLAUSEN) for his usual 
helpful cooperation. 

The Water Resources Subcommittee 
recently held hearings on the industri
al cost exclusion, during which a large 
number of cities, industries, trade and 
professional associations, and the En
vironmental Protection Agency were 
heard. The overwhelming consensus of 
those who appeared is that the indus
trial cost exclusion should be repealed. 
With the study which we required the 
Environmental Protection Agency to 
prepare for us, and the other informa
tion we have received since last year, 
we now have a good idea of the impact 
of the exclusion upon the industries 
and cities which find themselves part
ners in the task of upgrading our Na
tion's waters. 

I will not attempt to summarize the 
total factual record in support of 
repeal. It is too vast. I will only cite 
three facts which to me are central. 
First, the industrial cost exclusion will 
work a real financial hardship on 
many communities, which suddenly, 
contrary to all previous planning, will 
now have to raise the money to re
place the funds which are to be ex
cluded. Second, something worse than 
just hardship is a reality for several 
communities. For them, particularly 
some small communities with margin
al industries, the industries have indi
cated they will be forced to close down 
or move away. Third, the EPA study 
shows that we will not likely be saving 
any money with industrial cost exclu
sion. This is because, by requiring 
cities to go back to their industries 
and renegotiate their treatment agree
ments, redesign projects, and raise 
new revenues, we are causing delays 
which will because of inflation, elimi
nate any savings anticipated from in
dustrial cost exclusion. 

Mr. Speaker, all of the information 
we have leads to only one conclusion. 
The industrial cost exclusion provision 
is disruptive, ineffective, and is not 
economical, and I urge passage of the 
bill. 

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

79-059 0 - 84 - 75 (Part 8) 

Mr. HOW ARD. I am happy to yield 
to the ranking minority member of 
the full committee, the gentleman 
from California <Mr. CLAUSEN) for a 
short colloquy. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation for his 
work on this Clean Water Act legisla
tion. I would like to ask the gentleman 
from New Jersey a question concern
ing the relationship of this bill to the 
pressing need for reform of the EPA 
construction grants program. 

The gentleman is aware that the ad
ministration will not request appropri
ations for this program in fiscal year 
1982 unless the Congress acts on 
reform. Funds must be directed where 
they are needed most. Our committee 
has been holding, and will continue to 
hold extensive hearings on construc
tion grants problems. Can you tell me 
your timetable for addressing the rele
vant reform issues from a legislative 
perspective? 

Mr. HOW ARD. I do share the gen
tleman's concern, and I would like to 
state very clearly that this legislation 
is not the end of water pollution con
trol legislation in this Congress or pos
sibly in this session of the Congress. 
As the gentleman is aware, our Over
sight and Review Subcommittee has 
already held hearings to get informa
tion as to how we could improve this 
program in its entirety; and also the 
gentleman and I together have intro
duced by request the administration's 
legislation on the construction grant 
program referred to as H.R. 3703. 

I share the gentleman's concern. Let 
me assure the gentleman that passage 
of this bill does not, and will not, pre
clude us from acting further on this 
matter. It has been our intention for 
some time to hold extensive legislative 
hearings on the construction grants 
program and we plan to start these 
hearings very soon. We will exert 
every effort to report legislation, get it 
through the House, and reach an 
agreement with the other body in time 
to insure that funding for this pro
gram will be considered for fiscal year 
1982. It is our goal to develop legisla
tion which will make the construction 
grants program more efficient and 
cost effective so that the maximum 
amount of pollution control is 
achieved with the resources which will 
be available. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. I thank the gentle
man, because the faster we can 
achieve reform, in my view, the sooner 
additional funds will be available for 
the construction grant program which 
many people are looking for. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2957 and urge my colleagues on 
the floor of the House to join me in 
sending this legislation to the Senate. 

The bill before us has a history 
which goes back more than 5 years to 

the original industrial cost recovery, 
or ICR, provision of the Clean Water 
Act. I will not dwell on that history 
except to say that last Congress we re
pealed the industrial cost recovery 
provisions of the Clean Water Act be
cause of overwhelming evidence that 
they were not effective in accomplish
ing their legislative objectives. 

The ICE provision we address today 
was adopted as part of the compromise 
that was struck in order to remove the 
ICR provision from the law. Many of 
us in the House, at the time the ICE 
provision was passed last October, ex
pressed our serious reservations about 
the adverse effects that it was likely to 
have on our Nation's clean water pro
gram. Unfortunately, I am afraid that 
the events of the ensuing months have 
proven that the reservations we raised 
last year were probably well-founded. 

We have had the benefit of an in
depth study performed by the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency on the 
likely effects that ICE will produce on 
our construction grants program. 
EPA's study provides overwhelming 
evidence to support repeal of the ICE 
provision. Similar strong evidence was 
received in 2 days of hearings held by 
our Subcommittee on Water Re
sources, during which virtually unani
mous testimony-not just from indus
tries, but also from municipalities and 
States and professional organiza
tions-was presented in favor of re
pealing ICE. 

Allow me to emphasize just two 
points. 

The first is that repeal of ICE is not 
something supported only by industry. 
Of the more than 120 comments that 
EPA received on its ICE study, 95 per
cent opposed implementation of ICE. 
Only six of the comments could be 
characterized as favorable toward ICE, 
and not all of these went so far as to 
actually endorse the concept. 

Let me give a sample of who the 
nonindustry organizations are that 
support repeal of the ICE provision: 

The National League of Cities; Asso
ciation of Metropolitan Sewerage 
Agencies; New York State Department 
of Environmental Conservation; Na
tional Association of Counties; the 
Governor of the State of North Caroli
na; Water Pollution Control Feder
ation; State of New Jersey Depart
ment of Environmental Protection; 
city of Houston, Tex.; county sanita
tion districts of Los Angeles County; 
and the Denver Regional Council of 
Governments. 

Many others are listed beginning on 
page 311 of EPA's ICE report. Imposi
tion of ICE hurts our State and local 
governments as well as our industries. 

The second point I would like to 
make is that, with only the few excep
tions already mentioned, those who 
commented to EPA on the ICE study 
and those who testified before our 



10910 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE May 28, 1981 
Water Resources Subcommittee be
lieved that ICE was not good for our 
clean water program and that it 
should not be allowed to go into effect. 
Each has his or her own reasons, but 
the feeling was overwhelmingly in 
favor of our repeal provision. Here are 
just some of the comments that are 
part of the record: 

State of New Jersey, Department of 
Environmental Protection: 

The State of New Jersey strongly recom
mends repeal of that portion of the amend-. 
ment that excludes eligibility of industrial 
flows. Failure to do so will delay the clean 
water program and seriously jeopardize the 
economic well-being of the State. 

New York State Department of En
vironmental Conservation: 

<We> believe that it would be in the best 
interest of the program and the tax-paying 
population if ICE were repealed. Not only 
will such a significant change in funding_ cri
teria delay ongoing projects needed for 
water pollution control, but this delay will 
also require expenditure of more public 
funds than if we were to proceed using ex· 
isting funding criteria. 

Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States: 

The U.S. Chamber strongly believes that 
ICE will frustrate our national water qual
ity improvement goals as expressed in the 
Clean Water Act. 

Water Pollution Control Federation: 
• • • The practical effect of ICE will work 

against the streamlining of the grants pro
gram overall. If the purpose of our legisla
tive reform of construction grants is to 
move money faster and to build those proj
ects which contribute the most to solving 
local water pollution control problems, then 
I think that EPA's own ICE report clearly 
demonstrates that this particular provision 
will be a counterproductive force at the 
local level. 

National Association of Counties: 
The National Association of Counties 

would probably endorse a reduced Federal 
share of wastewater construction grants 
before it would concur with the intent of 
the <ICE> amendment. 

National League of Cities: 
Because of the potential hardships and in

equitable treatment imposed on municipal
ities by the elimination of assistance to that 
portion of a POTW designed to serve major 
industrial users, the National League of 
Cities opposes the <ICE> provision, and will 
advocate its repeal • • • 

County Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County: 

Implementation of the <ICE> amendment 
could result in considerably more adminis
trative and financial problems for municipal 
sewerage agencies than the ICR it replaces. 
The sanitation districts, therefore, strongly 
recommend • • • the elimination of the 
Stafford amendment from the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act. 

Denver Regional Council of Govern
ments: 

The Denver Regional Council of Govern
ments does not support the <ICE) amend
ment • • •. (It) will impose a tremendous 
administrative burden on the Denver 
region, and consequently, should not be re
quired. 

Mr. Speaker, I could go on, but I 
think the point is made. Based on the 
information developed thus far, it 
seems clear that repeal of ICE is more 
likely to lead to a more cost-effective, 
environmentally sound clean water 
program than is retention of ICE. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I think it is 
entirely proper that we take this 
action today because I believe it is in 
the best interests of our clean water 
program for us to do so. 

One other point bears emphasis. The 
action we take today in extending the 
innovative and alternative provisions 
and the allotment formula in the 
Clean Water Act should not be misin
terpreted as being an indication that 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation does not intend to 
move quickly on Clean Water Act leg
islative reforms. Exactly the opposite 
is the case. We will be addressing nec
essary reforms, including the propos
als that have been made by the admin
istration, in an effort to produce 
reform legislation in time for fiscal 
year 1982 funding for the construction 
grants program. 

Mr. Speaker, with these thoughts in 
mind, I congratulate the chairman and 
the ranking member of the Water Re
sources Subcommittee for developing 
this legislation and I urge my col
leagues on the floor to support its pas
sage here this morning. 
e Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2957, 
as reported, repeals the so-called in
dustrial cost exclusion which was 
added to the law by Congress last 
year. The provision has a long history 
behind it, but the facts are really quite 
simple. The Environmental Protection 
Agency administers a grants program 
which provides 75 percent of the costs 
to municipalities for the construction 
or upgrading of their wastewater 
treatment plants. In a very large 
number of cases, probably the major
ity, there are industries located in and 
around the city which hook into the 
city's sewer system. In many cases, the 
city and its industries grew up togeth
er, and the industries have been using 
the city's sewer lines and treatment 
system for many years. Up until last 
year, the construction grants program 
recognized this reality and allowed for 
funding of these joint treatment 
plants. Last year's legislation, howev
er, excluded funding of the industrial 
portion. 

This bill would restore grant eligibil
ity for that industrial capacity. It is 
unrealistic to suppose that we can con
struct new sewer systems or upgrade 
existing systems by ignoring the exist
ing partnership and forcing the munic
ipal and industrial portions in a joint 
treatment system to be handled sepa
rately. Information from many com
munities that are in various stages of 
the construction grants process shows 
the very disruptive results of the exist
ing provision going into effect. 

The industrial cost exclusion was 
linked with repeal of another require
ment called industrial cost recovery. 
Under the industrial cost recovery, in
dustries were to pay back the grant as
sisted capital costs associated with the 
treatment they receive by hooking 
into a municipal system. The pay
ments were to be made to the city, 
which would in turn send half of them 
back to the Federal Treasury, and 
retain half to administer this require
ment and to finance future expansion 
and reconstruction of the sewer 
system. 

The industrial cost recovery system 
never got off the ground. Very little 
money was ever collected. In many in
stances the costs of administering the 
system exceeded the amount of money 
that was taken in. It also threatened 
to drive industries away from regional 
treatment systems . . Everybody agreed 
that the provision was no good and in 
Public Law 96-483 last year Congress 
did away with it. At the same time, we 
wished to have more information on 
the possible effects of the industrial 
cost exclusion. We added to the law a 
provision requiring EPA to do a study 
which would be reported to Congress 
during the interim before the exclu
sion went into effect. 

We now have that study, and it 
shows that the industrial cost exclu-

. sion will cause, and in fact already is 
causing delays, because industries and 
cities now must renegotiate their 
agreements about upgrading their 
treatment systems. Already many 
projects have been slowed down while 
the parties wait to see what is going to 
happen, whether they will have to go 
back to the drawing board. As these 
projects are delayed, inflation pushes 
up the costs, causing the Federal Gov
ernment as well as those paying the 
local share to lose money. In addition, 
alternative financing arrangements 
will have to be made. In many cases, 
cities will not have sufficient resources 
to pick up the costs now excluded 
from grant eligibility. Industries faced 
with new up-front costs in this situa
tion may close down, move away from 
the city and self-treat, or move to an
other city with excess capacity. Cities 
which do obtain necessary financing 
will find the costs per household in
creasing drastically in many cases
particularly in the small cities where 
sewerage costs are already highest. 

We recognize that the construction 
grants program may have to be scaled 
back, particularly in times of austere 
Federal budgets. However, the task 
ought to be undertaken in a careful 
and systematic way, so that the reduc
tions in scope of the program actually 
result in the most good being done 
with the remaining dollars. Instead, 
we have arbitrarily singled out one 
type of project-systems which jointly 
treat both industrial and residential 
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wastes-and chopped off funding with-
out any sense of the realities of how 
treatment systems are funded and op
erate. Instead of saving money, we are 

1 creating havoc. 
Many of the arbitrary results of the 

industrial cost exclusion noted by wit
nesses at our hearings are the result of 
this creation of a wholesale, categori
cal exclusion without accommodating 
the realities among the cities across 
the country that are, in good faith, at
tempting to upgrade their joint treat
ment systems. The categorical exclu
sion was made without any examina
tion of other categories of grants. Fur
thermore, it makes no meaningful dis
tinctions as to the extent of previous 
planning and commitments by commu
nities. Instead, the law simply sets a 
termination date for step 3 grants for 
industrial capacity. Because of the 
present administration's rescissions, 
many of the projects which might 
have been able to meet the November 
15 deadline will now be unable to do 
so. Similarly, capacity for dischargers 
of less than an arbitrary 50,000 gallons 
per day of sanitary waste equivalent 
remains grant eligible. As a result, a 
community with a large number of 
small dischargers could have a large 
percentage of its industrial capacity 
funded, but a city with one large dis
charger could be excluded from fund
ing of a lower percentage of industrial 
capacity. This is just an example of 
the arbitrary and inequitable results 
of trying conceptually to separate 
what in reality is physically joined. 

We should not allow the issue of 
scaling back the construction grants 
program to confuse us. Repealing the 
industrial cost exclusion does not 
mean that we are expanding the size 
of the program. What determines how 
much the Federal Government spends 
on the construction grants program is 
the level of appropriations for that 
program. All we are talking about here 
is how that money can be distributed 
among different types of projects 
given a certain level of appropriation. 
We would rather see a scheme for di
viding up construction grant funds 
that reflects reality than one that 
splits communities and their indus
tries apart and .creates havoc. We 
would also rather divide up scarce con
struction grants funds in a way that 
will allow those funds to be spent than 
allow those limited funds to be eaten 
up by the costs of delay and inflation. 

I urge passage of the bill.e 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the bill under consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in most strong 
support of H.R. 2957. The bill provides 
several amendments to the Clean 
Water Act. These include repeal of the 
industrial cost exclusion provision of 
the act, 1-year extension of portions of 
the act expiring this year, and a spe
cial provision to provide interim trans
port of effluent in New York City. 

Section 1 of H.R. 2957, as reported, 
repeals section 201(k) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, which 
eliminated construction grant funding 
of industrial capacity over 50,000 gal
lons per day sanitary waste equivalent 
after November 15, 1981. 

Section 2 extends the present allot
ment formula for the construction 
grants program through fiscal year 
1982. Subsection (B) extends for a like 
period the provision that no State 
shall receive less than one-half of 1 
percent of the total allotment-not 
more than thirty-three one-hun
dredths of 1 percent in the aggregate 
to Guam, the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, and the trust territories. An 
additional $75 million per year is pro
vided for this purpose in the basic act. 

Section 3 extends for 1 year through 
fiscal year 1982 the innovative and al
ternative technology provisions of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 
These provisions set an 85-percent 
Federal share of the construction 
costs of treatment works using innova
tive or alternative wastewater treat
ment processes and techniques. Not 
less than 3 percent of the funds allot
ted to a State must be expended only 
for increasing the Federal share of 
grants for these treatment works from 
75 to 85 percent. 

Section 4 directs the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to allot to the State of New 
York from fiscal year 1982 appropri
ations an amount necessary to pay the 
entire cost of conveying sewage from 
the New York City convention center 
to the Newton sewer treatment plant 
in Brooklyn. The convention center, 
expected to be completed in 1983, will 
discharge raw sewage into the Hudson 
River until completion of the Newton 
waste treatment facility which is 
scheduled for 1988. The amendment 
will insure that this sewage from the 
convention center is treated at an al
ternative facility in the interim. 

Section 5 provides that the amend
ments made by this legislation shall 
not apply to any fiscal year which 
begins before October 1, 1981. 

It must be clearly understood by all 
that action on this legislation does not 
in any way diminish the resolve that I 
personally feel to move as soon as pos
sible with reforms to the Clean Water 
Act. This is especially important with 
regard to the issues addressed by the 
administration in its construction 

grants reform proposals. I know my 
determination to move forward is 
shared by my colleagues on the com
mittee and that we will indeed act on 
reforms to the program. 

I will concentrate my remarks today 
on the industrial cost exclusion repeal 
provision. The overwhelming evidence, 
based on hearings and a report by the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
confirmed our fears that the provision 
does serious economic, environmental, 
and social harm. Witness after witness 
provided a litany of financial, environ
mental, and social problems which in
dustrial cost exclusion would create. 
ICE had the appearance of creating 
savings by excluding selected groups 
from construction grants eligibility. 
According to EPA's report and those 
testifying at our hearings, inflation 
due to delays in construction and 
higher finance charges would increase 
costs more than the amount supposed
ly saved. In addition, delays in the pro
gram will delay attaining water qual
ity goals. Many also testified about 
the arbitrary levels of flow to which 
the provision would apply. We asked 
EPA if they had a formal position re
garding industrial cost exclusion, and 
they did not yet have one. Almost 
everyone else we heard from was in 
favor of repeal immediately. This ICE 
provision of the Clean Water Act was, 
I am sure, well intentioned and had 
good motivations. Nonetheless, we 
cannot ignore the vast body of evi
dence which necessitates our taking 
action to repeal it. 

I would like to summarize the back
ground on industrial cost exclusion, 
which derived from the earlier indus
trial cost recovery provision of the 
Clean Water Act. 

Section 204 of Public Law 92-500-
Water Pollution Control Act Amend
ments of 1972-provided that the cost 
of treating industrial waste water in 
publicly owned treatment plants 
should be recovered from the indus
tries. In 1977, concerns with the imple
mentation and effects of ICR led to 
our suspending collection of ICR pay
ments and directing a study of the ef
ficiency of, and need for, !CR-section 
75 of the Clean Water Act of 1977, 
Public Law 95-217. Also, we excluded 
small industrial facilities discharging 
25,000 gallons per day or less. 

The report, compiled under contract, 
was completed late in 1978. The find
ings were very negative toward ICR. 
EPA and OMB were reticent to recom
mend repeal of ICR and therefore sub
mitted, in January 1979, a report with 
conclusions only. Some of the conclu
sions were: 

Tax law changes had virtually elimi
nated the issue of subsidy to industries 
by their use of publicly owned works; 

ICR had little or no impact on water 
conservation or industrial decision
making; 
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ICR was extremely difficult to 

manage; it was a burden on small com
munities; and 

The user-charge system was the best 
system to accomplish the aims of ICR. 

In an effort to stem growing pres
sure to repeal ICR, EPA filed another 
report in May 1980. Several options 
were put forward to modify ICR in 
order to make it more effective. 

Momentum was toward elimination 
of ICR. There still existed, however, 
concern to prevent what was perceived 
to be an unfair subsidy of industry. 
Thus ICE was proposed to replace 
!CR-section 3 of Public Law 96-483. 
Under ICE, no EPA grants can be 
made after November 15, 1981, for 
construction of that portion of public
ly owned works designed to serve 
major industrial users. 

Section 4 of Public Law 96-483 di
rected EPA to study the effect of this 
approach and report to Congress by 
March 15, 1981. The report, which was 
submitted on schedule, concentrates 
on factual analysis, such as how many 
communities would be affected and 
the costs to be borne by localities or 
industry, depending on who gets the 
burden. Despite the report's apparent 
attempt to avoid a position, the objec
tionable aspects of ICE and its far
reaching negative impacts are clear. 
Up to 1985, some of the potential ef
fects discussed in the report are: 

Four hundred and two communities 
are affected, mostly older cities and 
small towns; 

Food and kindred products is the 
major industry affected; 

The potential non-Federal share in
creases by 60 percent on average; 

Instead of eliminating inequities, the 
ICE provision creates new or worsens 
existing inequities; and 

Small communities will likely suffer 
the greatest ICE-induced financial 
burdens. 

EPA concludes that ICE will delay 
construction of wastewater treatment 
facilities from 1 to 3 years to permit 
replanning and new financing and 
that any delay beyond 2 years will 
result in cost increases greater than 
the amount which might be saved 
through ICE. Comments received by 
EPA on ICE from industries, munici
palities, and others have been almost 
totally-approximately 95 percent
against retaining ICE. 

As I mentioned previously, the ad
ministration has taken no position on 
repeal or retention of ICE. The longer 
we delay, the longer planning and con
struction of municipal plants will be 
delayed and the longer industries will 
delay decisions on treatment. It is 
clear that ICE will increase the cost of 
wastewater treatment facilities be
cause of these delays. At least as im
portant, ICE will probably further 
delay meeting water quality objectives. 

During our 2 days of hearings, wit
nesses from municipalities, industries, 

and organizations provided further 
substantiation of negative effects of 
the provision. I am particularly con
cerned by the fact that it is smaller 
communities which are most severely 
harmed. These are communities least 
able to take on this burden. 

I would like to provide a couple of 
examples from Arkansas, where the 
potential negative impacts are greater 
than the national average. The EPA 
report on ICE notes an $89 per house
hold cost average for taking over the 
industrial cost burden. In Arkansas 
the average is $137 per household. In 
some communities it is much higher. 
Fayetteville would have a $255 per 
household burden. In Clinton the 
burden would be more than $2,000 per 
household, and this is in a community 
which has an unemployment rate 
higher than both the State and Na
tional rate. Clearly, this burden 
cannot be tolerated. 

In conclusion, it must be emphasized 
that the great preponderance of evi
dence that we have received indicates 
that not repealing ICE will cost Feder
al, State, and local communities more 
than it would save. Not repealing ICE 
creates numerous inequities because 
municipalities and industries already 
having joint treatment facilities are 
not affected by ICE. Not repealing 
ICE will delay attaining water quality 
goals. Based on EPA's own report and 
'the extensive testimony our subcom
mittee received, repeal of ICE is, 
the'refore, in the best interest of the 
clean water program. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
supporting H.R. 2957. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. SOLO
MON), a very able member of our com
mittee and a prime sponsor of this leg
islation, a member who has made a 
great contribution to it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, thank 
you for providing me with this oppor
tunity to express my support for H.R. 
2957, to repeal industrial cost exclu
sion. I would also like to briefly out
line the chronology of my own activity 
with respect to this issue. 

On May 15, 1980, the bill H.R. 6667, 
the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act extension, was reported by the 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. It was intended to 
repeal the industrial cost recovery pro
gram, which program required indus
trial users of publicly owned waste 
water treatment systems to repay that 
portion of the Federal grant dedicated 
to facilities for industrial users. 

I agree with the general thrust of 
this program repeal. 

However, the companion bill, S. 
2725, which passed the Senate on June 
25, 1980, also included section 5, the 
provision that no grant made after 
September 1980 to a publicly owned 
treatment works may be used to treat 
the waste of any industrial user if the 

amount of the waste exceeds a mini
mum daily flow. The legislation which 
was approved by Congress shifted this 
date to November 15, 1981. 

Upon learning of the passage of the 
bill in the Senate, I asked the Water 
Resources Subcommittee staff to pre
pare an analysis of the probable ef
fects of the provision. 

On August 15, the staff gave me a 
report which made it clear that the 
amendment would have a serious 
impact on a planned water treatment 
facility in my district, and would like
wise have a detrimental effect on simi
lar projects across the country. 

On September 19, I sent a letter to 
all Members of Congress, warning 
them to carefully review this section 
to see how it might impact on their 
districts. In that letter I stated 
"Before the House-Senate conferees 
consider this provision-ICE-the con
sequences of this provision must be 
clearly understood." That was 11 days 
before the 96th Congress approved 
ICE. 

Nine days later, on September 28, I 
sent a letter to the New York congres
sional delegation, outlining the various 
concerns over ICE and highlighting 
the view of New York's environmental 
comm1ss1oner, Robert Flacke, who 
pointed out that the construction 
grants program had proved to be 
sound and in the best interests of pol
lution abatement, and that a major 
change, that is, industrial cost exclu
sion, would severely hamper the goals 
of the Clean Water Act. 

Despite these efforts, Congress ap
proved S. 2725, which included indus
trial cost exclusion, on October 1, 
1980. 

During the first week of the 97th 
Congress-January 22, 1981-I intro
duced legislation to repeal industrial 
cost exclusion. 

On February 9, 1981, I again con
tacted my colleagues from New York, 
requesting additional support. In that 
letter I pointed out the findings of a 
report released by the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conser
vation. The report, entitled "An Anal
ysis of the Construction Grants Pro
gram for the Purpose of Assessing the 
Potential Effects of Section 3 of 
Public Law 96-483," concluded that in
dustrial cost exclusion is much too 
major a change to make at this late 
date in the program. From a dollar 
standpoint, the reduction in expendi
tures of public funds resulting from 
ICE will be negated by increased 
public cost due to project delay. From 
a grantee standpoint, the report said, 
it is just one more unnecessary delay, 
and in some cases, a hardship caused 
by a retroactive change in Govern
ment policy. 

Finally, on March 4, 1981, I alerted 
all Members of Congress to important 
information from the draft EPA anal-
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ysis of the effects of ICE. Here again, 
I believe that the information from 
that report is worth mentioning, and I 
quote: 

This information is particularly important 
in light of the statement made by the indus
tries and communities describing the devas
tating effect of ICE. The industries would 
either close permanently or move to other 
municipalities which have suitable publicly 
owned treatment works. The loss of these 
industries would have serious consequences 
on the already high unemployment rates in 
these communities. In addition to increased 
unemployment, the residents and industries 
remaining in these cities would have to con
tribute to the construction and maintenance 
of publicly owned treatment works through 
increased property taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, I would conclude by 
saying that for several years I have 
witnessed cooperation between indus
try, local, State, and Federal Govern
ment in an effort to help clean our wa
terways and environment. Now many 
of the other partners believe that the 
Federal Government, through the pas
sage of ICE is attempting to pull the 
rug right out from under them. I total
ly support the efforts of Mr. HOWARD, 
Mr. CLAUSEN, Mr. ROE, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT, and Mr. YOUNG of Missouri 
to repeal industrial cost exclusion and 
wish to thank you for allowing me the 
opportunity to testify. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Missouri <Mr. YouNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. Mr. Speak
er, I rise in support of H.R. 2957, legis
lation to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to delete the 
limitation on the use of grants for 
publicly owned treatment works for 
treatment, storage, or conveyance of 
industrial wastes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join 
the distinguished chairman of our 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation in supporting the en
actment of H.R. 2957. My purpose 
here today is to briefly: First, review 
the history of the industrial cost ex
clusion <ICE) provision of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act <Public 
Law 96-483) and second, urge my col
leagues in the House of Representa
tives to delete the industrial cost ex
clusion requirement without further 
delay. 

The reasons for repeal of industrial 
cost exclusion are well documented in 
an EPA report on the impact of ICE 
sent to Congress in March of 1981. 

In the report, EPA concludes that 
ICE will have a negative effect on the 
EPA grants program. The report also 
states that important national water 
cleanup projects will be delayed from 
1 to 3 years. EPA states that these 
delays are environmentally undesira
ble. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

In 1972 the Congress passed the Na
tion's landmark water pollution con
trol law, the Clean Water Act <Public 

Law 92-500). The Clean Water Act set 
ambitious goals for cleaning up our 
Nation's waterways by 1985. The Con
gress recognized that these goals 
would not be achievable without sub
stantial financial assistance to munici
palities and treatment authorities to 
enable them to construct the new and 
upgraded treatment facilities needed 
to meet the act's stringent treatment 
requirements. While the construction 
of new treatment facilities under the 
section 201 grants program has not 
proceeded as fast as we all wish, there 
have been remarkable improvements 
in our rivers and lakes since 1972. 
These improvements would not have 
occurred without Federal assistance. 

As the members of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation 
are well aware, industrial cost exclu
sion-ICE-was adopted in the closing 
days of the 96th Congress as a short
term substitute for another mecha
nism contained in the original Clean 
Water Act-industrial cost recovery
ICR. 

The members of this committee, as 
well as our colleagues in the Senate, 
voted to eliminate industrial cost re
covery, because we concluded that our 
purpose in establishing industrial cost 
recovery was not being achieved. 

Unfortunately, ICE is worse than 
the ICR provisions if replaced. 

Stated briefly, the industrial cost ex
clusion requirement prohibits the use 
of Federal construction money to treat 
industrial discharges in excess of a 
flow equivalent to 50,000 gallons per 
day. 

I believe industrial cost exclusion is 
a flawed concept for several reasons: 

The committee held hearings on 
H.R. 2957 and received testimony and 
other material from a large number of 
industries, cities, trade and profession
al associations, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency. Testimony was 
overwhelmingly in favor of repealing 
the industrial cost exclusion provision. 
On the basis of the EPA study, the 
testimony of all those concerned, and 
our own examination of the issue, the 
committee concluded that the indus
trial cost exclusion should be repealed. 
All available evidence indicates that it 
is arbitrary, inequitable, and not likely 
to produce significant cost savings to 
the Federal Government. 

ICE will discourage joint industrial 
municipal sewage treatment. The 
original Clean Water Act was ground
ed on the concept of joint-treatment 
facilities. Such joint treatment has 
long been considered the most sound 
from both an environmental and cost
eff ective point of view. We believe the 
new law will have a damaging effect 
on the environment since ICE sepa
rates industrial and municipal users 
into arbitrary classifications. Joint 
treatment facilities provide for more 
efficient and ultimately lower use of 
resources. Less land, energy, and fewer 

people are required in continued oper
ation of joint treatment facilities. 
Also, fewer larger facilities are easier 
and less costly to manage, operate, and 
enforce than a large number of small 
treatment facilities. Since continuing 
annual costs associated with the above 
factors are ultimately greater than the 
initial construction cost, we should 
strive to control these at the lowest 
possible level. ICE would favor nonre
gional facilities and the aforemen
tioned benefits could not be realized. 

The 50,000 gallons per day cutoff 
stipulated under ICE is discriminatory 
in that it has no rational basis. For ex
ample, Federal funds will continue to 
be available for small industries dry 
industries, and residential users, but 
not for wet industries such as brewers 
and food processors with a waste flow 
in excess of 50,000 gallons per day. 

Despite what many would have you 
believe, industrial cost exclusion is not 
necessary to achieve a level of parity 
between industries using publicly 
owned treatment works and those 
using self-treatment facilities. Various 
tax credits already achieve this result. 

IMPACT ON MAJOR INDUSTRY 

I believe it is worthwhile to review 
the impact of industrial cost exclusion 
on selected major industrial users. 

In St. Louis, near my own congres
sional district, Anheuser-Busch, Inc., is 
a major water user and as a conse
quence, the brewery discharges over 
12, 700,000 gallons per day into the Bis
sell Point treatment plant of the Met
ropolitan St. Louis Sewer District
MSD. 

The impact of ICE on MSD, An
heuser-Busch and other industries 
could be serious and far-reaching. 

Other St. Louis firms, such as Pet, 
Inc., Ralston Purina, Chrysler, Mon
santo, and over a dozen hospitals with 
daily flows in excess of 50,000 gallons 
including the Veterans Memorial Hos
pital have told me of the financial bur
dens presented by ICE. 

The St. Louis brewery of Anheuser
Busch is the firm's oldest plant and al
ready has the highest manufacturing 
costs of any brewery in the system. 

The operating costs of this St. Louis 
facility are substantial. These costs, 
however, will be increased dramatical
ly when industrial cost exclusion goes 
into effect. It should also be pointed 
out that ICE will adversely affect 
MSD's new Meramec River plant for 
which step 2 funds will not be avail
able until 1982. 

In urban areas such as St. Louis, 
these older plants provide needed jobs 
and tax revenue. I believe the poten
tial costs of industrial cost exclusion 
will weigh heavily in any future ex
pansion or modernization decision. 
With respect to shifting production ca
pabilities out of the older, urban areas 
of the Midwest and Northeast into the 
Nation's Sun Belt, it can be safely as-
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sumed that today's corporate leader
ship will consider locating new produc
tion facilities in areas of the country 
where such disincentives do not exist. 

Officials of the Metropolitan St. 
Louis Sewer District informed me that 
ICE could be so costly as to force 
many large industries to build their 
own treatment facilities resulting in 
substantial losses of revenue to the 
sewer district which help pay for the 
operation and maintenance of treat
ment facilities. As a result of the loss 
of revenue from major industries, the 
costs of operation of MSD's facilities 
will have to be borne by the residen
tial and small commercial users, which 
in turn, will result in an increase of 
sewer bills. 

MSD officials also feel that to force 
industries to build their own facilities 
would result in an impossible job of 
policing discharges from those indus
tries and could result in serious spills 
directly into the waters of the Nation 
and certainly would not be as efficient 
as regional facilities treating all 
wastes. 

Another example in my district is 
the Monsanto Chemical Co. Monsanto 
Co. operates several major facilities 
within the St. Louis MSD system. In 
fact, one of these plants is the oldest 
operation within the company. Imposi
tion of ICE would have a substantial 
negative effect on this operation. ICE 
would result in an inequity at this site 
compared to other companies who are 
serviced by municipal treatment facili
ties funded by the Clean Water Act to 
date. It seems illogical to penalize in
dustries using municipal treatment 
plants that have not been constructed 
due to low priority within an overall 
State needs list, and/ or the absence of 
sufficient Federal funding in the past. 
This inequity seems even more illogi
cal where treatment plants are low on 
State priorities because there is no 
compelling water quality improvement 
need. 

I believe it would be shortsighted for 
this Congress-already well aware of 
the inequities of Federal support be
tween the Frost Belt and Sun Belt-to 
further aggravate the imbalance by al
lowing Federal policy to again penalize 
our older urban areas. 

CONCLUSION 

The most important aspect of H.R. 
2957, however, will be to maintain the 
vital, forward progress of the Nation's 
clean water effort. 

Pollutants which could have been re
moved from our Nation's rivers, lakes, 
and streams will continue to enter our 
waterways unless H.R. 2957 is quickly 
enacted into law. 

Chairman HOWARD introduced H.R. 
2957 immediately prior to the Easter 
recess and I want to take this opportu
nity to applaud the chairman's inter
est in this important issue. 

It is in the best interests of all the 
Members of the House of Representa-

tives that we expedite the passage of 
ICE repeal. 

I urge enactment of H.R. 2957. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 1 minute to one of our 
most able and distinguished Members, 
who had an interest in this legislation 
way back in the 95th Congress when 
she introduced a bill to exclude indus
trial cost recovery, the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts <Mrs. HECKLER). 

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2957, legislation to 
repeal the industrial cost exclusion 
provisions enacted by the Congress 
last year. I congratulate my col
leagues, Congressman JIM How ARD, 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation, the rank
ing member Congressman DoN CLAU
SEN who has worked so closely on this 
issue over a period of years, and Con
gressman JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT, 
the ranking member of the Water Re
sources Subcommittee who under
stands the broad ramifications of ICE 
and has fought to see the charge 
eliminated. Their leadership has been 
instrumental. 

Today's House consideration of H.R. 
2957 may be the beginning of the last 
chapter of a sorry tale of Government 
overregulation and negative cost-bene
fit analysis-a tale that I hope the 
Congress will close with the elimina
tion of the ICE charge. 

The bill pending before the House of 
Representatives, H.R. 2957, is the nat
ural extension of legislation I first in
troduced over 4 years ago. In 1977 I in
troduced a bill to eliminate the indus
trial cost recovery <ICR> charge on in
dustry, a charge designed for those in
dustries which tie into a publicly 
owned treatment works <POTW's) to 
pay for a portion of the capital con
struction costs of the facility, in addi
tion to the user fees which would be 
charged of them for everyday use. 
Having discussed the issue at length 
with industry representatives and city 
officials, it became evident to me then 
that full implementation of ICR in 
Fall River, Mass., the largest city in 
my congressional district, would be a 
microcosm of its effects nationwide
in short, it would have a devastating 
impact on older, industrialized areas
jobs would be lost, plants could cancel 
expansion plans or move elsewhere to 
localities which had an operational 
POTW with excess capacity and the 
move out of the Northeast and upper 
Midwest would be further accelerated. 
I have been fighting to eliminate ICR 
ever since. 

Last year the House passed H.R. 
6667, the key provision of which was 
the elimination of the ICR fee. I 
might add that this move had been 
preceded by a 2112-year moratorium on 
the collection of the charge during 
which time the Environmental Protec
tion Agency conducted a series of re
gional hearings on the impact of 

!CR-eight volumes explained the 
impact, several thousand pages out
lined the technical detail which led 
the agency to conclude that ICR was 
not effective and did not accomplish 
that which it had been designed to do. 
The evidence in favor of repeal of ICR 
was overwhelming and in fact much of 
it could have been translated to the 
similar ICE fee. 

Though the House version of last 
session's bill eliminated the ICR 
charge outright with no substitute 
charge, the Senate provisions eliminat
ed from grant funds eligibility the 
treatment of the wastewater flow of 
any industry using more than 50,000 
gallons per day. The discussions pre
ceding the conference committee on 
this legislation were extensive as both 
sides attempted to reach agreement. 
The compromise reached was the re
tention of the Senate provision but 
with a delayed effective date of No
vember 15, 1981. In addition, the lan
guage required the Environmental 
Protection Agency to prepare and 
submit to the Congress a report on the 
effect of the ICE provision. 

EP A's most recent study concluded 
that the charge was inequitable, would 
result in delayed construction of 
POTW's which in turn would lead to 
increased costs and would force affect
ed industries to seek alternative sys
tems of financing which could lead to 
severe budgetary restraints on older 
cities and small towns, both of which 
can least afford smaller tax bases. The 
House Public Works and Transporta
tion Committee reviewed the EPA 
study and complemented it with ex
tensive outside testimony. In its 
wisdom the committee concurred with 
EPA on the need for repeal of ICE. 

Thus we reach today's chapter. The 
EP A's study of the short term impact 
of ICE on over ,400 communities is a 
litany of the increased cost the charge 
will impose on individual households. 
In my home State of Massachusetts 
the impact ranges from a low of $21 
per household in Boston to an estimat
ed cost of $62 per household for Taun
ton in my congressional district to , a 
figure of over $1,450 per household in 
Webster. EPA's study uses a host of 
unflattering phrases to describe its 
impact-uneven application, would 
result in rising construction costs and 
additional financing charges, would 
hit most heavily small and older com
munities, would result in delay, in
creased planning time for POTW's 
would be required and finally, the rec
ognition that industry closings are a 
distinct possibility. 

It is the Congress which, with all 
good intention, imposed the ICR 
charge as part of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972. And, it must be the Congress 
which has the objectivity and the 
benefit of hindsight analysis to recog-
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nize that the charge and its present 
substitute would not work and must be 
eliminated. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of H.R. 2957. More importantly, per
haps, I urge the members of the 
Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee to read the record. It is a 
complete analysis and yet its conclu
sions are an unwavering list of criti
cisms of the charge and its impact. It 
is the U.S. Senate which will deter
mine the future of ICE after today's 
expected House action. In closing, a 
government which recognizes its own 
shortcomings and seeks to correct 
them, swiftly and equitably, is truly a 
government of the people. 

0 1145 
Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
OBERSTAR), who is cochairman with me 
of the Northeast-Midwest Congres
sional Caucus. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 
see this legislation finally make its 
way to the House floor. I support the 
repeal of the industrial cost exclusion 
provision in the current Water Pollu
tion Control Act. When it originally 
appeared in the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act of 1972 as industrial 
cost recovery, it was a mistake. It is a 
mistake today as industrial cost exclu
sion. 

I am glad we have come to the point 
that, instead of doing as we have done 
in years past, amending it or trying to 
make it better, we are repealing it. We 
can now make changes in the funda
mental act necessary to improve it and 
make it a stronger program. 

In the years since ICR has been in 
the water pollution control program, 
and now ICE, many industries have 
been either discouraged from partici
pating in publicly owned treatment 
works or have been forced out of their 
current participation in such treat
ment works. The effect has been to 
shift the cost of operation and mainte
nance and of replacement of those 
facilities onto small business and, 
worst of all, residential users who are 
going to have to pay higher costs. 

Mr. Speaker, by repealing ICE we 
will encourage major users to remain 
within the system, spread the cost 
more equitably across the entire com
munity, and have a stronger water pol
lution control program. I urge passage 
of this legislation. 
e Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the general goals of H.R. 
2957, legislation to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act. 

The legislation before the House 
today amends existing legislation and 
alters the existing and major Environ
mental Protection Agency program 

which provides local communities 
funds for the construction of waste 
treatment plants. 

It does so by removing a burdensome 
provision whose original intent was to 
help industry pay for part of the costs 
of constructing waste treatment 
plants. That provision proved costly 
and unworkable. 

This provision, referred to as the in
dustrial cost exclusion, was later 
shown by many municipalities to be a 
complex mechanism and one that did 
not allow easy recovery of charges 
from industries using the waste treat
ment plants. 

The legislation before the House 
today may be considered a minor bill, 
but I wish to commend the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation 
for their thorough review of the prob
lem which developed after we passed 
the previous Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act and for the committee's 
oversight and review of existing pro
grams. Such a review and modification 
are extremely helpful to a more effi
cient program operation. 

This legislation, which extends the 
present allotment formula while si
multaneously refining the legislation, 
is an important vehicle for States, and 
Puerto Rico, to provide the facilities 
for preservation of the environment 
through proper antipollution proce
dure. 

It deserves our support.e 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 

Speaker, I have no further requests 
for time, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
PANETTA). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. EDGAR) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 2957, as amended. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended, and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

STEEL INDUSTRY COMPLIANCE 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1981 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
unfinished business is the question of 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill, H.R. 3520. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
WAXMAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3520, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 322, nays 
3, not voting 105, as follows: 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Bafalis 
Bailey <MO> 
Bailey <PA) 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Brown <CO> 
Brown <OH> 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Byron 
Carman 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Collins <IL> 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
DeNardis 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dorgan 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Edgar 
Edwards <ALJ 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans <DE> 
Evans <GA> 
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Evans <IA> Martin <IL> 
Evans <IN> Martin <NC> 
Fascell Martin <NY> 
Fazio Matsui 
Fenwick Mazzo Ii 
Ferraro Mcclory 
Fiedler Mccurdy 
Findley McDonald 
Fish McEwen 
Fithian McGrath 
Flippo McHugh 
Foglietta McKinney 
Foley Mica 
Forsythe Michel 
Fountain Mikulski 
Fowler Miller <CA> 
Garcia Miller <OH> 
Gaydos Mineta 
Gejdenson Mitchell <MD> 
Gephardt Moakley 
Gibbons Moffett 
Gilman Molinari 
Glickman Montgomery 
Gonzalez Moore 
Goodling Moorhead 
Gore Morrison 
Gradison Mottl 
Green Murphy 
Gregg Murtha 
Guarini Myers 
Gunderson Napier 
Hagedorn Natcher 
Hall <OH) Neal 
Hall, Ralph Nelligan 
Hall, Sam Nelson 
Hamilton Nichols 
Hammerschmidt Nowak 
Hance O'Brien 
Hansen (ID> Oakar 
Harkin Oberstar 
Hawkins Obey 
Heckler Ottinger 
Hefner Panetta 
Hendon Parris 
Hertel Paul 
Hiler Pease 
Holland Perkins 
Hollenbeck Peyser 
Holt Pickle 
Hopkins Porter 
Horton Rahall 
Howard Railsback 
Hubbard Rangel 
Hughes Ratchford 
Hunter Regula 
Hutto Rhodes 
Hyde Richmond 
Ireland Rinaldo 
Jacobs Ritter 
Jeffries Roberts <KS> 
Jenkins Roberts <SD> 
Johnston Roemer 
Jones <NC> Rogers 
Jones <OK> Rose 
Kastenmeier Rosenthal 
Kazen Rostenkowski 
Kildee Roth 
Kogovsek Roukema 
Kramer Rousse lot 
LaFalce Roybal 
Lagomarsino Russo 
Lantos Sabo 
Latta Savage 
Leach Sawyer 
Leath Scheuer 
LeBoutillier Schneider 
Lee Schroeder 
Lehman Schumer 
Leland Seiberling 
Lent Sensenbrenner 
Levitas Shamansky 
Lewis Shannon 
Livingston Sharp 
Loeffler Shaw 
Long <MD> Shumway 
Lott Shuster 
Lowery Siljander 
Lowry Skeen 
Luken Skelton 
Lundine Smith <AL> 
Madigan Smith <IA> 
Markey Smith <NE> 
Marks Smith <NJ> 
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Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
St Germain 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 

Bliley 

Thomas 
Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber <OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 

NAYS-3 
Broyhill 

Whitten 
Williams<MT> 
Williams<OH> 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 

Gramm 

NOT VOTING- 105 
Addabbo Ford CTN> Patman 
Albosta Frank Patterson 
As pin Frenzel Pepper 
Au Coin Frost Petri 
Badham Fuqua Price 
Barnard Gingrich Pritchard 
Bingham Ginn Pursell 
Bonker Goldwater Quillen 
Bouquard. Gray Reuss 
Bowen Grisham Robinson 
Breaux Hansen CUT> Rodino 
Butler Hartnett Roe 
Campbell Hatcher Rudd 
Carney Heftel Santini 
Clay Hightower Schulze 
Coleman Hillis Shelby 
Cotter Huckaby Simon 
Coughlin Jeffords Smith <OR> 
Crane, Daniel Jones CTN> Stangeland 
Crane, Philip Kemp Stark 
Danielson Kindness Stratton 
Dannemeyer Long <LA> Stump 
Dell urns Lujan Synar 
Derwinski Lungren Traxler 
Dickinson Marlenee Trible 
Dicks Marriott Walker 
Donnelly Mattox Weaver 
Dornan Mavroules Weber<MN> 
Dougherty Mccloskey White 
Dymally McColl um Wilson 
Eckart McDade Wortley 
Fary Minish Young <AK> 
Fields Mitchell <NY) Young <FL> 
Florio Mollohan Zablocki 
Ford <MI> Pashayan Zeferetti 

0 1200 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Quillen. 
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Rudd. 
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Stangeland. 
Mrs. Bouquard with Mr. Trible. 
Mr. Eckart with Mr. Weber of Minnesota. 
Mr. Fary with Mr. Young of Alaska. 
Mr. Mattox with Mr. Pashayan. 
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Walker. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Butler. 
Mr. Reuss with Mr. Dougherty. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Carney. 
Mr. Florio with Mr. Dornan of California. 
Mr. Dicks with Mr. Badham. 
Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Grisham. 
Mr. White with Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. Stump with Mr. Jeffords. 
Mr. Albosta with Mr. Marlenee. 
Mr. Ginn with Mr. McDade. 
Mr. Frank with Mr. Schulze. 
Mr. Shelby with Mr. Smith of Oregon. 
Mr. Traxler with Mr. Petri. 
Mr. Gray with Mr. Lungren. 
Mr. Santini with Mr. Pritchard. 
Mr. Synar with Mr. Mccloskey. 
Mr. Stark with Mr. Pursell. 
Mr. Dellums with Mr. Mitchell of New 

York. 
Mr. Roe with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Danielson with Mr. McCollum. 
Mr. Simon with Mr. Hillis. 
Mr. Weaver with Mr. Goldwater. 

Mr. Donnelly with Mr. Gingrich. 
Mr. Mavroules with Mr. Marriott. 
Mr. Huckaby with Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. Dymally with Mr. Hartnett. 
Mr. Heftel with Mr. Kemp. 
Mr. Stratton with Mr. Derwinski. 
Mr. Hatcher with Mr. Frenzel. 
Mr. Clay with Mr. Hansen of Utah. 
Mr. Hightower with Mr. Dannemeyer. 
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Campbell. 
Mr. Bonker with Mr. Daniel B. Crane. 
Mr. Barnard with Mr. Dickinson. 
Mr. Patman with Mr. Philip M. Crane. 
Mr. Minish with Mr. Fields. 
Mr. Patterson with Mr. Robinson. 
Mr. Wilson with Mr. Coughlin. 
Mr. Zablocki with Mr. Wortley. 
Mr. Zeferetti with Mr. Young of Florida. 
Mr. Price with Mr. Breaux. 
Mr. Frost with Mr. Ford of Tennessee. 
Mr. Ford of Michigan with Mr. Bowen. 
Mr. AuCoin with Mr. Aspin. 

So <two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill, as amended, was passed. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

REPORT ON H.R. 3455, MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, 1982 

Mr. HALL of Ohio, from the Com
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 97-122) on the 
bill (H.R. 3455) to authorize certain 
construction at military installations 
for fiscal year 1982, and for other pur
poses, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

PERMISSION TO PRINT IN 
RECORD TABLES SHOWING 
CROSSWALK TO HOUSE COM
MITTEES 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to print in the 
RECORD tables showing the crosswalk 
to House committees pursuant to sec
tion 302(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act reflecting the agreements 
reached under the conference report 
on the first budget resolution for 
fiscal year 1982 adopted by the House 
on May 20, 1981. In addition, I ask 
unanimous consent that these tables 
be considered as meeting the require
ments of section 302(a) of the Budget 
Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the requests of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The tables are as follows: 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 
COMMITIEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT 

[In millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 1982 

Budget Entitle
authori- Outlays a~~~~i -

ty ty 

APPROPRIATIONS 
Current Level 

050 National defense ..................................... . 
150 International affairs ................... ...... ........ . 
250 General science, space, and technology ...... .. 
270 Energy .. ...... ...... ...... ............. .. 
300 Natural resources and environment.. .. 
350 Agriculture .. .. .... ............ ........ .... ........ .... . 
370 Commerce and housing credit... ................ . 
400 Transportation .. ... ............... ... ...... ..... ...... . 
450 Community and regional development... ...... . 
500 Education, training, employment. and social 

services ... .... ..... ..................... .. ...... ...... ...... . 
550 Health ........................................ .......... . 
600 Income security .................. .. 
700 Veterans benefits and services .... .............. . 
750 Administration of Justice ............ .............. . 
800 General government ........ .......... . 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance .. 

16,031 
600 

0 
1 

74 
2 
0 

346 
28 

6,352 
33,710 
26,914 
14,537 

90 
3,982 
4,570 

68,984 
6,634 
2,117 
7,177 
7,479 

390 
1,244 

14,306 
6,688 

18,193 
37,260 
37,026 
15,589 

843 
4,346 
4,602 

Subtotal ........ .. .... .. ......... .. ..... 107,236 232,878 

Discretionary Appropriations Action 
050 National defense ...................................... 206) 17 115,720 
150 International affairs........ .... .. .... ................ 15,947 6,205 
250 General science, space, and technology........ 7,199 4,882 
270 Energy............................................ . 6,021 371 
300 Natural resources and environment ............. 10,955 7,760 
350 Agriculture ............................................. 5,226 1,566 
370 Commerce and housing credit. 4,843 2,253 
400 Transportation .......................... 12,068 6,753 
450 Community and regional development.......... 6,829 1.568 
500 Education, training, employment, and social 

services .......... . .. ........ ............... 20,394 9,814 
550 Health .. .. ........................................ ....... 8,613 5,658 
600 Income security................................ ....... 34,498 18,996 
700 Veterans benefits and services ........ ........... 8,525 7,237 
750 Administration of Justice................... 4,213 3,615 
800 General government ................................. 4,460 4,036 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance............... 655 534 
900 Interest.................................................. 4 4 
920 Allowances.......... ......................... .......... - 799 - 771 

Subtotal ............................ .. .... ........ .. . 355,770 196,200 

Discretionary Action by Other Committees 
050 National defense .................................. .... 5,487 5,429 
350 Agriculture .......................................... - 1 0 
400 Transportation ... .. .................................... - 9 - 9 
500 Education, training, employment, and social 

services .......... . ........................... ... - 1,259 - 1,138 
550 Health ... ..... ... ... ...... ... ......... .......... ......... - 563 - 927 
600 ~e~~~~sse~u~!~is . and. se;vices ::: ::::::: :: ::: ::: : - ~:~6~ - 3,896 
700 933 
920 Allowances 799 771 

Subtotal ..... 1.621 1,163 

Committee total. .. ....... 464,627 430,241 

AGRICULTURE 
Current Level 

300 Natural resources and environment . 318 321 
350 Agriculture .. .. .... ... .... .... .... .. ... ...... .. 402 1,719 
450 Community and regional development . 1 372 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance 275 275 

Subtotals ......... .... . .......... ......... .•....... 996 2.687 

Discretionary Action 
350 Agriculture ........ .... ... ......... ..................... - 52 902 
450 Community and regional development... ....... 0 - 21 

Subtotal .. .. .... .. - 52 881 

Committee total .. .. ....................... .. ...... 944 3,569 

ARMED SERVICES 
Current Level 

050 National defense .... 10 12 
400 Transportation ....... .... ..... ........ 1 0 1 0 
700 Veterans benefits and services .. 1 0 1 0 

Subtotal .. 10 12 

Discretionary Action 
050 National defense .... - 726 - 726 

Subtotal ····· ··· ·· ···· ······· ······ - 726 - 726 

Committee total . - 716 - 714 

0 
817 

0 
275 

1.092 

1,309 
0 

1,309 

2.401 

15,944 
0 

1 0 

15,944 

- 24 

- 24 

15,920 
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 

COMMIITEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 

BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS 
Current Level 

Fiscal year 1982 

Budget Entitle
authori- Outlays a~~~~i-

ty ty 

I 50 International affairs................... 0 
370 Commerce and housing credit... ............ .... ... 2,829 
450 Community and regional development... ......... 66 
500 Education, training, employment. and social 

- 421 0 
474 - 108 
43 0 

services.... ... ......... ............. o 1 O 
550 Health.. .. .... ......... . .. .. .. . .. . .. .. ... ... . .. . .. . ... .. 0 2 0 
600 Income security........ ........................... ... 30 0 
700 Veterans benefits and services ................ 0 - 6 
800 General government . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . .. ... . .. ..•. .. . .. 5 5 
900 Interest.... . . . . .. ... .. . .. ... . .. . .. . .. .. . .. . . . . .. . ... . .. .. 11 11 

Committee total.. 

HOUSE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COMMITTEE 
Current Level 

750 Administration of justice ... ........................ . 

Committee total. ...... . 

EDUCATION AND LABOR 
Current Level 

500 Education, training, employment. and social 
services .. 

600 Income security 

Subtotal 

Discretionary Action 
500 Education, training, employment, and social 

services .. ....... .. ....... ... . 
600 Income security .... . 

Subtotal ............................... . 

Committee total ... .. ......... ....... .. ......... . 

ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
Current Level 

300 Natural resources and environment ............ . 
370 Commerce and housing credit .. 
400 Transportation ....................................... . 
550 Health .......................... .......... ............. . 
600 Income security .. .. .... ......... ..... ... .. ....... . 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance .. . 

Subtotal ........... ................................ . 

Discretionary Action 
550 Health ...... ................ . 
600 Income security ..... .. . 

Subtotal 

Committee total .... .. .......... ... ......... . 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
Current Level 

150 International affairs .... .. ... .... . 
370 Commerce and housing credit 
600 Income security .... . . 

Subtotal ....... .... .. .. ...... .... ........... . . 

Discretionary Action 
050 National defense. 
150 International affairs ... 
600 Income security 

Subtotal 

Committee total 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
Current Level 

800 General government ................................ . 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance ....... . 

Committee total. .. 

ADMINISTRATION 
Current Level 

250 General science, space, and technol-
ogy .................... ..... ...... ........................ . 

500 Education. training, employment, and 
social services .... 

-------
2,941 105 - 108 

-------

13 
15 

12 3,083 
15 3,849 

29 27 6,931 

0 - 504 
0 - 1,519 

0 - 2,023 

29 27 4,908 

0 I 0 0 
28 28 0 
I 0 I 0 0 
5 5 18,621 

5,371 5,991 5,991 
5 5 5 

5,409 6,028 24,617 

0 0 - 655 
340 - 80 - 40 

340 - 80 - 695 

5,749 5,948 23,922 

12,798 10,999 672 
11 11 0 

382 200 200 

13,191 11,209 872 

342 342 
0 - 321 
0 - 5 

342 16 

. 13,533 11,225 

1 I 0 
4,570 4,559 

4,571 4,559 

872 

0 
4,559 

4,559 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 
COMMIITEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302 (a) OF THE CON
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 

800 General government .. 

Committee total ...... ............................ . 

INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
Current Level 

270 Energy ..... .................... ... ......... . 
300 Natural resources and environment ............ . 
450 Community and regional development... ..... .. 
800 General government ...... ...... ... . . 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance. 

Subtotal ........... ........... ......... .. ........... . 

Discretionary Action 
300 Natural resources and environment 

Subtotal 

Committee total .. 

JUDICIARY 
Current Level 

300 Natural resources and environment ........ .. .. . 
370 Commerce and housing credit 
600 Income security ......... .. . 
7 50 Administration of justice 
800 General government ............ . 

Committee total. ...... . 

MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 
Current Level 

Fiscal year 1982 

Budget Entitle
authori- Outlays a~~~~i -

ty ty 

38 67 

44 67 
======= 

13 
43 

461 
I 0 

697 

1,214 

13 
16 

318 
20 

697 

1,043 

0 
74 
0 
0 

697 

771 
======= 

- 30 

- 30 

1,184 

I 0 
18 
10 
0 

378 

406 

1,043 

I 0 
17 
2 

- 5 
378 

392 

771 

0 
0 
2 

90 
378 

469 

300 Natural resources and environment . 166 146 0 
370 Commerce and housing credit... ..... 10 12 0 
400 Transportation ........... ...... ................ .... .. .. 415 - 52 288 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance .............. __ 4 ___ 4 ___ 0 

Subtotal ...................................... .. . 595 110 288 
====== 

Discretionary Action 
400 Transportation .... ... . ..... - 100 - 100 - 9 
550 Health .......... .............. ..... . 

Subtotal 

Committee total .. 

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 
Current Level 

370 Commerce and housing credit .......... .. 
550 Health ...... ...... .... ....... .................... .. .... .. 
600 Income security ........ ......... ....... . 
800 General government .................. . 

Subtotal ...................... . 

Discretionary Action 
050 National defense. 
600 Income security .... . . ................... .... .. . 
920 Allowances . .. ................. .. 

Subtotal 

Committee total 

PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION 
Current Level 

0 0 - 92 

- 100 - 100 - 101 

495 

8 
0 

30,107 
10,644 

40,758 

0 
558 

0 

10 

8 
- 134 
19,589 
10,644 

30,106 

187 

0 
658 

19,589 
10,652 

30,900 

0 - 1,616 
510 513 

0 - 2,165 

- 558 - 510 - 4,294 

40,201 29,596 26,606 

270 Energy.. ............. .... .......... ..................... 2,026 2,000 0 
300 Natural resources and environment ............. 49 52 0 
400 Transportation .................... .. .... .. ............. 8,500 - 2 58 
450 Community and regional development.. __ 0 ___ 1a ___ o 

Subtotal ... .. 10,575 2,069 58 

Discretionary Action 
400 Transportation ..... __ 4_76 ____ _ 

Subtotal.. 4 76 
======= 

Committee total 11 ,051 2,069 59 
======= 

Current Level 
250 General science, space, and technology........ 5 
270 Energy.. ................... ........................ 27 
300 Natural resources and environment .. .. ...... ... 14 
370 Commerce and housing credit................... 1 O 

5 
27 
14 
I 0 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 
COMMIITEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 1982 

Budget Entitle
authori- Outlays a~~~~i-

ty ty 

800 General government ... ... . .. 

Committee total ........... ... ................... .. 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
Current Level 

700 Veterans benefits and services ... 

46 46 

1,337 903 15,660 

Subtotal. 1,337 903 15,660 

Discretionary Action 
700 Veterans benefits and services.. ................. 861 -------

Subtotal ..... ....................................... . 861 

Committee total.... .. .... .. .... .. ................ .. 1,337 903 16,521 
======= 

WAYS AND MEANS 
Current Level 

270 Energy ........... ....... .............. .... .............. . 
500 Education, training, employment. and social 

services .................. ....... ........ 730 0 3,098 
550 Health .................................... 56,339 47,141 47,141 
600 Income security ..................... .................. 176,639 175,212 193,550 
800 General government ................................ . 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance. ............... 322 322 322 
900 Interest.. .... .. ........ . .. ........ 102,400 102,400 102,400 

Subtotal ... ................................ .......... 336,438 325,082 346,512 

Discretionary Action 
500 Education, training, employment. and social 

services .......................... . 0 0 - 755 
550 Health ..................................... .. - 300 - 1,348 - 1,408 
600 Income security ............... .. - 600 - 6,229 - 6,364 

Subtotal ....... . - 900 - 7,577 - 8,527 

Committee total ... ..... .. . 335,538 317,506 337,985 

NOT ALLOCATED TO COMMITTEES 
050 National defense. .......................... - 961 - 961 
150 International affairs .................................. - 11 ,945 - 11,945 
250 General science, space, and technology........ - 4 - 4 
270 Energy .... ................................ ............... - 3,587 - 3,587 
300 Natural resources and environment.. .......... - 3,389 - 3,389 
350 Agriculture ... ......... ... ... .. .... .... .... ........ ..... - 77 - 77 
370 Commerce and housing credit.. ............ .. .. .. - 46 - 46 
400 Transportation .. .. ... .................................. - 497 - 497 
450 Community and regional development.......... - 285 - 285 
500 Education, training, employment. and social 

services .. .. . ...... .. .... .. .. .. ... .. .... ... ..... . .. - 36 - 36 
550 Health .................................... - 14,304 - 14,304 

~~~ ~~~~~ss~u~~~is .aiiii'services:::: ... ...... .. :::: -~·~6~ -~·~M 
750 Administration of justice ........................... - 12 - 12 
800 General government ................................. - 14,516 - 14,516 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance ................ - 4,598 - 4,598 
900 Interest.. .................................... ............ - 16,715 - 16,715 
950 Undistributed offsetting receipts ................. - 32,900 - 32,900 

Total.. ........... ... .................................. - 111 ,090-111 ,090 

Grand total .................. .. .. .. .... 770,900 695,450 435,147 

1 Less than $500,000. 
2 Less than negative $500,000. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

<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 
asked for this time for the purpose of 
inquiring of the majority whip the 
program for next week. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, today's business having been con-
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LEGISLATION AD
VIETNAM-ERA VET-

eluded, it will be the intention to ad
journ to Monday next and the House 
will meet on Monday at noon to con
sider eight bills under the suspension 
of the rules: H.R. 3567, the Export Ad
ministration authorization for fiscal 
1982 and 1983; H.R. 3467, the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act author
ization; H.R. 3337, Youth Employment 
Demonstration Act amendments; H.R. 
3420, the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety 
Act and Hazardous Liquid Pipeline 
Safety Act authorizations; H.R. 1100, 
Prisoner of War Benefits and Health 
Care Services Act of 1981; H.R. 3423, 
Veterans Training and Business Loan 
Act of 1981; H.R. 2039, Veterans Home 
Loan Guarantees; and House Concur
rent Resolution 76, expressing the 
sense of Congress for Secretary of the 
Army to place a plaque in Arlington 
Cemetery for Armed Forces members 
who died in Iranian hostage rescue at
tempt. 

On Tuesday the House will meet at 
noon to consider the Private Calendar · 
and five bills under suspension. Re
corded votes from Monday will be 
postponed until Tuesday so there will 
be no recorded votes on the suspen
sions on Monday. 

On Tuesday, in addition to the re
corded votes postponed from Monday, 
will be the following suspensions: 

H.R. 2540, the U.S. International 
Trade Commission and Customs Serv
ice authorization; 

H.R. 2156, extend funds for Veter
ans' Administration support of State 
and medical schools; 

H.R. 3499, Veterans Health Care Act 
of 1981; 

H.R. 2136, construction and acquisi
tion of national cemeteries; and 

H.R. 1714, veterans memorial head
stones and markers. 

On Wednesday and the balance of 
the week the House will meet at noon. 
On Wednesday it would be my inten
tion to ask unanimous consent for the 
House to meet at noon. We will consid
er H.R. 3455, the military construction 
authorizations for fiscal year 1982, 
with an open rule, 2 hours of general 
debate; and the conference report on 
H.R. 3512, supplemental appr9pri
ations for fiscal year 1981, as soon as 
that becomes available. 

The House will adjourn by 3 p.m. on 
Friday and 5:30 on all other days 
except Wednesday. 

This is obviously subject to the usual 
reservation that conference reports 
may be brought up at any time and a 
further program may be announced 
later. 

Mr. MICHEL. Might I inquire of the 
distinguished majority whip if we do 
get the supplemental appropriation 
conference report disposed of on 
Thursday, would it not be the inte~t 

of the leadership to have no session 
then on Friday? 

Mr. FOLEY. Yes; it would be the in
tention to do that if we conclude all of 
the business, and particularly the 
adoption of the supplemental appro
priation conf ere nee report. But Mem
bers should be advised that the con
tinuing resolution expires on the 5th 
of June, on Friday, and if we have not 
concluded the supplemental appropri
ation conference report on Thursday 
we will have a Friday session. 

Mr. MICHEL. I understand. 
One further clarification. Since the 

many votes on suspension on Monday 
will be put off until Tuesday, do I un
derstand that we would then, on Tues
day, debate the suspensions scheduled 
for Tuesday, vote on them first, and 
then those that might be carried over 
from Monday? 

Mr. FOLEY. Yes; the gentleman is 
correct. We will debate and vote first 
on the Tuesday schedule of suspen
sions following which any votes post
poned from Monday will be taken. 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentle
man and yield back the balance of my 
time. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
JUNE 1, 1981 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday, June 1, 1981. 

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

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednes
day rule be dispensed with on Wednes
day next. 

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

There was no objection. 

0 1215 

HOUR OF MEETING ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House 
convene at noon on Wednesday next. 

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

There was no objection. 

PENDING 
DRESSES 
ER ANS 
<Mr. EDGAR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, on May 
19, the House Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs approved two major bills, H.R. 
3423 and H.R. 3499 designed to extend 
and expand valuable medical readjust
ment, employment, and vocational 
services for Vietnam-era veterans. 
These bills should be on the House 
floor early next week. 

H.R. 3499, introduced by my col
league RoN MoTTL of Ohio and sup
ported by the full committee, would 
extend for 3 years the valuable store
front readjustment counseling pro
gram, Operation Outreach. The bill 
would also authorize medical treat
ment for Vietnam veterans exposed to 
agent orange and other defoliants 
used during the war in Southeast Asia. 

H.R. 3423, which I introduced along 
with committee Chairman "SONNY" 
MONTGOMERY and TOM DASCHLE of 
South Dakota would authorize ex
tended vocational training, small busi
ness loans, and Federal employment to 
thousands of Vietnam-era and disabled 
veterans. These are all reasonable pro
posals, targeted to those who still 
suffer or continue to need assistance 
from our Government because of their 
service during our last and longest 
war. However, support for this legisla
tion, strangely enough, is not univer
sal, either within the Congress, or 
within the VA and the Office of Man
agment and Budget. The VA, having 
reversed its original decision to termi
nate the program completely if an ex
tension is mandated by the Congress, 
still continues to look at readjustment 
counseling with a cool eye. OMB con
tinues to oppose the targeted exten
sion of vocational training for Vietnam 
veterans and the modest small busi
ness loan program as well, not neces
sarily because of a lack of need, which 
can be documented, but because of a 
lack of will. The administration has 
yet to appoint an Assistant Secretary 
of Labor for Veterans' Employment as 
mandated by the Congress, while valu
able employment programs specifical
ly earmarked for Vietnam-era veterans 
are being scaled down or eliminated 
entirely. The VA itself still lacks a 
confirmed Administrator. · 

Mr. Speaker, I plan to place in the 
RECORD today an article by Lance 
Morrow from the June 1, 1981, issue of 
Time magazine. This statement joins 
mine to say that the plight of the 
Vietnam veteran, long ignored, is not 
something we can merely sweep under 
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the rug in the face of either new 
budgets or new ideas. 

I find it ironic, as the Time article 
states, with the force of support and 
recognition growing across the county 
acknowledging the debt we owe the 
Vietnam veteran, that certain ele
ments within the Government stand 
ready to abandon the progress we 
have already achieved and block fur
ther passage or implementation of this 
legislation. Funds are already included 
in our budget targets. However, we 
also need the concurrence of the 

. Senate. We will need the signature of 
the President and the willingness of 
OMB and the Veterans' Administra-

. tion to fully implement these pro
grams and to administer them hu
manely and completely if mandated by 
the Congress. However, their past 
record is not very clear on this point. 

For example, I hope the House will 
approve a 3-year extension of eligibil
ity for readjustment counseling. The 
Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee 
has approved a 2-year extension. How
ever, at this time the Veterans' Admin
istration has yet to be allowed by the 
Office of Management and Budget to 
implement that program fully even 
though additional staff and funds 
were authorized by the Congress last 
year. Those same funds for expansion 
were approved by the House and the 
Senate again this year. Expansion 
would place additional Vet Center 
teams in scores of sorely needed store
front counseling sites in cities and 
towns across the United States. 

While we wait for a resolution of 
this issue and other issues of great 
concern to these veterans, Vietnam 
veterans continue to walk the streets 
angry and frustrated. Others have 
even submitted to hunger strikes in 
protest for not being heard or under
stood. I share that frustration. 

I trust, on the readjustment counsel
ing issue, pending court action against 
the Office of Management and Budget 
can and should release those person
nel and funds and elicit a response 
from the Veterans' Administration. 

But quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, we 
should not have to sue to see that the 
Vietnam veteran, or any other veter
an, can receive adequate assistance 
from the Federal Government. We 
should not have to go to court towel
come the Vietnam veteran home again 
at full potential or to provide treat
ment or compensation for agent 
orange related disabilities or needed 
readjustment assistance and vocation
al training. 

The legislation we will be voting on 
next week is modest in cost and scope. 

It cannot solve all the programs. It 
cannot repay the entire debt. But it is 
a start. It can help. It can help those 
veterans who truly need, and most im
portantly, have truly earned our help. 
I believe the American people are with 
us in that effort. I believe it is time to 
follow their lead. 

THE ESTATE TAX AND FAMILY 
ENTERPRISES: TIME FOR 
REFORM 
<Mr. LOEFFLER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LOEFFLER. Mr. Speaker, as in
flation drives real property values ever 
higher, the very critical distinction be
tween fair market value and produc
tive value looms over estates which in
clude family-owned farms and 
ranches. As I have traveled through
out my district in Texas, the damage 
inflicted by the narrow, restrictive, 
and onerous Federal estate tax has 
been brought home to me repeatedly. 

I would like to share with you an ex
ample in which the estate tax wreaked 
havoc on an unsuspecting family with 
a real and active agricultural enter
prise. 

One of my constituents attempted to 
help his elderly mother manager her 
ranch, which had been actively 
ranched by their family for more than 
a century. As she grew older, in order 
to meet her extensive medical bills, 
the son bought his mother's cattle one 
by one, until finally he had purchased 
the entire herd. 

The IRS ruled that the mother had 
become merely a landlord, leasing her 
ranchland to her son for the purpose 
of running his cattle. According to the 
IRS she was no longer in the ranching 
business herself and therefore her · 
estate did not qualify for special use 
valuation, the special estate tax treat
ment available for farm and ranch
land. The result-considerable por
tions of the ranch which had been 
passed on from one generation to an
other had to be sold to pay the estate 
tax. 

This case is but one of the estate tax 
horror stories. And they are common. 
My mother and father, who own a 
ranch in Mason, Tex., and are with us 
today. could match the example I 
have with more. 

The IRS has been insensitive to the 
fact that farmers and ranchers make a 
livelihood based on what the soil will 
produce, not what it will sell for if put 
up for sale to the public on the open 
market. The production of food and 
fiber is one of this Nation's greatest 
strengths. If we continue to levy this 

devastating and confiscatory tax, we 
will destroy America's ability to be a 
major producer of food and fiber, not 
only for ourselves but for the entire 
world. 

I will soon be introducing legislation 
which will address the estate tax issue 
and expand the restrictive definition 
and application of special-use valua
tion as if relates to the distribution of 
active farms and ranches. 

RECONCILIATION UPDATE 
<Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 

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

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, cur
rently 15 House committees are pre
paring legislation to comply with rec
onciliation instructions adopted by the 
House as part of the first budget reso
lution. The deadline for submission of 
this legislation to the House Budget 
Committee is June 12, 1981. 

Obviously the committees involved 
in reconciliation face a tremendous 
task in completing action on legisla
tion before the June 12 deadline. The 
program-by-program baseline from 
which cuts will be made has been de
livered to majority and minority staff 
directors, and all committees are cur
rently in the process of preparing leg
islation to comply with the reconcili
ation instructions. For example, the 
House Education and Labor Commit
tee held hearings last week to receive 
testimony from administration offi
cials on where cuts could be made 
under reconciliation. Also, the Ways 
and Means Committee has already 
acted to approve a substantial portion 
of the cuts required under reconcili
ation. 

Since reconciliation is only in its 
second year and has been expanded to 
include authorization programs, ques
tions and problems will inevitably 
arise over the next 2 V2 weeks. The 
House Budget Committee and its rec
onciliation task force have a special re
sponsibility to make sure this difficult 
and complex stage of reconciliation is 
undertaken effectively and fairly. All 
members and staff persons involved 
with committees directed under recon
ciliation are strongly encouraged to 
contact members and staff of the 
House Budget Committee for clarifica
tion of reconciliation requirements. 

The following is a table that lists 
committees involved in reconciliation, 
the fiscal year 1982 budget authority 
and outlay reductions assigned to 
them-fiscal year 1983 and fiscal year 
1984 reductions are also required-and 
a brief summary of committee action 
that has taken place as of this date. 
This table will be updated over the 
next 21/z weeks for your benefit. 
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House Committee 

Agriculture ........................ ...... .... . .. ........ . 
Armed Services .. ..... . 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
District of Columbia ... ....... .. ... .. ... . 
Education and Labor .. 
Energy and Commerce 
Foreign Affairs ...... ..... . 

Interior and Insular Affairs . . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . . . ... . . ............... .... .. . . 
~;rchaf~t Marine and Fisheries .. ......... .............. .. ...................... ......... ... .... . 

st 0 ice and C1v1I Service ........... ... ........ ... ......... .. ... ........................... . 
Public Works and Transportation . . .. . ... ....... ... ........... ...... .. . 
Science and Technology ....... ...... ... .... ... ...... ..... ... ..... ... ........ .......... . 
Small Business .. . 
Veterans' Affairs ... . 
Ways and Means ... ... .......... ..... ............................... . 

PROPOSED REAGAN SOCIAL 
SECURITY CUTS CALLOUS 

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

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Speaker, as a new 
Congressman sworn in only 5 months 
ago, I must say I was shocked an ap
palled by the callousness of the 
Reagan administration's social secu
rity cuts. In yesterday's Detroit News I 
read that the Reagan administration 
was only worried about the timing and 
not the substance of their social secu
rity cutbacks. These cuts are aimed at 
the very people who have made this 
country great-the men and women 
who fought two World Wars at home 
and abroad, who lived through the 
worst depression in this Nation's histo
ry, and who have suffered the most in
credible inflation. These are the 
people who made this Nation great by 
their hard work and sacrifices, and 
most importantly, their ability and 
success to instill values that have nur
tured succeeding generations. Now the 
administration moves to cut cost of 
living allowances for all social security 
recipients and payments to those who 
retire at the age of 62 by 25 percent. 
These people, who would be cut, are 
the ones who have paid into the 
system the longest, from the days of 
their very first job, with every pay
check spanning as long as 45 years. I 
love and respect these older Ameri
cans. While I have the energy to fight 
and stand on this floor, I will work to 
protect the benefits that these people 
were promised by the Federal Govern
ment; the benefits that they earned 
and paid for through the social secu
rity fund over these many years. It is 
important that we work to protect and 
adequately fund the social security 
system. There are many sensible ways 
to do this, but the Reagan administra
tion has proposed that we protect the 
system by cheating the very people 
who have paid into it with their own 
money the longest. This cannot and 
shall not be allowed. 

Reductions directed under 
reconciliation fiscal year 1982 (In 

millions of dollars) 

Budget authority Outlay 

Committee action 

2,208 
966 

13.177 
39 

12,099 
5,385 

250 

2,521 
966 
640 

40 
10,084 

The committee will probably meet sometime during the week of June l to consider reconciliation measures. 
Hearings on programs that may be involved in reconciliation are planned for June 2 and 4. 
Options for achieving reconciliation targets are being prepared by staff. 
Staff is preparing for reconciliation action. 
Hearings on programs affected by reconciliation were held last week. 

5,184 
130 

T ransl>Ortation Subcommitt~ has been markin~ up reconciliation legislation. 
Committee staff 1s calculating reductions achieved in reported authorization bills and is preparing alternatives for achieving the 

balance. 
755 
399 

4,737 
6,346 

78 
526 
110 

4,677 

309 
207 

5,163 
1,218 

39 
390 
110 

9,241 

Options for achieving reconciliat!on targets are being prepared by staff. 
Options for achieving reconc1hat1on targets are being prepared by staff. 
Options for achieving reconc1hat1on targets are being prepared by staff. 
Options for achieving reconc1hat1on targets are being prepared by staff. 
Options for achieving reconc1hat1on targets are being prepared by staff. 
Options for achieving reconc1hat1on targets are being prepared by staff. 
Committee staff 1s preparing language to a.ccompany saving.s legislation being drafted by Legislative Counsel. 
Agreement in markup to a substantial portion of the reductions directed under reconciliation. 

BASIC REFORM IN SOCIAL 
SECURITY NEEDED 

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

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration's recent proposals to cut 
social security benefits have focused 
national attention on the complexities 
of this issue. While many aspects of 
the administration's proposals are 
deeply disturbing to me, I think it is 
imperative that we use this opportuni
ty to reach a clear understanding of 
the problems the system is facing, and 
seek viable solutions to them. Four 
major areas stand out as important to 
the current debate on social security: 
the role of social security in our soci
ety and its importance for Americans; 
the stresses being placed on the 
system and its financial status; possi
ble solutions to the instability of the 
system; and questions regarding the 
basic structure and scope of the social 
security system in the long term. 

IMPORTANCE OF SOCIAL SECURITY 

The social security system originally 
framed in 1935 was quite limited in its 
scope, providing the promise of bene
fits upon retirement to workers who 
had contributed to the system for a 
set number of years which would sup
plement other sources of retirement 
income. In 1939, survivor and spouse 
benefits were provided to the families 
of workers. In 1956 and 1965, disability 
and health care protection were en
acted into law. In 1972, various State 
and Federal welfare programs were 
consolidated into the supplemental se
curity income <SSD program, which is 
administered by the Social Security 
Administration <SSA), but funded 
through general revenues and not 
through the social security trust 
funds. 

Not only have the benefits available 
under social security been expanded, 
but so have the number of citizens 
who participate in it. In 1940, the pro
gram covered roughly 55 percent of all 
workers. Today, the percentage has 
grown to 90 percent with almost 40 

million Americans rece1vmg social se
curity benefits of some kind, and 130 
million workers contributing to the 
system through payroll taxes. 

The increase in social security bene
fits over the years has in part been a 
response to the changing needs and 
expectations of older Americans. The 
Nation's change from a largely rural 
to largely urban society and the on
slaught of the Depression made it in
creasingly difficult for disabled or re
tired workers to depend on their chil
dren as had been the case in the past. 
Only in the latter half of the 20th cen
tury has independent retirement living 
supported by pension benefits become 
a possibility for the majority of those 
who reach retirement age. 

Even with the benefits of this 
system, however, over 15 percent of 
the elderly are officially living below 
the poverty line, with 60 percent of 
the elderly who live alone receiving 
annual incomes below $15,000, and 
one-quarter of aged persons living as 
couples receiving below $3,000 per 
year. Social security benefits consti
tute the sole source of retirement 
income for 28 percent of our senior 
population. For two-thirds of our 
senior citizens, social security benefits 
are the main source of retirement 
income. Incredibly, only about one in 
five elderly persons receive a private 
pension at all, and this situation is not 
anticipated to improve much over the 
next few years, as workers often will 
not stay in one job long enough to 
become vested and qualify for bene
fits, if they are among those workers 
who even have a private pension plan 
available to them. 

So it is clear that for millions of the 
elderly, as well as the disabled and 
their dependents, social security bene
fits have become an integral part of 
economic survival. 
FINANCIAL PROBLEMS FACING SOCIAL SECURITY 

The social security system is facing a 
short-term crisis which experts predict 
will totally drain the Old Age and Sur
vivors Insurance Fund <OASD of the 
system by the end of 1982 unless im
mediate steps are taken. Even if the 
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revenues of the OAS! trust fund are 
combined with the other two funds of 
the system, the disability insurance 
<DD and hospital insurance <HD 
funds, the system will be totally de
pleted by the end of 1984. The reasons 
for this crisis lie in part in the large in
creases and liberalizations in benefit 
and cost-of-living amounts the Con
gress has voted into effect in recent 
years, in part in the ever-increasing 
percentage of senior citizens relative 
to young workers, in part in the 
changing work habits of our citizens 
and in part in our economic situation. 

While workers are tending to enter 
the work force later-after postsecon
dary education-and leave the work 
force earlier through early retirement 
plans, high unemployment rates have 
reduced even further the amount of 
revenues accruing to the system 
through the payroll tax. Inflation has 
caused benefits, which are indexed to 
the Consumer Price Index <CPD to in
crease drastically each year, causing a 
huge drain on the system. While the 
short-term crisis will probably be al
layed soon through remedial meas
ures, a longer-term crisis also threat
ens the system. The predicted drastic 
rise in the percentage of persons over 
65 relative to younger persons paying 
into the system will have a devastating 
effect on the trust funds by the begin
ning of the next century. It is predict
ed, in fact, that the percentage of per
sons over 65 will rise from 10. 7 percent 
today to 12 percent by 2000, 15 per
cent by 2015, and 18 percent by the 
year 2035. Because of this change, 
there will be almost twice as many re
tirees per worker as at present, placing 
a severe strain on social security's pay
as-you-go payroll tax financial base. 

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 

Various solutions to the problems 
facing social security have been put 
forward in recent years. The adminis
tration's recent proposal is drastic in 
its effects on benefits, and includes 
the following major recommendations: 

First. A large change would be made 
in the way future retirees' benefits are 
calculated, so that the replacement 
ratio-the amount of income social se
curity benefits are expected to re
place-will fall from 42 percent to 38 
percent of the average worker's earn
ings. This change will be phased in 
over the course of 6 years, so that by 
1987 new retirees would receive an 
average monthly benefit of $691.90, 
compared to the $719 they would re
ceive under current law. Lower income 
persons would receive a $447.40 bene
fit instead of $477.10. 

Second. Effective immediately in 
1982, retirees who are forced or choose 
to retire early will receive drastically 
reduced benefits-55 percent of the 
maximum benefit at 65 if they retire 
at age 62. Spouses of such retirees 
would receive a 27 percent benefit, and 

children of early retirees would receive 
no benefits whatsoever. 

Third. Persons suffering from a dis
ability would, in addition to waiting 6 
months before receiving their first 
check, have to first prove that their 
disability would last 2 entire years or 
result in death, as opposed to the 1-
year disability duration currently re
quired. 

Fourth. To qualify for disability, in
dividuals would be required to have 30 
quarters of covered employment out of 
the previous 40 quarters, as opposed to 
the current requirement of 20 quarters 
of covered employment out of the last 
40. 

Fifth. The cost-of-living increase 
scheduled for July 1982, would be 
moved from July to October of that 
year, in a one-time change moving the 
system onto the fiscal year calendar. 

Sixth. The cost-of-living increases 
for beneficiaries would be based on 
calculations of the Consumer Price 
Index <CPD over a year-long period, 
rather than the first quarter of the 
year, and probably result in slightly 
lower increases for inflation. 

Seventh. The outside earnings limi
tation, or retirement test, would be 
phased out by 1986, so that retired 
workers could receive benefits without 
reductions for earnings acquired above 
the limit. 

The administration's proposal basi
cally addresses the short- and long
term problems of the system through 

· reductions in the type and level of 
benefits available to beneficiaries. It is 
estimated that these proposals, com
bined with the elimination of the 
minimum benefit and student benefits 
already proposed by the administra
tion, will decrease outlays in the social 
security system by 10 percent in the 
immediate future, and even more over 
the long term. Other approaches to 
the problems facing the system fall 
into either the category or reducing 
benefits or increasing revenues to the 
system. Major alternative proposals in
clude: 

First. Financing the short-term defi
cit of the system through allowing the 
three trust funds to borrow funds 
from each other, which would allow 
the system to stay solvent through 
1984, and beginning in 1990 slowly 
phasing in an older retirement age of 
68, to be fully operational by 2000. 

Second. Financing the deficit of the 
system through an increase in payroll 
taxes levied on workers and employ
ers. 

Third. Financing the short- and 
long-term deficits of the system 
through an infusion of general rev
enues into part or all of the system's 
trust funds. Some feel that the hospi
tal insurance <HD trust fund of the 
system should be paid for out of gen
eral tax revenues, as its benefits, medi
care hospital insurance-part A, are 
generally unrelated to the amount of 

funds paid into the system by the ben
eficiary. 

BASIC REFORM 

Clearly, if basic changes are to be 
made in the social security system, 
and they must be, those who depend 
on these benefits will have to bear 
some of the burden of change. Howev
er, I am very concerned that the pro
posals of the administration, as well as 
many other recommendations in this 
area, would cause severe hardship for 
the elderly and disabled persons who 
rely on social security, and would not 
address the fundamental questions we 
must answer before such reform is un
dertaken. While the administration 
would lead us to believe that its pro
posals would eliminate only the wel
fare aspects of the social security 
system, the fact is that these reduc
tions cut most severely into the retire
ment and disability benefits which our 
Nation's workers depend on. Beyond 
the suffering these proposals would 
cause in any case, the added suffering 
of immediate effectiveness has been 
added. Persons who have already 
made plans to retire early, and per
haps have already retired on private 
pensions or are unable due to a minor 
disability to continue to work, would 
be irrevocably forced by the adminis
tration's plan to receive benefits 
almost 50 percent lower than what 
they had been counting on. This low 
benefit rate would continue for the 
rest of their lives, and drastically 
reduce the standard of living for those 
who are already struggling to main
tain a subsistence level income. 

Likewise, proposals to raise payroll 
tax rates to meet the needs of the 
system would place an unfair burden 
on the young workers of today, and 
provide no guarantees that the system 
would still be available upon their re
tirement. Recommendations to raise 
the retirement age under social secu
rity run counter to our traditional 
view that 65 represents an appropriate 
age to retire. Proposals to infuse gen
eral revenues into the system will in
evitably lead to an increased burden 
on our overall budget, which is already 
overextended. 

In what way, then, can Congress ful
fill its responsibility to ensure the sol
vency of the system, and carry 
through with the promises the social 
security system has offered the Ameri
can people? I think the time has come 
to examine the programs we have in
cluded under the social security 
system, determine which fulfill its 
main purpose and which do not, and 
separate out those programs which do 
not belong under the social security 
umbrella. While the nonretirement 
programs which have been included in 
the social security system are impor
tant and necessary, in many cases the 
benefits paid out through disability or 
hospital insurance are not directly re-
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lated to the amount of funds the re
cipient has paid into the system. 
Americans count on social security for 
many types of benefits, but I think 
most would agree that its main pur
pose should be to provide a pension 
for retired workers, and insurance for 
their families in case of their early 
death. If people are to continue to be
lieve in the social security system, and 
if it is to survive the effects of the 
"greying" of the baby boom genera
tion, the system must be returned to 
its original purpose, and benefits must 
be brought U\lder control. 

I feel that the best hope for the 
social security system lies in the grad
ual phasing in of the funding of non
retirement programs through general 
revenues. Through a very slow and 
gradual process, the programs which 
have been added to the social security 
system over the years can be funded 
like other Federal programs, included 
in the overall Federal budget, and 
tighter controls can be maintained. 

The payroll tax burden can be de
creased, so that workers have the capi
tal to invest in savings and other in
vestments. The security of the system 
will be guaranteed, as benefits paid 
out will be more directly related to 
benefits paid in to the system. Work
ers who have counted on receiving full 
retirement benefits will not have to 
face the sudden and drastic reductions 
in benefits included in the administra
tion's proposal, and those who have 
the misfortune to become disabled or 
require hospitalization can count on 
funds for disability and medicare to be 
available. 

Finally, a close look at the effects of 
indexation on the social security funds 
should be taken, and benefits should 
be tightened so that individuals who 
have just arrived in this country or 
have contributed little to the system 
do not automatically qualify for bene
fits. While it is imperative that social 
security benefits be indexed to infla
tion, it may be that the Consumer 
Price Index <CPD has resulted in 
benefits slightly higher than is justifi
able by the overall economy. The in
dexation of benefits to wage inflation 
rates rather than price inflation rates 
could provide the measure of funds 
necessary to see the system through 
the next century, in combination with 
eliminating nonretirement programs 
from the system. If it is determined 
that changes in benefits must be 
made, though, it is terribly unfair to 
impose them arbitrarily on those 
about to retire, and impose no changes 
whatsoever on those already retired. 
The administration's proposal would 
have this effect, and could lead to a 
situation where someone retiring 1 day 
or 1 week later than another would re
ceive a reduced benefit for life; while 
the person fortunate enough to retire 
earlier would receive the full benefits 
promised them. 

The problem with the administra
tion's approach is that it does not ad
dress in a comprehensive way all of 
the issues underlying the social secu
rity system's instability, but instead 
has simply chopped benefits while re
taining all of the structural redresses 
in the system itself. I am concerned 
that this choice will result in a fur
thering of the long-term instability of 
the system, and urge the President 
and my colleagues in Congress to ex
amine the social security system in 
detail, to reach conclusions regarding 
what its role should be in our Nation, 
and to take responsible action so that 
its long-term stability will be insured. I 
think the American people are willing 
to sacrifice in order to help insure the 
system's stability. However, I think 
they expect and deserve a comprehen
sive, responsible and humane ap
proach to the solution of social securi
ty's problems, and feel we should act 
swiftly to provide such an approach. 

TO REINSTITUTE THE DEATH 
PENALTY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Louisiana <Mr. LIVING
STON) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
world has become a very unsafe place 
to live. Terrorism and violent crime 
ravage every nation and people. 

In the past 60 days alone, we have 
witnessed assassination attempts on 
two of the most revered of world lead
ers-President Ronald Reagan and 
Pope John Paul II. In the same space 
of time we have seen countless bomb
ings, and of course, coldblooded mur
ders go on throughout the world every 
day. 

All of Europe, the Middle East, and 
South America live under the constant 
threat of terrorist attacks. 

And let us make no mistake, the 
wave of terrorism is sounding loudly 
on our own shores. ·Just last week a 
terrorist's bomb destroyed the inno
cent life of a young man in New 
York's Kennedy Airport. Three other 
bombs had to be removed from the 
United Nations, the Honduran Consul
ate, and a crowded bus terminal in 
Boston. As of today, there have been a 
total of seven bombs removed in the 
city of New York in the last 2 weeks. 

The Nation screams with violent 
crime. More than 400 Americans are 
murdered every week. 

Mr. Speaker, these violent crimes of 
murder, assassination, and terrorism 
demand our most urgent attention. 
For they strike not only the immedi
ate victim and his family, but also 
against the entire community of law
abiding citizens, indeed, at the very 
framework of a peaceful society. 

In a democracy such as ours, our 
leaders are chosen by the people, and 
as such, they embody the ideals and 

hopes of the people. To assassinate 
them, is to wipe out those ideals, those 
hopes, those dreams. Acts of terrorism 
against our leaders, and against any of 
our people, threaten the fiber of civi
lized order. They vulgarize and tram
ple the rights of all of us, particularly 
our right to live, and to live without 
fear. 

We must, Mr. Speaker, begin taking 
steps to combat this senseless brutal
ity, and as representatives of the 
American people, we must enact meas
ures which express their strong sense 
of moral outrage and heartfelt anger 
at the perpetrators of such heinous, 
insidious acts. 

To this end, earlier this month, I in
troduced a bill, H.R. 3541, which I feel 
the American people will strongly sup
port, to reinstitute the death penalty 
as a punishment ·for Federal capital 
crimes. 

There is no question, Mr. Speaker, 
that the majority of the American 
public favors the imposition of such a 
measure. On November 13, 1980, a Los 
Angeles Times poll found 62 percent 
of all Americans approving capital 
punishment; similarly, a February 2, 
1981, Time magazine poll and a March 
23, 1981, Newsweek poll found 65 per
cent and 68 percent, respectively, of 
citizens nationwide favoring death sen
tences. 

In my own home State of Louisiana, 
a Baton Rouge Morning Advocate poll 
on January 8, 1980, found 70.7 percent 
of statewide registered voters favored 
capital punishment-only 17. 7 percent 
of Louisianians were opposed. 

We have, indeed, a very powerful na
tional consensus favoring the reinsti
tution of capital punishment. 

However, since 1972, when the U.S. 
Supreme Court held in Furman 
against Georgia that the death penal
ty, as it was being applied, constituted 
cruel and unusual punishment in vio
lation of the Constitution, we as a 
Congress have been remiss in our 
duties. 

Our duty is to follow the will of our 
constituents; we are elected to repre
sent them in this body. And yet, while 
37 States have rewritten their death 
penalty codes, and while two-thirds of 
our constituents ardently support cap
ital punishment, we have allowed the 
Federal statute to remain in its fallen, 
useless state. 

Mr. Speaker, I can find no satisfac
tory reason why we have not joined 
our counterparts in the States and 
said, Where we are responsible for 
making the law, that murderers, kid
napers, traitors, and felons who cause 
the death of others in the commission 
of their crimes should also be exposed 
to the penalty of death. 

The fact remains, though, that the 
perpetrators of even the most heinous 
Federal crimes need not worry that 
their willfully oppressive acts are tan-
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tamount to signing their own death 
warrants, as well as those of their vic
tims. 

I believe that we must now go for
ward and reinstate capital punishment 
because it is morally required as the 
only appropriate punishment for some 
crimes, and because it is the most ef
fective deterrent available to us in the 
war against violent crime. 

The propriety, indeed the moral ne
cessity, for capital punishment has 
been recognized in this country since 
its inception. The due process clauses 
incorporated into the 5th and 14th 
amendments specifically prohibit the 
State from depriving any person of life 
without due process of law, 'implying 
that with due process of law, life may 
be deprived. 

And indeed, the Supreme Court, in 
its 1976 Gregg against Georgia deci
sion ruled the death penalty does not 
per se constitute "cruel and unusual 
punishment." 

We in America have traditionally 
recognized that when people choose to 
live together in a society, their written 
law and their legal system must make 
their respect for life unequivocally 
clear by assuring through law, that 
convicted murderers can be perma
nently removed from society for their 
crimes. 

Where the law is the peoples' voice 
and says, "We will imprison or fine 
those who illegally take property," it 
must also speak for the people's re
spect for life by promising to execute 
those who, through malice and fore
thought, willfully take the life of an
other. 

But in spite of this popular and con
stitutional consensus, there are those 
who argue against capital punishment 
because its deterrent value cannot be 
empirically proven. Perhaps this is 
true. Perhaps there is no method of 
scientifically proving a statistical de
terrent basis. 

One who murders, automatically cre
ates and becomes a statistic. But those 
who are deterred from murdering 
never show up in statistics. 

The studies on both sides of capital 
punishment's deterrence argument 
may be attacked as flawed, and none 
of the conclusions thus far reached 
may be relied upon with absolute cer
tainty. But, Mr. Speaker, if empirically 
proven effectiveness as a deterrent is 
necessary for the imposition of a 
death sentence. then all punishments 
come into jeopardy. For it is no more 
difficult to prove the exact deterrent 
value of the death penalty as opposed 
to life imprisonment, than it is to 
prove the deterrent effect of a 4-year, 
rather than a 2-year sentence for bur
glary. 

I would submit, however, that were 
we of a mind to toy in the realm of 
social experiment, there would be one 
way to adequately gage the death pen
alty's deterrent value. Suppose we in 

Congress enacted a law instituting the 
death penalty for capital offenses 
committed on Tuesdays, Thursdays, 
and Saturdays, but not · on the other 
days. I leave it to my colleagues to de
termine on which days we would be 
more vulnerable to the scourge of cap
ital crimes. 

This suggestion is not intended to 
make light of a subject which I regard 
as gravely serious. It is only an effort 
to highlight a fact which law enforce
ment officers have professed for years. 

Under the threat of an effective 
death penalty, criminals may refrain 
from carrying deadly weapons; a rapist 
may refrain from killing his victim; a 
burglar may refrain from killing his 
pursuers; lives of innocent persons 
may be saved. 

Beyond this intuitive deterrence, of 
course, is the very tangible deterrent 
in the sense that a convicted killer 
who is executed will never kill again. 

So, in terms of deterrence, Mr. 
Speaker. the overriding moral impera
tive for us as a representative body is 
to institute the death penalty on the 
grounds that it might save the life of 
an innocent victim; the alternative is 
to let convicted killers survive-at the 
possible and probable expense of other 
innocent lives. 

The reinstitution of the death penal
ty is also morally imperative in terms 
of justice. It crashes against our moral 
sensibilities to think that a man who, 
had he succeeded in killing our Presi
dent, could still someday go free on 
parole. We must reinstitute justly 
severe punishments or lose our claim 
to justice. There is no getting around 
it, Mr. Speaker, in some cases of a vi
cious and heinous nature, death is the 
only appropriate punishment, and the 
punishment must be made to fit the 
crime. 

In the face of an insidiously violent 
crime, of terrorism or of assassination, 
a healthy society can only react with 
righteous anger and outrage. Those 
who reject the sentence of capital pun
ishment may call it retribution, and 
retribution it may be. But there are 
some crimes that cry out for venge
ance, and nothing short of the death 
of the perpetrator will begin to com
pensate for the evil that he has 
brought on all society. 

Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe society 
has the right, and the duty to express 
in this manner its concern for the vic
tims of capital crimes. 

The time has come when we must 
cease to beat our breasts and blame 
ourselves for the evil that men do. We 
must realize that sometimes, as much 
as we would have it otherwise, evil 
exists for evil's sake. And, Mr. Speak
er, there is no greater evil than the 
willful taking of the innocent life of 
another. 

Only if civilized men and women of 
good faith and respect for one another 

join to fight and repel that evil will we 
keep it from overwhelming our lives. 

I would fight that evil, Mr. Speaker. 
I will fight it, and I will do my part to 
eradicate it from the face of the 
Earth. 

Mr. Speaker, with the exception of 
the statute pertaining to rape, for 
which the Supreme Court has since 
ruled the death penalty unconstitu
tional, H.R. 3541 reinstates all Federal 
statutes where the death penalty was 
available before 1972 and amends 
them to provide for a separate sen
tencing hearing where the trier of fact 
must consider certain aggravating and 
mitigating factors in determining if 
the death sentence should be imposed. 
This will satisfy the Supreme Court's 
requirement that arbitrary and capri
cious sentencing be eliminated. 

I would like to mention at this point 
the specific crimes for which a death 
sentence could be issued under H.R. 
3541: 

First, killing the President, Presi
dent-elect, Vice President, Vice Presi
dent-elect, and any person serving in 
those offices; kidnaping any of them 
where death results; or conspiring to 
do any of these; 

Second, killing any member of the 
Cabinet; 

Third, killing a Member of Congress, 
kidnaping a Member if death results, 
and conspiracy to commit either of
fense-applies to Member-elect, too; 

Fourth, killing a foreign official, of
ficial guest, internationally protected 
person, or their families if in the 
United States because of official 
duties; 

Fifth, killing a Federal judge, U.S. 
attorney or assistant, U.S. Marshal or 
deputy, FBI agent, Department of Jus
tice official, Postal Service employee, 
DEA agent, Coast Guard personnel, 
Federal prison official or employee
and other people engaged in jobs 
where Federal jurisdiction attaches; 

Sixth, premeditated killing of any 
person within the special maritime 
and territorial jurisdiction of the 
United States-any murder in the first 
degree where the Federal Government 
has jurisdiction; 

Seventh, any Federal kidnaping 
where death results; 

Eighth, killing a person while rob
bing a bank or escaping after a bank 
robbery; 

Ninth, taking a hostage in the 
course of bank robbery or escaping 
after a bank robbery; 

Tenth, hijacking if a death results; 
Eleventh, treason-giving aid and 

comfort to the enemy; 
Twelfth, giving away defense or mili

tary secrets to a foreign government 
or the enemy-espionage; 

Thirteenth, transporting or receiv
ing explosives in interstate commerce 
with knowledge or intent that it will 
be used to kill, if death results; 
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Fourteenth, maliciously using explo

sives to damage Federal property, if 
death results; 

Fifteenth, mailing dangerous materi
als where death results, if done know
ingly and with intent to kill or injure; 

Sixteenth, willfully wrecking trains 
or train appurtenances, if death re
sults; 

Seventeenth, willfully destroying 
aircraft, motor vehicles, or their ap
purtenances, if death results. 

In each of these capital offenses, the 
trier of fact could recommend the 
death penalty by a majority vote, and 
the presiding judge would make the 
final decision. The alternative sen
tence would be life imprisonment 
without benefit of parole. 

In arriving at its decision, the jury, 
or the judge alone if the prosecutor 
approves the defendant's choice to 
waive a jury, would be compelled to 
weigh the following aggravating and 
mitigating circumstances surrounding 
the crime, or any other mitigating fac
tors the defendant raises: 

If the defendant is found guilty of 
any offense involving the killing or 
death of another, for which one of the 
sentences provided is death, the fol
lowing are aggravating factors: 

First, the offense was committed by 
a person under sentence of imprison
ment; 

Second, the defendant was previous
ly convicted of another offense or of a 
felony involving the use or threat of 
violence to an individual; 

Third, the defendant knowingly cre
ated a great risk of death to many in
dividuals; 

Fourth, the offense was committed 
while the defendant was engaged, or 
was an accomplice, in the commission 
of, or an attempt to commit, or flight 
after committing or attempting to 
commit, a robbery, rape, arson, bur
glary, kidnaping, or aircraft piracy or 
the unlawful throwing, placing, or dis
charging of a destructive device or 
bomb; 

Fifth, the offense was committed for 
the purpose of avoiding or preventing 
a lawful arrest or effecting an escape 
from custody; 

Sixth, the offense was committed for 
pecuniary gain; 

Seventh, the offense was committed 
to disrupt or hinder the lawful exer
cise of any governmental function or 
the enforcement of laws; 

Eighth, the offense was especially 
heinous, atrocious, or cruel; 

Ninth, the offense committed in a 
cold, calculated, and premeditated 
manner without any pretense of moral 
or legal justification; and 

Tenth, the offense the defendant 
committed was an offense: 

Against a Member of Congress, the 
Cabinet, or the President or Vice 
President; 

Against a chief of state, head of gov
ernment, or the political equivalent, of 
a foreign nation; 

Against a foreign official, if such of
ficial is in the United States because 
of such official's official duties; and 

Against a Federal judge, a Federal 
public servant authorized by law or by 
a Government agency or Congress to 
conduct or engage in the prevention, 
investigation, or prosecution of an of
fense, or an employee of a U.S. penal 
or correctional institution, while per
forming that judge's, public servant's, 
or employee's official duties or be
cause of that judge's, public servant's, 
or employee's status. 

If the defendant is found guilty of 
espionage or treason, the following are 
aggravating factors: 

First, the defendant has been con
victed of another offense involving es
pionage or treason for which either a 
sentence of life imprisonment or death 
was authorized by statute; 

Second, in the commission of the of
fense the defendant knowingly created 
a grave risk of substantial danger to 
the national security; and 

Third, in the commission of the of
fense the defendant knowingly created 
a grave risk of death to another 
person. 

If the defendant is found guilty of 
any offense covered under the terms 
of this bill, the following are to be con
sidered as mitigating circumstances: 

First, the defendant has no signifi
cant history of prior criminal activity; 

Second, the defendant was youthful 
at the time of the offense; 

Third, the defendant's capacity to 
appreciate the criminality of the de
fendant's conduct or to conform the 
defendant's conduct to the require
ments of law was significantly im
paired; 

Fourth, the defendant was under un
usual and substantial duress or ex
treme mental or emotional disturb
ance; 

Fifth, the defendant's participation 
was relatively minor; 

Sixth, the defendant could not rea
sonably have foreseen that the de
fendant's conduct in the course of the 
commission of murder, or other of
fense resulting in death for which the 
defendant was convicted, would cause, 
or would create a grave risk of causing, 
death to any person; and 

Seventh, the victim was a partici
pant in the defendant's offense or con
sented to the conduct constituting the 
offense. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope every Member 
of this body will follow the lead of the 
American people and support H.R. 
3541, and I will welcome any cospon
sors. 
• Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
sad but true fact that as capital pun
ishment has ceased to be applied in 
our country violent crime has in
creased dramatically. In areas where 
the penalty for murder has not been 
vastly different than for armed rob
bery, witnesses in some cases have 
simply been lined up and executed. 

The recent shootings of John 
Lennon, President Reagan, and Pope 
John Paul II have only dramatized the 
wave of violent crime that has virtual
ly submerged our society. While we 
are telling the world we are its most 
civilized nation, the people of other 
countries, along with our own, are 
aghast at our murder carnage. The el
derly live in constant fear. There are 
areas where people who do not live 
there would simply never go. The 
inner-city central business areas are 
abandoned after dark, dying an eco
nomic death because of the threat to 
people of a physical one. 

No Government official that I know 
wants to have anyone forfeit his life. 
But one of the highest responsibilities 
of office is to protect society from 
those who would violate the rule of 
law, and most especially from those 
who would, with intent, take another's 
life. Whether death-carried out as a 
sentence only after the most stringent 
protections of the law have been ap
plied-will deter the violent crimes 
that threaten our people is not known. 
What is known, however, is that none 
of the other prescriptions have pro
vided that deterrent and as death has 
receded as a threat to the intending 
murderer, the incidence of this hei
nous crime has rocketed upward. 

I supported a limited death penalty 
bill when I served in the Illinois Gen
eral Assembly. The measure applied 
only to murder and only to cases of 
premeditated or wanton murder
felony murder, murder for hire, mass 
murder, murder of a policeman or fire
man in the line of duty-not to crimes 
of passion. I supported this legislation 
with great reluctance and with the un
derstanding that its adoption repre
sents in some unmeasurable way a fail
ure of law and of society to solve the 
deep and p,ervasive problem of violent 
crime in any other way. 

Yet, at least for the present, such 
measures seem necessary in all our ju
risdictions-necessary until such time 
as we as a people have fully embraced 
the rule of law in our dealings with 
one another. How long this will be, 
what will be the results of our search 
for new directions in addressing this 
deep and unsolved problem cannot be 
ascertained. But for now we must live 
up to one of our most basic responsi
bilities-to protect the people of our 
society from wanton crime-and this 
choice of death for premeditated 
murder-is, in my judgment, a neces
sary one.e 
e Mr. MOTTL. Mr. Speaker, I add my 
voice to those of my colleagues to urge 
for the enactment of statutes allowing 
for the imposition of capital punish-
ment. We find ourselves faced with a 
wave of deviant criminal behavior that 
is surging out of control. Throughout 
our country, violent crime has in
creased in phenomenal proportions in 
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the past decade, and the greatest 
criminal atrocity, murder, has in
creased 7 percent in the past year 
alone. We can no longer stand idly by, 
deluding ourselves with the belief that 
crime will subside and criminals will 
reform-we have a responsibility to 
take affirmative action to protect our 
citizenry. The crime statistics we face 
daily in black and white print are tes
timony that our present means of 
criminal treatment, repentance, and 
rehabilitation are ineffective. Hopes 
that these practices will provide deter
rence now seem too extravagant to be 
indulged. It is time we stop protecting 
and rehabilitating the criminal, and 
start protecting and rehabilitating a 
society crippled by crime. 

The idea of punishment for some 
unknown reason has fallen into disre
pute. Why, with commission of crimes 
occurring in greater proportion than 
ever before, are there fewer persons in 
Federal and State prisons today than 
a decade ago? Have we become so mor
ally ambivalent and so guilt ridden 
that we cannot in good conscience 
punish anyone, and cannot conceive of 
putting a convicted murderer to 
death? Those that stand against the 
death penalty cry out that imposition 
of a death sentence is unconscionable. 
But, I ask you, how in good conscience 
can we continue to risk the safety of 
our citizenry and look to the welfare 
of the individual criminal rather than 
the welfare of the individual? 

An examination of criminal history 
shows that opposition to capital pun
ishment is a modern phenomenon-a 
product of contemporary criminologi
cal thought that shows more compas
sion to the criminal than the victim. 
We continue to listen to the voices of 
those who cry out for a compassionate 
punitive system that is not working, 
while our constituents plead for pro
tection. The public, in its demand for 
the death penalty, knows that more 
than a law has been violated by the 
likes of James Earl Ray, Mark Chap
man, and John Hinckley. Only if we 
enforce capital punishment against 
those who, like these men, attempt to 
rob our society of valuable members 
through their heinous behavior, can 
we prevent the untimely death of 
other blameless innocents. 

It is not my intent to deprive or 
deny accused criminals of every con
sideration provided by our system of 
justice. It is my intent to insure that 
justice ·is delivered. Let us halt the 
philosophy of protecting rather than 
punishing, of giving compassion rather 
than conviction. Law and order will 
never exist until people are held indi
vidually responsible for their actions 
and are subject to the control of pun
ishment if they fail to obey the law. 
The punitive arm of justice is weaken
ing. It is time for it to be strength
ened.• 

79-059 0 - 84 - 76 (Part 8) 
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GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the subject of my special 
order of today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

FRANK DEXTER LANTERMAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California <Mr. MooR
HEAD) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
have requested this special order as a 
remembrance to Frank Dexter Lanter
man, a very dear friend of mine who 
died recently at the age of 79. 

Mr. Lanterman passed away on April 
27, 2 years after retiring from a distin
guished and illustrious career of 28 
years in the California State Assem
bly. 

Without exaggeration, he was a 
legend in the State legislature and one 
of the great men in the history of 
California politics. 

He was a unique man with unique 
gifts. He pursued his public career 
with uncommon dedication and vigor. 
He had a gift for communication and a 
genuine flair for the dramatic. He was 
a man of complete and unquestioned 
honesty. He had a captivating person
ality and enlightened and unquench
able sense of humor. 

This wonderful combination of vir
tues meshed in the portly bachelor 
and created the legend he became. 

Frank Lanterman was born in Los 
Angeles on November 4, 1901, the son 
of Dr. Jacob Lanterman, who moved 
to Los Angeles with his father in 1875. 
In 1914, the Lanterman family moved 
again, this time onto the grandfather's 
6,000-acre, land-grant estate in La 
Canada, where Frank remained for 
the rest of his life. 

After studying music at University 
of Southern California, Mr. Lanter
man went to work in movie theaters in 
Los Angeles, playing the great Wurlit
zer organs to give the then silent 
movies added drama and excitement. 

Once movies had found their voice, 
he intended to provide and create 
musical score for films, but he was 
sidetracked by the <,lemands of the 
family's vast estate. He managed the 
family's holding until he was 49 when 
a legal dispute over water rights arose. 
To solve this problem he ran for the 
assembly and won. His first piece of 
legislation was the Municipal Water 
District Act that made possible the es
tablishment of municipal water dis-

tricts that service portions of my dis
trict to this day. 

Frank fell in love with the legisla
ture and stayed on for many years 
solving problem after problem. One of 
his most praiseworthy accomplish
ments was the passage of the Lanter
man-Petris-Short Act, a bill that ex
tended constitutional guarantees to 
emotionally disturbed individuals. 
Before the Lanterman legislation, an 
individual could be consigned to a 
mental insitution for life based on a 5-
minute hearing. This landmark legisla
tion put a stop to the warehousing of 
mental patients. The Lanterman
Petris-Short Act has been copied again 
and again by State after State. 

Before his exemplary career was 
over, Mr. Lanterman put his name on 
more than 400 pieces of legislation. 
When he retired 2 years ago, he was 
correctly called the acknowledged 
champion of independent higher edu
cation, the benefactor of the handi
capped, and the ever-vigilant repre
sentative of the taxpayer. 

But most of all he was the beloved 
"Uncle Frank" and the "Grand Old 
Man of the Assembly." Most of all, he 
was a true original, totally candid, 
very effective, and greatly loved and 
admired. 

Through his music, which weaved a 
rich thread throughout his entire live, 
through his kindness and compassion 
for his fell ow man, and because of his 
affection for the political process, he 
enriched the lives of hundreds and 
hundreds of persons. I was most fortu
nate to have been one of them. 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORHEAD. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. I thank my 
distinguished colleague and friend, 
CARLOS MOORHEAD, for having this spe
cial order for Frank Lanterman. He 
was a sweet old guy. 

When I was first elected to the State 
legislature, I thought of him as noth
ing more than an archconservative 
curmudgeon who cared nothing about 
people. I think it is fair to say that if 
it was not for Uncle Frank during an 
8-year period we had out in California, 
when he was the one person between 
the mentally ill and mentally retarded 
and the forces of oppression, the pro
grams that he had worked and fought 
so long for would not have survived. I 
think these years actually did take a 
toll on him, if anything could. He was 
a very indestructible person. 

I had the honor of serving under 
him when he was chairman of ways 
and means, when we used to have 
shouting matches about certain pieces 
of legislation. I served under him 
when he was chairman of the health 
and welfare committee, and he taught 
me more about the problems and the 
programs on mental health than I 
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ever thought was possible to learn. It 
was through his efforts that we were 
able to get a program passed in our 
State for autistic children. I will never 
forget that, as long as I live. I had 
gone down to a mental health meeting 
in Marin County, when I first heard 
that it might be a new congressional 
district, A parent of an autistic child 
talked to me there for about 45 min
utes, telling me the problems and how 
the head doctors would say it is a 
physiological problem, the medical 
doctors would say it is a psychological 
problem, and nobody wanted to deal 
with the children's problem. 

I remember driving up to Sacramen
to, walking into Frank Fats, and Uncle 
Frank would be sitting there in what 
was his new corner, after they shut 
down the bar at the Senator Hotel, 
and I said, "Uncle Frank, what are we 
going to do about autistic children?" 
And he looked up to me and he said, 
"Burton, you give them a brush and 
some paint, and they just go on their 
way." 

I said, "Frank, this is serious." He 
said, "Now, John, just sit down, have 
yourself a little drink, and we will dis
cuss this." 

Within about 15 minutes we came up 
with a solution. We came up with a 
bill that passed both Houses and was 
on the desk of Governor Reagan-who 
is now President-and because it was 
my bill, he was not quite sure whether 
it was a Communist plot or not. It 
took Uncle Frank and Lloyd Nolan, 
who was a movie star with Governor 
Reagan, who had an autistic child 
himself, to convince the Governor 
that this was a good piece of legisla
tion. And he signed it. 

We went on to work with Frank very 
closely on a piece of legislation that, 
actually, he supported in his heart but 
he said that he could not support it on 
the floor of the assembly. That was 
legislation to keep the mental institu
tions open until they implemented the 
LPS bill, so that there were programs 
available in the local community. The 
Governor vetoed this bill. We had to 
override the veto, and Frank, of 
course, gave a strong speech against 
the override and sat down and smiled 
as the votes ran up on the tally board 
because, as he said, in good conscience 
he could not support the bill, but we 
knew where he was in his heart. 

It is safe to say that the people of 
California, especially those who had 
no champions but for two very stern, 
hard-rock conservatives, such as our 
late colleague, Bill Ketchum, and 
Frank Lanterman, would have gone 
down the tube, but for two people who 
prided themselves in being conserv
ative, who had compassion. And Uncle 
Frank had a heart as big as the organ 
that he took from the Fox Theater in 
San Francisco. 

I loved him dearly. I will miss him. 
The last time I saw him-and I think 

you were there, CARLOS-was at the 
farewell dinner they had for him in 
Sacramento. i know he will be missed 
in Sacramento, and the people in this 
body just have no idea what a wonder
ful thing they have missed in their 
lives when they did not have the pleas
ure of knowing Uncle Frank Lanter
man. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. I thank the gen
tleman for his remarks. 

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

Mr. MOORHEAD. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BURGENER. I thank my col
league in the well for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
gentleman for taking this time to 
honor a very dear friend of many, 
many people, including this Member. 
The gentleman in the well had the 
privilege of not only having Mr. Lan
terman for a constituent for many 
years, but as a very close personal 
friend. As a close personal friend and 
as a colleague was how I knew Frank 
Lanterman. 

I had the privilege of serving with 
him for 10 years in the State legisla
ture. The gentleman in the well has 
discussed frank Lanterman in terms of 
the whole man, his musical talents, his 
contributions to the community in 
general, his family, his early Califor
nia history. I would just like to com
ment very briefly about his immeasur
able contribution to all of the handi
capped in the State of California. 

I think it is reasonable to say, and I 
fear no contradiction, that no one 
person in or out of the legislature in 
the State of California did more to 
affect the lives and to improve the 
lives and to enrich the lives of chil
dren, youth, and adults who somehow 
were different than what you and I 
would choose to call normal. This in
cludes a broad range of people, the 
mentally retarded, the developmental
ly disabled, the physically handi
capped, the emotionally disturbed, the 
neurologically handicapped, those 
with any kind of a disability which 
made them require special care, spe
cial recognition, special education, and 
special training. 

Frank was there, and he was in a 
unique position to help, always in a 
high position of responsibility, wheth
er his party was in the majority or 
whether it was in the minority. It 

· made no difference. 
As the former speaker indicated, he 

was chairman at one time of the ways 
and means committee, a very influen
tial position in the assembly. When he 
was not chairman, he was what we call 
the vice chairman, which would corre
spond in this body to the ranking 
member. But always he was there with 
immense influence and with an even 
greater heart to help. 

Just as an example, it was Frank 
Lanterman who guided through the 

legislature the system in California 
known as the regional diagnostic cen
ters for the developmentally disabled 
and the mentally retarded. It was he 
who went into the State hospitals, 
hospitals which were indeed warehous
ing many of our severely handicapped 
and mentally retarded, and changed 
that system and changed it dramati
cally-first to take many of those out 
of the hospital who could function in 
the community and could be main
streamed and, for those who had to 
remain, immensely improved their en
vironment. 
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I just know of no one who had more 
heart, more compassion, and was in 
the unique position where he could do 
something about it. Frank Lanterman 
was that man. We shall miss him. He 
lived a long and useful and a rich life. 
In addition to all of that, he was just 
plain fun to be around. There were 
many and many an evening session 
where "Uncle Frank," as he was affec
tionately known, would gather around, 
particularly with newer members and 
hold court and tell tales, about things 
of the past and things of the present. 
He was very, very willing to share his 
experience, to give advice and counsel 
and guidance to those of us who knew 
less than he did about the massive 
subject of the State legislature and 
the people of California. 

We shall all miss him. I do indeed 
commend the gentleman in the well, 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
MOORHEAD) for giving us this opportu
nity to honor a great friend. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
recognize the gentleman from Califor
nia <Mr. ANDERSON). 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding and I, too, want to 
congratulate him for taking this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I mourn the passing of 
Frank D. Lanterman. I mourn the 
final loss of a great public servant, as 
any citizen who has known him and 
his work in the California State As
sembly would mourn. I mourn the loss, 
also, of a good man. Rarely in public 
life does one encounter a man who 
combines the public and private sides 
of his life so easily, and to such good 
purpose, as Frank Lanterman. 

I suppose Frank's outstanding qual
ity was his bluntness. When he saw 
good he praised it and left it alone. 
And when he saw bad he did not 
engage in political sophistries to justi
fy it, but roared as loudly as he knew 
how and acted swiftly to change it. A 
powerful and very capable assembly
man, Frank worked most energetically 
to protect those least able to care for 
themselves, the mentally ill. He was, 
of course, responsible for much of the 
legislation protecting their constitu
tional rights in the State of California. 
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Frank Lanterman is gone. We shall 

miss him, and so shall our State. 
Mr. MOORHEAD. I recognize the 

gentleman from California <Mr. 
LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS. I thank my colleague 
for yielding and especially want to ex
press my personal appreciation for the 
gentleman's effort to put this special 
order together, not only a constituent 
but a dear friend and supporter and 
follower of Frank Lanterman. 

Thinking about what one might say 
about the life of a man such as Frank 
Lanterman, I could not help but be re
minded of a small group of students in 
1957, a group of interns who were 
studying public affairs, traveling from 
San Francisco to Sacramento to spend 
a few days to demonstrate their 
knowledge and expertise about public 
affairs. 

One of those days they had the occa
sion of sitting on the floor of assembly 
and watching that body carry on its 
deliberations. That group of bright 
young people with many, many an
swers such as most young people have, 
looking at the floor, expressed in 
many ways the thought, who are those 
crazy people out there, that unbeliev
able cross section of humanity that 
makes up · a public body, critical of 
those elected officials. One of those 
young people particularly focused on a 
symbol to him of what should not be a 
part of public affairs, for there was an 
old, chubby, obviously less than intel
ligent fell ow as they watched him 
bluster around the floor. 

It was 12 years later that one of 
those young interns came back to Sac
ramento as a member of the State leg
islature himself and that individual 
was amazed to find that that same 
rather chubby blustering old man was 
still a member of the legislature. 

As I watched my colleague, Frank 
Lanterman, I could not help but re
flect upon that time not so long before 
when I had so many answers. As the 
years passed in my early service in the 
California Legislature, I could not 
help but be overwhelmed by the in
credible contribution that was being 
made by that man, Frank Lanterman, 
a guy who came from Pasadena with 
no need for a job, a base of independ
ence like most of us would hope to 
have, a conservative who described 
himself as an economic conservative; a 
man with a heart like you rarely see, a 
man who if he faulted at all faulted 
most because he almost cared for 
people too much. 

Frank Lanterman literally brought 
many of the poor, the disabled, the 
mentally disturbed of our State and in 
many ways the country, out of the 
dark ages. He committed himself to 
helping those people who were unable 
to help themselves. Frank served as an 
inspiration for those of us who believe 
that there is a reason to participate in 
public affairs. 

If you are willing to concentrate on 
areas of importance, if you are willing 
to work hard enough, if you are will
ing to care, indeed you can change the 
scene of public affairs. 

In this age where people so often 
tend to respond to a headline which is 
negative about politics, which would 
suggest that public affairs is a place 
for those who have nothing better to 
do with their lives, Frank serves as a 
symbol of just the reverse, a man who 
had so many things to do with his life. 
Instead he chose to serve. I watched 
him in those years during the seven
ties advancing in age. I would come to 
my office once in a while at 7 o'clock 
in the morning. Frank's office was 
always open. I would leave my office 
once in a while at 7 o'clock in the eve
ning and Frank was back at work once 
again, tireless in his energy, his capac
ity, his willingness to give. 

I have from time to time found it a 
pleasure to repeat a thought that to 
me is important and that is that per
haps the most sophisticated form of 
selfishness is giving, indeed if that is 
selfishness, then Frank Lanterman 
was certainly the most giving of 
human beings that I have known in 
my life. He has made a great contribu
tion to humanity but perhaps just as 
significant, he does serve as a symbol 
and has made a great, great contribu
tion to public affairs. 

I thank my colleague for this time. I 
appreciate the effort he has made 
here and I join with him in paying 
tribute to our friend. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. I thank the gen
tleman. 

In closing, I think that some of our 
feelings that we have gotten from 
Frank through the years we like to ex
press. In the years that I knew Frank 
he always hated to have anyone think 
that he had a big heart. Yet he was 
the principal supporter of his church. 
He gave to all kinds of charitable orga
nizations, but he did not want people 
to know that he was giving. He did it 
quietly and silently. He lived a very 
humble life, spending very little 
money on himself and though he was 
very wealthy to begin with, he sold 
property, he gave money away to 
others that he felt were in need. 

He could not stand hypocrisy. If 
anybody would give a statement show
ing .that he was a hypocrite in front of 
Frank, they would get put down in no 
uncertain words and immediately. 
Frank liked people who were true and 
honest and lived up to the word that 
they gave. If Frank gave his word on 
something, believe me you could put it 
in the bank because he would stand 
behind it from then on. He supported 
his legislation. If anyone wanted to 
attack his mental health bills or his 
bills to help the handicapped children 
in California, he would be alert to 
every single piece of legislation that 
came along that would affect it and 

would be ready to oppose it on the 
floor. 

He had strong ideas, strong beliefs. 
He believed in his country. He believed 
in his fell ow man. I think that we can 
all learn a lot from the life of Frank 
Dexter Lanterman. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, there are 
many great legislators who have 
served in the Congress, but there are 
many others whose service is rendered 
at the State level. In California there 
are few who rank with the late Frank 
Lanterman as a symbol of hardheaded 
conservatism tempered with compas
sion. Frank Lanterman was the pro
verbial Tory man with liberal princi
ples. 

A true fiscal conservative, he spent 
his career in the legislature, one that 
spanned much of the State's post
World War II era when the State un
derwent tremendous growth, dedicated 
to the needs of those who in many 
cases were born to a life restricted by 
physical and mental handicaps. 

Frank Lanterman's career was 
crowned by the legislative success that 
he attained in the Lanterman-Petris
Short Act which allowed a more 
humane community-based approach to 
mental illness to prevail over a top
hea vy, State-hospital-oriented, bu
reaucratic approach and to the pas
sage of the special education legisla
tion which provided a means for the 
disabled to attain a degree of educa
tion commensurate with their rights 
as now interpeted under the U.S. and 
State constitutions. 

Frank was a fatherly man; grand
fatherly in his later years. A man with 
tremendous rapport among the many 
excellent staff people who have so 
ably served the California Legislature. 
He hired many without regard to par
tisanship. He taught many the skills 
of the legislative process and an 
awareness of the many interests that 
he personally had. My wife, in fact, 
worked for him during her early years 
as an employee at the CaHfornia Leg
islature. My appreciation for Frank 
Lanterman as a man is consistent with 
my appreciation of him as a legislator. 

A bachelor all his life, he had many, 
many friends who saw him as someone 
of great solidity and stability. He was 
always available to offer a kind, 
friendly word of advice to people in 
need. Even though he was a successful 
private entrepreneur and developer he 
never sought the kind of wealth that 
he could have easily attained in the 
growth areas of Los Angeles County 
that he represented. 

He dedicated his life to public serv
ice in a whole range of areas, most no
tably an ongoing battle to end the 
surge of air pollution which so infect
ed the Pasadena area which he repre
sented for so many years. 

Frank Lanterman, like so many who 
retire from an active public life lived 

. 
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all too briefly in retirement. He might 
have contributed a great deal more in 
the private life that came deservedly 
after so many years in the public eye. 
But Frank Lanterman was typical of 
those who made their major contribu
tion in the legislation body. It is where 
he found a home. It is where he found 
it possible to make the kind of contri
bution that only those of us who have 
had the privilege of public service can 
understand. 

He was beloved by so many Califor
nians that I am particularly proud 
today to off er a few words on his pass
ing. And, I wish at this time to com
mend my colleague Mr. MooRHEAD, 
who took this special order in order to 
honor the memory of this truly great 
American, a man who will rank among 
the greatest of the California legisla
tors and truly among the greatest leg
islators to serve anywhere in this 
country. 
e Mr. CHAPPIE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend my thoughtful col
league from California, CARLOS MOOR
HEAD, for requesting a special order in 
memory of California State Assembly
man Frank Lanterman. I appreciate 
the opportunity to join with other 
Californians in paying tribute to a 
man who served our State so well. 

Frank Lanterman spent 28 years 
representing the interests and con
cerns of his constituency in the Cali
fornia State Assembly. He was a man 
of many interests, and was very much 
in tune with the folks he served who 
returned him time and time again to 
the State capitol. 

Frank Lanterman was a legislator 
who was sensitive to people's prob
lems, understood the root of t,hose 
problems, and was willing to do battle 
for an effective solution. This was par
ticularly true when it came to improv
ing the lives of those who are emotion
ally and physically handicapped. 
Frank w'as a champion of human 
rights, and I do not think the handi
capped ever had a better advocate in 
the California State Legislature. He 
leaves behind an impressive legacy of 
work on behalf of handicapped people, 
and his leadership in this regard will 
be difficult to replace. 

Geographically, Frank's district in 
southern California and my district in 
northern California were about as far 
apart in the State as you can get. How
ever, I came to know and enjoy Frank 
as a true friend during our sessions in 
Sacramento. It was my pleasure and 
honor to serve with him for 14 of the 
28 years he spent in the State assem
bly, and I will miss him. Without 
doubt, Frank Lanterman's friendship 
and work will also be missed by those 
he cared for most; emotionally trou
bled children and their families.• 
e Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, 
former California Assemblyman Frank 
D. Lanterman died of heart failure on 
April 27, 1981, at the age of 79. We will 

never again see a man like Frank. He 
will be missed, along with his sharp 
wit and political wisdom. 

Frank Lanterman was a veteran of 
nearly three decades as a Republican 
member of the California State As
sembly. He was ranking Republican 
for 12 years on the ways and means 
committee and as chairman of the 
panel for 2 of those years, he was re
sponsible for steering Gov. Ronald 
Reagan's budget through. 

Although Frank retired from the 
State assembly 2 years ago, he was 
never forgotten in that chamber. 
Frank once said, "They will be a long 
time forgetting me • • • you do not 
forget the wolf that bites you • • *" 

And, as many of us from the Califor
nia delegation know, Frank Lanter
man bit. 

A native Californian from Los Ange
les, Frank attended the University of 
Southern California, but left when he 
was not allowed to postpone a required 
musical recital which conflicted with a 
glee club engagement. After leaving 
college, Frank, a talented musician, 
played musical accompaniment on the
ater organs, matching music to the 
action on the silent movie screens. He 
had planned to move into the scoring 
of motion pictures, but family obliga
tions led him to take over the manage
ment of their vast landholdings. 

It was only when Frank was 49 years 
of age, and after proving himself a 
most successful businessman, that he 
ran for the California Assembly. It 
was a legal dispute over a water rights 
issue that provoked him to campaign
and campaign he did. He won the elec
tion by a handy majority-the first of 
what would become 14 consecutive 
terms. 

Author of the Municipal Water Dis
trict Act, he made possible the cre
ation of the Foothill Municipal Water 
District serving the communities of La 
Canada, La Crescenta, and Altadena. 

After passage of this measure, Frank 
said: 

That is what I went to Sacramento to do. 
And maybe I should have stopped there. 
But I did not. Once I was up there, I found 
a lot of other things that needed fixing . . . 

Frank will be remembered especially 
for the historic Lanterman-Petris
Short Act that ended the warehousing 
of mental patients and provided com
munity based treatment of people 
with mental disorders. This was a big 
fight-and one of the many he won. 

During his career in the assembly, 
Frank authored almost 400 bills that 
were enacted into law, including acts 
to preserve home rule for local govern
ment and several establishing commu
nity treatment centers for retarded 
children and educational services for 
the handicapped. He was successful in 
gaining Federal funds for the comple
tion of the 210 Foothill Freeway and 
the Graduate Fellowship Act. 

But, I will remember Frank as a 
truly unforgettable and unique man. 
He was the grand old man of the as
sembly. Asked why he never married, 
Frank said: 

A man cannot love the legislature and a 
wife at the same time ... I was married to 
the government of California, and I have 
never been sorry. Hell-I chose my life and I 
have no regrets . . . 

I certainly do not regret having 
known such a lively, outspoken, color
ful, honest, and sincere legislator. He 
will be missed as an active Republican, 
an able legislator, and a true friend.• 
• Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, former 
Assemblyman Frank Lanterman of 
Pasadena died recently at the age of 
79. To people outside the fields of poli
tics and mental health, Lanterman's 
passing was of no special significance. 
To those of us intimately acquainted 
with both the man and his accom
plishments, Lanterman's death was an 
occasion for nostalgia, reminiscence, 
and profound gratitude. 

I served in the California State As
sembly with Frank Lanterman for 6 
years. I have never seen a man so uni
versally respected. I have yet to see 
anyone in Sacramento or Washington 
as down to earth and utterly devoid of 
pretensions or tendencies to deception. 

During his 28 years in the California 
State Legislature, Frank Lanterman's 
greatest accomplishment was the ex
haustive reorganization of State policy 
toward the mentally ill. Emotionally 
disturbed people subject to abuse and 
contempt from just about everyone 
found in Frank Lanterman a tenacious 
and effective champion. 

The landmark Lanterman-Petris
Short Act was nothing less than a bill 
of rights for the mentally ill. It was a 
creative expression of the utter out
rage Lanterman felt when he learned 
that the majority of mentally ill 
people in State hospitals had been 
shoved into those institutions in viola
tion of the Constitution and every pre
cept of human rights. Before Lanter
man's law was enacted, people were 
often committed to State hospitals 
after a hearing that lasted only a few 
minutes. Many were simply dumped 
into mental hospitals because greedy 
relatives wanted to grab their assets, 
because cruel relatives wanted to avoid 
their responsibilities or, perhaps most 
often, simply because the individual 
was troubled and also alone in the 
world. 

In the pre-Lanterman days, mental 
hospital patients were confined for as 
long as the institution wanted to hold 
them. One could suffer a life-sentence 
without breaking any law, endanger
ing any person or being given a chance 
to give one's own account of the situa
tion. 

Though a Republican, Frank Lanter
man was progressive in outlook and 
nonpartisan in spirit. As an assembly-
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man I frequently sought his support 
for bills I had· authored. He did not 
always agree with me but he always 
gave me a swift, honest and lucid re
sponse. 

Frank Lanterman had a unique lack 
of interest in receiving public acclaim 
for his work. Unlike most politicians, 
he was indifferent to whose name was 
on the bill or whether the Governor 
gave him due honor when the legisla
tion was signed. He sought legislation, 
not personal glory. 

How thankful we should be-espe
cially those of us in politics-that 
Frank Lanterman made government 
his life's work. How thankful we 
should be that he proved a person can 
be an effective politician without 
being dishonest, duplicitous, or ego
maniacal. I thank God I had the 
honor of knowing and working with 
him.e 
e Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, on April 
27, 1981, a friend and colleague of 
mine from our days in the California 
State Legislature passed away. I would 
like today to pay tribute to Frank Lan
terman, a member of the California 
State Assembly for 28 years. 

He was a man respected by his col
leagues in both parties and in both the 
assembly and the State senate. Loved 
by his constituents and feared by all 
those who chose personal gain at the 
expense of public welfare, Frank 
fought and won many battles for the 
underprivileged. 

Although responsible for some of 
the most innovative and significant 
legislation in the State of California in 
many areas, Frank's most outstanding 
contribution lay in the field of mental 
health, where he devoted time, effort, 
and love to improving not only the in
stitutions within the State, but im
proving the attitudes that people had 
about mental problems and their 
treatment. 

With his retirement in 1978, the 42d 
Assembly District in California may 
have lost its long-term representative, 
but he continued his interest and in
volvement in community affairs and 
State problems. Only with his recent 
passing did they lose a friend and ad
vocate. His mark, however, has been 
left on the world, and his contribu
tions toward making our world a 
better one will not be forgotten.e 
e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to join my colleagues in 
paying tribute to the late California 
State Assemblyman, Frank Lanter
man, who will be sincerely missed by 
his colleagues in the State legislature 
and the people of his district. 

Frank Lanterman served in the Cali
fornia State Legislature from 1950 to 
1978, representing La Canada and 
Pasadena. 

A native Californian and long-time 
resident of La Canada, Lanterman be
longed to various community groups 
including the La Canada Rotary Club, 

La Canada Church of the Lighted 
Window and the Pasadena Tourna
ment of Roses Association. 

He was a graduate of the University 
of Southern California; College of 
Music. As an accomplished organist, 
Lanterman bought the classic pipe 
organ from the torn down San Fran
cisco Box Theatre to put in his La 
Canada home. 

Affectionately known by his col
leagues as "Uncle Frank", Lanterman 
was a jolly, outspoken member of the 
assembly. Having a strong compassion 
for the mentally retarded and develop
mentally disabled, he authored most 
of the major legislation to help the 
mentally disabled people in California. 
His strong interest in the area was evi
denced in 1978 when the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Hospital was 
renamed the Frank Lanterman Hospi
tal. 

As a man of many interests and deep 
devotion to the 42d Assembly District 
and the State of California, Frank 
Lanterman is remembered with great 
respect by all those who had the privi
lege of knowing him.e 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the subject of my special 
order today. 

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

There was no objection. 

SOVIET EVIDENCE IS A FRAUD, 
SHOULD NOT BE USED IN U.S. 
COURTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio <Mr. ASHBROOK) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 
e Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, 
World War II ended 36 years ago but 
many of us still remember its horrors. 
We should never forgive and never 
forget the atrocities committed by the 
Nazis against the Jews. 

The Nazi murders of 6 million Jews 
and millions of Christians are crimes 
that require punishment of all who 
are guilty. At the same time, we must 
not forget the Communist murders of 
even greater millions of Christians, 
Jews, and Moslems. And we cannot 
forgive these crimes. Hitler and Stalin 
and most of their top henchmen are 
dead. But, the present leadership in 
the Soviet Union were all part of the 
Stalin murder machine. 

They never changed. They never re
pented. Some of Hitler's criminals still 
function as Communist leaders in East 
Germany. A war criminal named Her
bert Kroeger served in the SS Security 
Service. In recent years, he has been a 

member of the East German puppet 
parliament, the People's Chamber, 
and a member of the editorial board of 
the Socialist Unity <Communist) Party 
theoretical magazine Einheit. 

Another war criminal, Kurt Lange, 
had served Hitler in the SS Security 
Service and had brutally interrogated 
those arrested in the July 20 plot 
against Hitler. After the war he 
helped the Communists establish the 
East German State Security Service 
and became a member of the staff of 
the Ministry of State Security. 

Nazi Ernst Grossman served as an 
SS guard at Sachsenhausen concentra
tion camp. This member of the SS 
"Deathshead" unit rose to member
ship in the central committee of the 
East German Socialist Unity Party, 
the Communist Party. When his war 
crimes were revealed by the West Ger
mans, the Communists quietly re
moved him from the central commit
tee and put him in charge of a collec
tive farm. There was no punishment 
for his crimes. 

We cannot forgive the Nazi criminals 
who threw thousands of Soviet Jews 
to their deaths in the pit at Baba Yar. 
Nor can we forgive the Communist 
criminals who murdered at least 11,000 
Polish officers and buried their bodies 
in Katyn Forest in 1940-41. 

Nor can we forgive the Communist 
murderers who buried between 11,000 
and 12,000 Ukrainian victims of their 
atrocities at Vynnytsia during 1937-38. 
Nor the Chinese Communists who ex
terminated more than 20 million of 
their countrymen. 

For the past few years, the U.S. Gov
ernment has been searching for Nazi 
war criminals who may have come 
here after World War II. It is right 
that we should do this. We do not 
want war criminals in our country. 
But we must make sure that no inno
cent persons are wrongly accused. Evi
dence from Soviet sources is tainted by 
the Communist history of lies and 
forgeries. 

As the CIA told the House Intelli
gence Committee on February 6, 1980: 

It is an established Soviet practice to 
employ forgeries in covert action and psy
chological warfare operations against the 
United States. 

Some 30 years ago the Soviet Gov
ernment sent witnesses to Paris to per
jure themselves at a trial to try to dis
prove the information on Soviet slave 
labor camps revealed by Victor Krav
chenko. The French courts believed 
Kravchenko, not the Soviet perjurers. 
Forgeries and lies are the usual weap
ons of the Communists. To them these 
things are not violations of morality. 
As Lenin said, Communist morality is 
anything that advances Communist 
goals. 

On May 10, 1981, the Washington 
Post printed a lengthy story on the 
ordeal of Frank Walus, who was false-
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ly accused of being a Nazi war crimi
nal. After spending $60,000 to defend 
himself, finally documents were found 
in the West German archives that 
proved that he could not have taken 
part on the atrocities. Witnesses who 
claimed to remember him, after more 
than 35 years, were clearly mistaken. 
They saw what they wanted to see. 
The face of the real criminal buried in 
the back of their minds became the 
face of the innocent Frank Walus. 

This case ended well. Others may 
not. Soviet produced forgeries and 
false witnesses; used against refugees 
from communism because they are en
emies of the Soviet regime would 
cause severe damage to innocent 
people. 

We cannot condemn anyone based 
on Soviet evidence but we must make 
sure that no Nazi or Communist crimi
nal should receive sanctuary here. We 
can be sure of this by using our basic 
American laws of evidence. Soviet evi
dence is tainted and should not be uti
lized in American courts. 

We will not forgive Nazi Germany or 
Soviet Russia for their crimes. The 
policy of our Government must be 
based on this moral principle.e 

THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM 
IS IN DANGER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Iowa <Mr. BEDELL) is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, over the 
past 46 years the social security 
system has grown into the central fea
ture of the way Americans plan their 
financial futures. We depend on social 
security. We depend on it being there 
when our time comes to need it. And 
we depend on it to provide us with our 
fair share of benefits after we have 
helped the system by paying into it 
during our working lives. Social secu
rity benefits are an earned right for 
eligible workers. 

Now we are told that the social secu
rity system is in danger. We are told 
that the old-age and survivors insur
ance funds will not have enough on 
hand to pay benefits through 1982. 

I firmly believe that we can remove 
the system from danger without 
breaking faith with present and future 
social security recipients. 

There is no doubt that we must ad
dress the solvency problem facing the 
system. But the proposed cuts the ad
ministration has put forth are ex
tremely unfair. I believe the Govern
ment must honor its promise to the 
American worker. who has paid for 30 
or 40 years into the social security 
system. I am committed to seeing that 
these people-millions of Americans 
who have paid into social security in 
good faith-receive every dollar of as
sistance to which they are entitled. I 
am committed to insuring that this 

Nation's elderly live in dignity. I will 
strongly oppose any attempt to 
weaken this longstanding national pri
ority. 

The fact is that if the administra
tion is allowed to implement their pro
posals, over 35 million retirees current
ly on the social security rolls will lose 
about an average of $100 next year be
cause of the 3-month delay in the 
annual cost-of-living adjustment. And 
their benefits will be reduced by about 
4 percent for all succeeding years. 

The fact is that over 18 million 
people who are now between the ages 
of 56 and 61 years retiring over the 
next 5 years would receive phased in 
cuts from 4 to 13 percent, averaging 10 
percent, because of the change the ad
ministration will make in the formula 
used to calculate social security bene
fits. 

The fact is that 7 million workers 
and their spouses who will retire early 
over the next 5 years will receive cuts 
equal to nearly one-third of their 
promised benefits under the adminis
tration's proposal. 

The fact is that over 1 million work
ers who have become eligible for dis
ability benefits under current law, 
over the next 5 years will be told that 
they are no longer eligible. 

The impact of these proposed cuts is 
'harsh. The burden of these cuts will 
fall primarily on women, minorities, 
low-income workers, large families, 
and those who are unable to continue 
working to age 65. Social security is 
the only income for 7 million of our 
older citizens and the primary source 
of income for another 15. million out 

· of 25 million older Americans. The 
U.S. Government is honorbound to 
the 115 million contributors and over 
35 million current recipients to protect 
the integrity of · the social security 
system. I contend that we must do all 
we can to maintain the integrity of the 
system without unfairness. 

The Reagan administration has of
fered proposals that they claim will 
solve the financial problems of the 
system. While their intention of solv
ing the crisis is one that all Americans 
share, their methods, in my opinion, 
are unjust and a slap in the face of 
millions of present and especially 
future retirees. 

Over the past few weeks, I have re
ceived a firestorm of mail and phone 
calls in my Washington and district of
fices from people who are shocked and 
scared by the President's proposals 
and are asking for advice on their re
tirement plans. Clearly, the northwest 
Iowans I represent in Congress are as 
outraged as I am. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to summarize my 
strong objections to the following spe
cific proposals put forth by the admin
istration. 

THE EARLY RETIREMENT PENALTY 

I take issue with this part of the pro
posal which discourages early retire
ment at age 62 by reducing the early 
retirement benefits to 55 percent of 
the maximum, down from the present 
80 percent. This means that in 1982, 
1.4 million social security early 
beneficiaries can expect to receive up 
to. nearly one-third in cuts from their 
monthly benefits. The administration 
is incorrectly assuming that people 
who retire at age 62 do so by choice
voluntarily-and that they are all ac
tually healthy enough to continue 
working until age 65 and that they can 
find jobs or keep their present jobs. 
However, the health and labor statis
tics presented by the House Commit
tee on Aging paint a very different pic
ture, one that clearly shows that most 
early retirements are not voluntary. 
According to a survey conducted by 
the Social Security Administration 
and the Department of Labor, only 22 
percent of early retirees retire volun
tarily. 

Eliminating the earnings test: The 
administration would phase out the 
earnings test over the next 3 years, 
permitting $10,000 in earnings in 1983, 
$15,000 in 1984, and an unlimited earn
ings after 1985. This means that the 
Reagan administration would allow re
cipients to earn an unlimited outside 
salary and still receive social security 
benefits. The problem is that this un
limited outside earnings would allow 
recipients earning huge salaries to col
lect monthly social security checks 
while still working. For example, 
Members of Congress who earn about 
$61,()00 a year and are over 62 years 
will be able to collect monthly social 
security benefits while in Congress, if 
they had previous work covered by 
social security. Presently, there are 47 
Members of Congress who are over 62 
and may also qualify for social secu
rity benefits. 

The same goes for seven out of nine 
Supreme Court Justices who earn 
about $89,000 a year and are over 62 
years of age. And, of course, the Presi
dent himself, at 70 years old, earning 
$200,000 a year could qualify. This is. 
obviously unfair. It permits people 
earning high salaries to collect social 
security benefits, which they do not 
even need, while still working ·and re
ceiving these large salaries. 

Changing the future retirees' benefit 
formula: The administration wants to 
change what is called the replacement 
ratio, which is the way social security 
benefits are calculated. Instead of get
ting a pension of 41 percent of their 
prior earnings-which retirees now 
get-the administration would give the 
future retiring worker only 38 percent 
of his prior earnings. This would mean 
that people retiring over the next 5 
years would receive an average of 
nearly 10 percent less in benefits. 
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These cuts add up to a major breach 
of faith on the part of the Govern
ment. If this proposal is accepted, the 
U.S. Government would have to tell 
the worker who has contributed to the 
social security system for his entire 
working life that he now cannot have 
the benefits the Government told him 
he would get all these years. 

Delaying the cost-of-living adjust
ments to present recipients: The ad
ministration is proposing to push back 
the date for paying the automatic 
cost-of-living increases, for those who 
are now on the rolls of social security, 
from July to October of each year be
ginning in 1982. They claim that these 
recipients will be virtually unaffected. 
What they fail to mention and what 
this really means is that current 
beneficiaries will be very definitely af
fected. The delay in the July cost-of
living adjustment <COLA> to October 
would affect all current beneficiaries 
by an average of about $100 through a 
subtle, but permanent, reduction in 
future COLA beginning next year. I 
spoke to an administration official 
about this specific proposal. I asked 
him if the 1982 COLA would be calcu
lated for the entire 15 months that re
cipients would have to wait until their 
next increase. Under my questioning, 
he admitted that the administration 
has no intention of calculating the 
COLA increase for 15 months and that 
the adjustment would be based on a 
12-month increase in the Consumer 
Price Index only. This means that 
men and women currently receiving 
social security benefits would receive a 
smaller adjustment than they deserve, 
which will never be regained. 

Keeping people off the disability in
surance program: I am also troubled 
by the provisions of this plan which 
would keep many deserving people 
from being eligible for disability insur
ance. First, this proposal would re
quire a "medical only" determination 
of disability. All consideration of voca
tional factors-age, education, and 
work experience-would be eliminated. 
This definition of disability would, I 
believe, unfairly discriminate against 
those individuals who should be con
sidered disabled based on the nature 
of their jobs, but who could not quali
fy under the rigid "medical only" 
system. According to the findings of 
the House Committee on Aging, about 
35 percent of those people between 
the ages of 60 and 65 would lose their 
eligibility each year. 

Second, I must take issue with the 
administration's proposal reqmrmg 
that a person's disability must last, or 
be expected to last, for 2 years before 
he or she could receive disability in
surance. 

Third, workers would be required to 
have worked in covered employment 
in 30 out of 40 quarters-instead of 20 
out of the last 40 as is currently re
quired-in order to be eligible for dis-

ability insurance. This means that 
someone will have to have worked 7V2 
out of the last 10 years in covered em
ployment. I believe this will be serious
ly unfair to our disabled workers and 
will cause especially serious problems 
for the working women of northwest 
Iowa and elsewhere. This proposal, if 
the administration were to have its 
way, would discriminate unfairly 
against women who take time out of 
the paid work force to raise their fami
lies. 

As I have said, Mr. Speaker, I strong
ly believe that we must put the social 
security system back on firm footing. 
Since so many of the administration's 
proposals are unfair, it must be the 
job of Congress to substitute for them 
evenhanded and sensible solutions. I 
believe that we must start by restoring 
the social security system's financial 
integrity and by redirecting the 
system back to its original purpose
which is to serve as a stable base 
around which working men and 
women can plan their retirement 
years. To do this, we must reduce wel
fare-oriented parts of the system 
which duplicate benefits or are exces
sive and have been overemphasized in 
recent years. 

I would like to offer what I feel are 
good starting points for rebuilding the 
stable base of the social security in· a 
fair way. 

First, instead of penalizing those 
who retire before age 65, I would sup
port removing disability and medicare 
from the social security payroll taxes 
in order to restore financial stability 
to the old-age and survivors insurance 
program. Since these programs are not 
an integral part of the original pur
pose of the system-providing protec
tion against the loss of earnings stem
ming from retirement or death-and 
since their purposes are more socially 
oriented than those of the old-age and 
survivors program, I believe they are 
better suited for support from general 
revenues. 

Second, instead of penalizing present 
and future retirees by cutting the 
benefits they have earned, I would 
support eliminating social security 
benefits to convicted criminals and 
also eliminating student benefits from 
the system. In fact, I have joined as a 
sponsor of legislation introduced by 
my colleague, Mr. COLLINS, which 
would close a loophole in present law 
which now allows convicted criminals 
to collect monthly social security 
checks. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we must face 
the fact that more and more Ameri
cans will be retiring in the coming 
years and fewer and fewer workers will 
be paying into the system to support 
retirees. The need is clear and strong 
for a solution that will close this gap 
and restore the system to a strong and 
stable financial base. 

But, in saving the social security 
system, we do not have to break faith 
with present and future social security 
recipients. We can save the system by 
adopting solutions that are fair and 
sensible. 

I cannot in good conscience support 
proposals that I feel are unjust to mil
lions of retired Americans and other 
millions who will retire in the coming 
years. But I will give my wholehearted 
support to plans for saving and 
strengthening the social security 
system that are genuinely fair to all 
Americans now and in the future. 

D 1300 

TEAMSTERS' ELECTION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

RALPH M. HALL). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman 
from Michigan <Mr. BoNIOR) is recog
nized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to voice my oppo
sition to Mr. Roy Williams' candidacy 
for the presidency of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters. 

I do not expect that my remarks will 
be well-received by Mr. Williams or 
the Teamster executive board which 
appointed him to be interim president 
and presumably endorses his candida
cy. However, at a time when the rela
tionship between Government and 
labor is tenuous, at best, I cannot 
allow the candidacy of one man to 
mortgage the future of the entire 
labor movement. 

I was born and raised in the Detroit 
area where the dignity of the worker 
was elevated, not just through the 
hard work of union organizers, but by 
the spilling of their blood at factory 
gates by hired gangsters seeking to 
deny workers that dignity. Nowhere 
are the benefits of organized labor 
more evident than in the factories of 
Detroit, and I am, therefore, very sen
sitive to the maintenance of its integri
ty and the attacks of its detractors. 

Opponents of labor never miss an 
opportunity to point to the wages and 
benefits of our auto workers, truck 
drivers, and other union members as if 
they had reached beyond their capa
bilities, seemingly indignant that 
people who work by the sweat of their 
brow and the skill of their hands 
would have the audacity to demand a 
decent share of the standard of living 
they create. The election of corrupt 
officers will do nothing-do nothing
to blunt these attacks or reinforce 
those marginally committed to worker 
protection. 

These will not be easy times for our 
labor unions under the Reagan admin
istration, a Republican Senate, and a 
more conservative House. Winston 
Churchill once said: 

I have heard of people beating their heads 
against a wall, but I have never known them 
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to create a wall specifically for that pur
pose. 

Labor will face hard enough times in 
the next few years without, of their 
own volition, providing the tools for 
their discreditation. 

For that reason, I am greatly heart
ened by the remarks of United Auto 
Workers President Douglas Fraser yes
terday opposing the candidacy of Mr. 
Williams until all the charges are 
cleared. Mr. Fraser also called upon 
the unions to establish an internal 
policy body to root out the internal 
corruption before Congress imposes 
possibly adverse legislation upon 
them. 

I am well aware that the several 
labor unions have heretofore been re
luctant to involve themselves in each 
other's internal affairs, but these are 
extraordinary times, reqmrmg ex
traordinary measures, propelled by ex
traordinary courage, I would call upon 
all of our labor unions to stand up and 
fight this threat to their very exist
ence. 

The problems of the Teamsters, oc
curring as they do at a unique and 
critical time politically in our country, 
cannot be viewed as parochial to the 
Teamsters, but must be viewed as 
having ramifications for all of orga
nized labor. 

Mr. Williams has been indicted 
before and finds himself in that situa
tion, regrettably, again. Like every 
American, he is entitled to due proc
ess. 

D 1315 
However, the indictment of an indi

vidual is made on the basis of a rea
sonable belief of criminal wrongdoing. 
As such, it creates an atmosphere of 
uncertainty, apprehension, and cau
tion, although actual conviction may 
be months away, if ever. 

Concern exists over Mr. Williams' 
past handling of union funds, bribery 
of a U.S. Senator, and his connection 
to organized crime. It is, therefore, the 
responsibility of the Department of 
Justice and the Department of Labor 
to expeditiously resolve these con
cerns, using the authority provided 
them. 

Finally, I would call upon Mr. Wil
liams to abandon his candidacy until 
he is cleared of those charges and 
placed above suspicion. The personal 
ambition of a single individual, no 
matter how well grounded or intended, 
cannot be allowed to be the dissolution 
of hard-won protection for millions of 
workers in this country. 

I would like to take a few minutes at 
this time to review in more detail the 
situation that labor will face in this 
Congress and the history of Mr. Wil
liams' involvement with the Teamsters 
Union. But before I do, I think it ap
propriate for me to say that most of 
the working people in this country, 99 
percent of the Teamsters, 99 percent 

of the Auto Workers, and 99 percent 
of those people in 'the construction 
labor market are hard-working, decent 
people who want hard-working and 
decent leadership. 

It has been brought to my attention 
that those people who have the fidu
ciary responsibility to guard union 
funds, and dues, and pension plans are 
considered by the bonding institutions 
of this country to be the best of risks, 
better than those in the business com
munity and the legal community. 

Let me point out at this time in our 
history the dichotomy between what 
is happening to the labor movement in 
this country in respect to dignity and 
freedom and what is happening in 
Poland. It seems to me that the labor 
movement in the world, especially in 
Eastern Europe, is starting to focus on 
the needs of workers. It is starting to 
bloom and is starting to stand for the 
things the labor movement in this 
country stood for 20, 30, and 40 years 
ago. We need a renewed faith by the 
leaders of the labor movement in all of 
our unions to take upon themselves 
those values, those feelings, and those 
initiatives that we are witnessing in 
Poland and other countries that are 
struggling for their freedom and their 
economic health and dignity. 

Let me turn now, if I may, to Mr. 
Roy Williams and talk about the indi
vidual to whom I address my com
ments this afternoon. 

The law grants every man the bene
fit of the doubt, it makes every man 
innocent until proven guilty, and Mr. 
Williams is no exception, nor should 
he be. But the President of the Na
tion's largest union must stand not 
merely above criminal conviction, he 
must stand above reproach, and Mr. 
Williams cannot meet that standard. 

Here are his previous indictments: In 
1962 he was charged, along with six 
other Teamster officials, with conspir
acy to steal union funds by inflating 
expenses. Four subordinates were con
victed, but Mr. Williams was acquitted. 

In 1972 he was charged with embez
zling from the union, allegedly by 
paying himself, without proper au
thorization, a $16,000 bonus. He was 
acquitted of these charges. 

In 1974 he was indicted on a charge 
of fabricating minutes of a union 
meeting approving an increase in dues 
for his local union. The Government 
alleged the meeting never occurred. 
The case was dismissed. 

Here is the pension fund history: 
Mr. Williams is president of Teamster 
Local 41, Kansas City, Mo., and a vice 
president of the Teamsters Interna
tional. He is secretary-treasurer and 
director of the Central Conference of 
Teamsters, which has 700,000 mem
bers. 

I should also point out at this point 
that we are talking about the largest 
labor union in the country, with a 
membership of around 2 million work-

ers. It is a labor union that not only 
represents truck drivers and hospital 
workers but represents police union 
members throughout this country. 

Mr. Williams was also a labor repre
sentative on the board of trustees of 
the Central State pension fund from 
1955 to 1977. The fund has some $1.4 
billion to $2 billion in assets. In 1976 
some trustees of the Central State 
pension fund were forced to resign be
cause of Labor Department action, but 
Mr. Williams survived that original 
cut. In April 1977, Mr. Williams, along 
with the remaining three members of 
the board, was forced to resign. 

Here are the present problems: On 
May 25, Roy Williams and four others 
were indicted by a Federal grand jury 
in Chicago on charges of conspiring to 
bribe Senator HOWARD CANNON. The 
11-count indictment followed his ap
pointment as interim president of the 
Teamsters. The indictment alleges 
that the five defendants conspired to 
give Senator CANNON the exclusive 
rights to purchase 5.8 acres of land in 
Las Vegas in return for his aid in de
f eating the trucking deregulation bill 
that was passed by Congress and 
signed into law by President Carter 
last year. 

Here are the details on the pension 
investigations: In January 1975 the in
vestigation provisions of the recently 
enacted ERISA became effective. In 
the summer of 1975, Jimmy Hoffa dis
appeared. In the fall of 1975, a joint 
Labor-Justice investigation began. A 
separate IRS investigation was already 
under way and coordination with that 
investigation was established. 

In June 1976, the IRS revoked the 
fund's tax qualifications. In July and 
August of 1976, Labor subpenaed and 
deposed several fund trustees. In Sep
tember and October 1976, 12 of the 
original 16 trustees resigned. 

In November 1976, Carter was elect
ed, and Ray Marshall became Secre
tary of Labor. In February 1977 Labor 
told the Union they are prepared to go 
to court to accomplish three objec
tives: First, that the four remaining 
trustees resign; second, that the day
to-day operations be removed from the 
trustees; and third, that certain 
changes be made in the plan's struc
ture. 

On February 23, fund representa
tives informed Labor that the trustees 
refused to obtain the resignation of 
the four holdover trustees, including 
Roy Williams. On February 26, Labor 
announced publicly that they are pre
pared to take appropriate remedial 
action. 

On March 11, the trustees agreed to 
comply with the Government's de
mands. In return for labor compliance, 
completed by September 1977, the 
Labor Department agreed to drop that 
aspect of their case surrounding in
vestment management practices. 
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Other aspects of the investigation, 

however, continued, and these other 
aspects of the investigation surround 
the liabilities of individuals like Mr. 
Williams for their fiduciary violations 
after January 1, 1975, the effective 
date of the relevant sections of the 
ERISA act. 

Here are examples of alleged sub
stantive management of the pension 
fund: Some 70 percent of the funds 
are in real estate-related investments, 
and so, perhaps, not properly diversi
fied. There are some 600 such real 
estate loans, and while the Labor De
partment has not yet reviewed all of 
them, they have found that some of 
the funds are neither current nor 
trouble free. 

The General Accounting Office 
found a manipulation of the fund de
signed to bring about a $91 million 
loan from the fund to a Mr. Morris 
Shenker, the manipulation occurring 
in the benefits and administration. 
FBI wiretaps found Mr. Williams in
volved in the manipulation. 

Here are the alleged underworld en
tanglements: Over and above the 
Cannon indictment and the continuing 
pension fund indictment, questions 
exist surrounding Mr. Williams' gener
al involvement with the underworld. 
Problems surround Mr. Williams' in
volvement with Nick Civella, a Kansas 
City underworld overlord. The Nunn 
hearings produced a Justice memoran
dum linking Civella to a health plan 
forced on the union, and Kansas City 
mobsters to the murder of Williams' 
predecessor in the union, Floyd Hayes. 

The Nunn subcommittee presented 
evidence found by Federal agents of 
Williams' involvement in alleged fi
nancial links between Las Vegas casi
nos and the Kansas City crime syndi
cate. 

Let me just quote from the Nunn 
committee report: 

Bonadonna <whose father was a member 
of the Kansas City organized crime net
work) told <the subcommittee staff) that he 
had known Roy Williams since Williams and 
he were boys. Bonadonna said the young 
Roy Williams ran errands for the "outfit." 
Williams, Bonadonna said, would play an 
Italian card game called Pitch with mob 
members. 

Bonadonna told <the subcommittee staff) 
that as a boy he heard his father ... and 
other mob members say that the Kansas 
City "outfit" was grooming Williams to 
become a Teamster Union leader. 

As one looks at the report that was 
put forward by Senator NuNN's com
mittee in the Senate, one has to 
wonder why the Teamsters would en
trust such assets and such responsibili
ty to a man with a record such as Roy 
Williams has. 

Let me turn now to the legislative 
climate in which labor finds itself. It is 
no secret around this place that labor 
is trying to hang on for its life. Forty 
years of hard-won legislation could 
perhaps go down the drain within the 

next two Congresses. They are fight
ing for their life on OSHA, they are 
fighting to save black lung disease 
benefits, they are fighting to save 
brown lung benefits, they are fighting 
the issue of Davis-Bacon, they are 
fighting to save the minimum wage 
bill that was fought for so very, very 
hard in previous Congresses, and they 
are fighting to save the food stamp 
program. While still a long way away 
from passage, the National Right to 
Work laws are very visible and promi
nent in these legislative halls, and 
labor is ever on the alert for erosion of 
its benefits in this area. 

It is my view that labor cannot 
remain silent any longer about the 
current troubles in the Teamsters 
Union, and that Members of this body 
and political people all over the coun
try who believe in the labor movement 
cannot remain silent any longer while 
this type of activity goes on and while, 
it seems to me, the margin of victory 
for the programs I have just described 
that are maintained by this Congress 
depends upon the integrity of the 
labor movement itself. 

Labor cannot wait for the Congress 
or the Executive or the courts to 
police itself. They must establish now 
that labor does represent the workers 
of this country who can depend on its 
own integrity. They must establish 
now that the Nation can give its trust 
to labor because labor is prepared to 
police itself. 

That is why I welcome so very much 
the comments made yesterday by 
Douglas Fraser in an effort to revital
ize the ethics and the Ethical Prac
tices Committee of the AFL-CIO, 
when Doug Fraser said, "Roy Williams 
could not be president of our union or 
hold any other official capacity." 

I do not think he should be a candi
date until he is cleared of charges. We 
need more people to stand up and say 
that, because until they do I am afraid 
the people of this country who do not 
know the intricate nature and the web 
that holds labor together will lump 
Teamsters with Auto Workers and 
Teamsters' leadership with the leader
ship of the AFL-CIO. That would be 
most regrettable at this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am just going to con
clude by suggesting that labor should 
certainly get its house in order in 
terms of what is happening within the 
Teamsters, and that those people who 
assemble in Las Vegas next week to 
elect a full-time president should be 
cognizant of the fact that there will be 
people speaking out in the future with 
respect to the Teamsters' leadership. 

I do not expect much to happen. I 
suspect that Mr. Williams will be 
nominated and elected overwhelming
ly in Las Vegas, for no other reason 
than the fact that less than 300 mem
bers will be there to represent people 
who sent them there from the rank 
and file out of 2,100 who will vote. It is 

important to understand that the 
leadership of the Teamsters has such 
a cozy situation that it is not unusual 
for some of them to have ·salaries of 
$120,000 and $150,000, and when we 
are talking about salaries of that mag
nitude, there is an internal interest in 
economic survival. It is important to 
understand that people at the top go 
along with people at the top, and that 
people at the bottom do not have 
much to say about exactly who gets tc 
the top and how things are governed 
at the top. 

So I would call upon this Govern
ment to act responsibly in ferreting 
out the evils within that particular 
union and the leadership of Mr. Wil
liams. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
Chair and the Members of the House 
for time to discuss the issue. 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Missouri <Mr. SKELTON) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to address this body about the impor
tance of and the problems found in 
the Army National Guard. · 

One-third of the Army's combat divi
sions are in the Army National Guard. 
When all infantry battalions are con
sidered, including mechanized, the 
Army National Guard represents over 
half of the total, as well as half of the 
artillery battalions, 29 percent of the 
standard aviation assets, over 70 per
cent of the separate brigades, about 60 
percent of the armored cavalry regi
ments, and one-third of the special 
forces groups. 

Manning the force and maintaining 
its strength has been the primary con
cern of the Army National Guard 
since the end of the draft. From fiscal 
year 1974 to 1978, strength declined 
from 411,000 to 344,000. This delcine 
has ended, and manning figures are 
now on the upswing. Despite this en
couraging trend, the actual fiscal year 
1980 end strength was 53,000 below 
peacetime objectives and 69,000 below 
wartime requirements. 

Many of the problems perceived as 
inherent in the All-Volunteer Force 
today are reflected in the Army Na
tional Guard. Closely related to the 
question of sheer numbers of people is 
the lack of a skill and grade mix com
patible with combat requirements. At
trition rates are high. Further, the 
quality of recruits, as defined by those 
possessing a high school diploma, has . 
declined substantially since the end of 
the draft. There is a growing concern 
in some quarters that the All-Volun
teer Force and its Reserve spinoffs, 
particularly the Army Reserve and the 
Army National Guard, do not reflect 
the basic framework of American soci-
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ety and have a disproportionate per- needed in support of the Guard's 
centage of the socially and eocnomi- combat role upon mobilization. By 
cally disadvantaged. 1976, as the last of the Vietnam-era 

Army National Guard officials point draftees were completing their periods 
out that all is not gloomy. The mini- of obligated service, all health care 
mum standard of not enlisting more specialties in the Army National 
than 18 percent of non-prior-service Guard were seriously undermanned. 
personnel in test category IV has been Army Guard officials have directed 
met with actual enlistments averaging considerable attention to medical re
less than 10 percent since fiscal year cruiting since that time, so that the 
1978. Concurrently, test categories I trend has been gradually reversed over 
and II have shown steady increases. the past few years. 
The number of high school seniors has The Nurse and Dental Corps have 
continued to increase, so that high reached their authorized levels; inno
school seniors and high school gradu- vative training programs are increas
ates totaled 61 percent of non-prior- ing the numbers of physicians assist
service accessions. The Army National ants and practical nurses. Physicians 
Guard has also maintained the mini- remain the most nagging problem. De
mum standard of enlisting not more spite improvements, the Army Nation
than 45 percent nonhigh school gradu- al Guard had only 46. 7 percent of its 
ates. For fiscal year 1981, the goal for . authorized requirement of doctors at 
high school graduates and seniors has the end of fiscal year 1980. The Army 
been raised to 60 percent of all non- Guard has intensified doctor recruit
prior-service enlistments. ing, and additional progress is antici-

In addition to manpower uncertain- pated this year. Nonetheless, the 
ties, the other ominous · cloud on the medical situation further degrades the 
horizon is the equipment situation. already tenuous readiness capabilities 
The Army National Guard has on of the Army National Guard. 
hand only 69 percent of its wartime in- In the days ahead, we should be 
ventory in terms of dollar value. If mindful of the great importance to 
further resources are allocated to fill- our national security the Army Na
ing POMCUS sets, there will be an tional Guard plays. If the Guard is to 
even greater deterioration of readiness fulfill its mission in future years, we 
capability. The Army National Guard must address its mobilization prob
is short 1,400 2V2-ton trucks, 1,900 5- lems. 
ton trucks, 3,400 armored personnel 
carriers, and 300 artillery pieces. Seri-
ous shortfalls also exist in areas such 
as organizational and protective cloth
ing, spare parts, and logistics support 
equipment. In Army Guard aviation, 
345 of 357 attack helicopters in the in
ventory are nondeployable, as well as 
392 of 884 observation helicopters. 
This calls into serious question wheth
er these Guard units, despite their 
programed combat role in defense 
planning scenarios, can deploy and 
fight. 

Further compounding the situation 
is the lack of compatibility. Equip
ment in a sufficient state of repair to 
be usable is often not compatible with 
equipment in the active components. 
In combat, this could result in severe 
operational and support problems. Ad
ditionally, it greatly reduces the effec
tiveness of joint active/Reserve com
ponent exercises, which Guard and 
Reserve leaders have found to be one 
of the most productive sources of both 
morale and readiness. 

The Reserve Forces Policy Board in 
its "Readiness Assessment" of the Re
serve components for fiscal year 1980 
rates the overall readiness level of the 
Army National Guard on a steady in
crease, despite the manning and equip
ment caveats previously outlined. The 
Board also emphasizes that the short
age of medical personnel remains a 
critical problem for mobilization. 
Twenty-one percent of the Army's 
medical units are in the Army Nation
al Guard; they would be urgently 

CAPITAL GAINS SHOULD BE 
ROLLED OVER; IT WILL MEAN 
JOBS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Kansas <Mr. GLICKMAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, 
there is general ageement that we 
need to follow up on the reduction in 
the capital gains tax we enacted a few 
years ago by further reducing the 
impact of that tax. Given the obvious 
need to encourage capital formation if 
we are serious about reindustrializing 
America and creating much-needed 
new jobs, I am certainly supportive of 
responsible reductions in the capital 
gains tax. We need the economic ex
pansion which will result. We need the 
expanded employment opportunities 
that will be created. 

But we need to do more than simply 
reduce the capital gains tax rate if we 
want to achieve those important goals. 
In legislation I have introduced today, 
I propose that we amend the Internal 
Revenue Code to exclude from capital 
gains taxation altogether any gains 
which are rolled over into other pro
ductive assets within 1 year of realiz
ing the gain. Making this change will 
encourage investing Americans to keep 
their money invested in productive 
ways instead of taking the gain and 
running with it. It will keep capital at 
work for all Americans. 

As my colleagues know, provisions of 
the Tax Code presently allow individ
uals selling a personal residence to 
avoid the capital gains tax by purchas
ing another home of at least equal 
value within 18 months. That provi
sion has certainly encouraged Ameri
cans to keep those funds invested in 
housing. At a time when we are talk
ing about encouraging expanded capi
tal investment so that we can get on 
with building up American productiv
ity and competitiveness in world mar
kets, d.oes it not make sense for us to 
provide similar encouragement so that 
capital will be reinvested in expanding 
our Nation's economic capacity? I 
think it does. 

Specifically, my bill would allow in
dividuals who realize capital gains 
from investments in productive assets 
to avoid a capital gains tax provided 
the gain is reinvested by replacing the 
asset sold with another · productive 
asset. The replacement would have to 
occur not more than a year from the 
date of sale of the asset. The exclusion 
would be limited to reinvestment in 
productive assets, basically, assets 
which would enhance our economic 
position. For example, stocks and 
bonds, property used in a business or 
trade including raw materials and in
ventories, and rental properties would 
be allowable reinvestments. Mere spec
ulative investments in gold and silver 
or acquisition of art and antiques 
would not be allowable. 

Yes, we need to encourage expanded 
capital formation, but we first need to 
make sure that the capital which is al
ready invested continues to be invest
ed. This legislation will encourage just 
that by allowing a rollover. Of course, 
at such time as an investor makes a 
decision not to reinvest a gain in a pro
ductive asset, the gain would be sub
jected to the capital gains tax in effect 
at that time. So, in effect, this legisla
tion merely would def er the tax until 
that point in time. In the meantime, 
the gain would be reinvested in im
proving our productivity, in support
ing productive work in the private 
sector. It would not end up in the Fed
eral till.e 

REAGANOMICS SINKHOLE-II 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. GONZALEZ) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is 
certainly not my intention at this time 
to take the full 15 minutes, but for the 
purpose of this special order to en
large upon a discussion that I began in 
the last week's special order with re
spect to the so-called Reagan econom
ic recovery plan and the fact that on 
close analysis, and only after close 
analysis, the results showing that it is 
totally contrary and contradictory _and 
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abhorrent to what I would consider 
the best interests of the greatest 
number of Americans. I enlarged upon 
it last week by pointing out the fallacy 
of the so-called social economic safety 
net which, as I said, turned out to be a 
Florida-like sinkhole instead of a 
safety net. 

With respect to the overall presenta
tion of the economic recovery plan, ex
clusive of its partner, which the Presi
dent says is indispensable for his total 
package of the so-called tax program, I 
find that it is necessary that we take 
time and analyze point by point the 
unstated aspects that have everything 
to do with the lack of success that I 
predict, even if the Congress were to 
adopt that program, questions un
asked and unanswered, sight unseen, 
just rubberstamp it today, the prom
ised recovery, and I imagine that by 
recovery is meant the def eat of infla
tion, a happy position for all taxpay
ers where their payments would be at 
a minimum, and that equal tax justice 
would be brought about. I find the ab
sence of all of this and the possibility 
of it occurring, even if we were to rub
berstamp that program today. I find 
unfortunately with everybody almost 
mindlessly and heedlessly running in, 
the process of slow economic death 
has already begun to set in. 

I see nothing but a very unfortunate 
and an unhappy conclusion unless this 
great equal and coindependent body, 
the legislative and the policymaking 
body, which it ought to be, rises to the 
occasion and takes time, and ponders, 
and analyzes instead of rushing, as we 
have up to now. 

I find rather than an economic re
covery plan or Reaganomics, it is 
Reaganomics rigor mortis. The death 
process is beginning to be evidenced 
and set in. It is not being too much re
ported. I think this administration has 
been most fortunate in having not 
only a friendly press but a protective 
press. I find that some of the develop
ments, in effect, have inured to the 
temporary protection of the confron
tation of the reality of the economic 
picture that is confronting many, 
many Americans, and particularly 
small businesses and individual fami
lies that, far from being protected 
from the gale winds of the inflation
ary pressures, or the phenomena of 
stagflation, where if not beset in this 
case by their income, by inflation, it is 
certainly beset by unemployment and 
all that that means. 

The hundreds of thousands of auto
mobile workers; for example, that still 
have not found employment, still that 
problem is unresolved and has not 
even been addressed in any part that I 
can see in a direct way by the so-called 
economic recovery plan. 

You will recall that the Reagan pro
gram predicted with utter clarity that 
its budget was sound and solid, built 
on tough and realistic assessments. 

One of the predictions was that in
terest rates on 91-day Treasury bills 
would be just 11.1 percent this year. 
But only hours after the House adopt
ed the Gramm-Latta budget, anony
mous sources at the Treasury ad
mitted that this estimate was wrong. 
The Secretary of the Treasury himself 
admitted that fact a few days later. 

Today the yield on Treasury notes 
stood at 16.8 percent. 

One thing that we did not hear 
about was that the Reagan plan calls 
for tight money and high-interest 
rates. It is strange that so few asked 
what would happen if those rates 
would in fact be higher than the ad
ministration so rosily predicted. 

I have asked the Congressional 
Budget Office to recalculate the 
Reagan budget on the basis of a 15-
percent interest rate this year. The 
CBO tells me that if short-term inter
est rates do average out at 15 percent, 
which certainly seems reasonable, this 
would add $8.3 billion to the deficit. 

And this is only interest costs. It 
does not take into account the fact 
that interest rates at such a level 
would almost certainly slow the econo
my, which in budget terms means 
lower receipts and a higher deficit 
still. Nor does it take into account the 
human costs of such interest rates. 

And that is just one example of the 
shifting sands on which the Reagan 
program is built. 

As I said last week, there is no way 
that any man can end up being right, 
and truthful, and correct if he prom
ises whatever it is he is trying to erect 
or conclude on a fallacy or a myth, or 
an untruth, and this is what I would 
like to go into in greater detail. 

JUDGE ANTHONY J. 
CELEBREZZE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois <Mr. ANNUNZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to bring the attention of my col
leagues to the retirement of the Hon
orable Anthony J. Celebrezze from 
full-time duties of the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Sixth Circuit. 

Judge Celebrezze, who was born in 
Italy and became an immigrant to this 
country at the age of 2, has been 
named "the most distinguished alum
nus of the Ohio Northern University, 
Pettit College of Law." He served as 
mayor of Cleveland, as Secretary of 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare in the Kennedy adminis
tration, and then served for 15 years 
as judge of the Court of Appeals, 
Sixth Circuit. 

Judge Anthony J. Celebrezze is a 
dedicated and devoted American, a 
public servant of outstanding ability, 
deep compassion, and courage, and I 
extend to him my best wishes for 

many more years of good health and 
happiness, and service to his fellow 
man in devotion to the highest princi
ples. 

Mr. Speaker, a statement by the 
Honorable George Edwards, chief 
judge, U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Sixth Circuit, in appreciation of the 
service of Judge Celebrezze follows as 
it appeared in the Ohio Northern Uni
versity Law Review: 

[From the Ohio Northern University Law 
Review] 

HONORABLE ANTHONY J. CELEBREZZE
APPRECIATION 

<By George Edwards, Chief Judge, U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit) 

It gives me genuine pleasure to join the 
Ohio Northern University Law Review in 
honoring my colleague, Judge Anthony J. 
Celebrezze on the occasion of his retirement 
from full-time duties on the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit. 
Judge Celebrezze, who has been with me on 
the bench for the past fifteen years, took 
senior status on October 1, 1980. He will, 
however, be continuing on the court for 
what he terms "limited duty." 

Anthony Celebrezze was born in Anzi, 
Italy on September 4, 1910, one of thirteen 
children. At the age of two he was brought 
to this country, and later attended public 
schools in Cleveland, and John Carroll Uni
versity. He earned his LL.B. degree from 
Ohio Northern University in 1936, and 
almost immediately began his activities in 
public affairs by doing legal work for the 
Ohio Bureau of Unemployment Compensa
tion. He began the general practice of law in 
1939, and practiced law for many years. 

During the Second World War, he served 
this country in the United States Navy. 
Within a few years after that war, Judge 
Celebrezze began a nearly full-time devotion 
to public service with his election to the 
Ohio Senate in 1950, where he served for 
two terms on many important committees, 
and was twice voted one of the top senators. 
As a member of the Bureau of Code Revi
sion, he helped rewrite Ohio's laws. 

In 1953, the citizens of Cleveland recalled 
him to their city by electing him mayor, and 
continued to elect him their mayor for a 
recordbreaking five consecutive terms, the 
last in 1961, by an unprecedented 73.8 per
cent of the vote. During his time as mayor 
of Cleveland, Judge Celebrezze was elected 
President of the American Municipal Asso
ciation <now the National League of Cities), 
and he served as President of the United 
Stated Conference of Mayors in 1962. Obvi
ously, he held not only the respect of the 
voting citizens of Cleveland, but also that of 
his peers. 

Anthony Celebrezze never completed his 
fifth term as mayor. While on a fishing trip 
in the summer of 1962, he was chosen by 
President John F. Kennedy to become Sec
retary of the Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare. Judge Celebrezze re
mained in that position during the remain
der of President Kennedy's administration 
and through August, 1965 of President 
Johnson's term in office. 

On September 1, 1965, Judge Anthony J. 
Celebrezze was sworn in as Judge of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Sixth Circuit. He was the first member of 
any nationality group to be appointed Judge 
of the United States Court of Appeals, just 
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as he was also the first to be so appointed to 
the Cabinet of the United States. 

During his years on this court, Judge Ce
lebrezze authored a number of distinguished 
opinions. In Beasley v. United States, 491 
F.2d 687 <1974), he established a fair and 
progressive standard of "effective assistance 
of counsel .. under the sixth amendment. In 
Hill v. Tennessee Valley Authority, 549 F.2d 
1064 <1977), Judge Celebrezze held that the 
district court had erred in its refusal to 
issue an injunction against building a dam 
over a river in which an endangered species, 
the snail darter, was found. The opinion 
stated that Endangered Species act viola
tions must be enjoined despite strong equi
table arguments to the contrary in special 
instances, such as in the Hill case. The Ten
nessee Valley Authority was directed to seek 
any exemption from the restrictions within 
the Act by an appeal to the Congress, if 
TV A so desired. In Gabriele v. Chrysler 
Corp., 573 F.2d 949 <1978), Judge Celebrezze 
held that an aggrieved person need not 
resort to state agencies prior to commencing 
an Age Discrimination in Employment Act 
lawsuit in federal court. 

In dissent, too, Judge Celebrezze has made 
law. In Krause v. Rhodes, 471 F .2d 430 
<1973), this court held t hat executive immu
nity is absolute, thereby barring suit by in
jured Kent State students against various 
state officials. In dissenting, Judge Cele
brezze held executive immunity to be rela
tive, dependent on the actor's state of mind. 
The Supreme Court reversed the sixth cir
cuit, adopting the dissent's reasoning, in 416 
U.S. 232 (1974). And in the area of criminal 
law, the sixth circuit held that mere posses
sion of a firearm by a previously convicted 
felon is a federal offense, in violation of 18 
U.S.C. § 1202(a)(l). Judge Celebrezze, in dis
sent, argued that the government must also 
prove that the firearm in question was " in 
commerce or affecting commerce." Stevens 
v. United States, 440 F .2d 144 <1971). The 
Supreme Court, in United States v. Bass, 
404 U.S. 336 <1971), adopted Judge Cele
brezze's view. 

Tony and Anne have also contributed 
much to the social life of our court-he with 
a sly and ready wit and she with warmth 
and charm. 

During his many years of serving the 
public, Judge Celebrezze has garnered many 
honors and awards. Among them are honor
ary degrees from Wilberforce, Miami, Cleve
land State, John Carroll, and Ohio North
ern Universities, and from Fenn, Boston, La
Salle and Rhode Island Colleges. Among far 
too many awards and honors to mention, a 
sampling includes both the Brotherhood 
Award and the National Human Relations 
Award of the National Conference of Chris
tians and Jews, the Order of Merit of the 
Republic of Italy, Distinguished Service 
Award of the American Municipal Associ
ation, the Peter Canisius Medal of Fordham 
University, the Eleanor Roosevelt Human
ities Award, United Negro College Fund 
Award, Award of Merit of the National 
Council of Senior Citizens, and the Distin
guished Service Award of the National Ital
ian American Foundation. He was appointed 
by both President Eisenhower and Presi
dent Kennedy to serve as a member of the 
Advisory Commission in Intergovernmental 
Relations. 

By Act of Congress, on July 20, 1973, the 
new F ederal Building in Cleveland was 
named the Anthony J . Celebrezze Federal 
Building. 

Judge Celebrezze 's wife Anne, and their 
three children, Anthony Jr., Secret ary of 

State of Ohio; Jean Anne Porto, of Wash
ington, D.C.; and Susan Marie, Librarian, 
House of Representatives, Washington, 
D.C.; are justly proud of him. And well they 
should be. This quiet-spoken man from Ital
ian peasant parentage has accomplished a 
great deal in his seventy years, contributing 
much more than his share of time, energy, 
and good deeds to his country. 

We salute you, Tony, and all our brethren 
on this court join this tribute to your ac
complishments.e 

EXPLANATION OF CONGRES
SIONAL SCOREKEEPING BY 
THE HOUSE BUDGET COMMIT
TEE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Oklahoma <Mr. JONES) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
•Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, it is the responsibility of the 
Budget Committee to keep score for 
Congress. This year scorekeeping will 
involve two separate elements: First, 
the reconciliation process; and second, 
all legislation <including but not limit
ed to reconciliation) in comparison to 
the targets set in the first budget reso
lution for fiscal year 1982. This discus
sion focuses on scorekeeping against 
the resolution targets and explains the 
new element which has been added 
this year to tighten enforcement. 
. Scorekeeping against a budget resolu
tion requires common definitions and 
practices if it is to be understood by, 
and useful to, Members of Congress 
and the public. In 1976 representatives 
of the House and Senate Budget Com
mittee, House and Senate Appropri
ations Committees, and the Congres
sional Budget Office jointly decided 
on scorekeeping procedures and con
ventions, which have been used ever 
since. 

This year the Budget Committee in
tends to take major steps to enhance 
its scorekeeping. It is especially impor
tant that Congress hold itself account
able for its own spending actions-oth
erwise, the spending restraint that has 
been overwhelmingly endorsed by 
both bodies and by the President will 
be eroded. The goal of Budget Com
mittee scorekeeping will accordingly 
be accountability. 

Under the Budget Act, scorekeeping 
takes place on a committee-by-commit
tee basis, not on a function-by-func
tion basis. In other words, committees 
will be responsible for their own 
spending actions, but not for the ac
tions of other committees. For this 
reason it is necessary to "crosswalk" 
the budget resolution totals, which are 
divided among functions, into totals 
that are divided among committees. 

KEY TERMS IN THE PROCESS 

At this point it is necessary to define 
the terms used in the scorekeeping 
system. 

First. Crosswalk: The allocation of 
the total amounts of budget authority, 

outlays, and entitlement authority in 
the budget resolution by committee of 
spending jurisdiction. This crosswalk 
is required to be printed in the state
ment of managers on the conference 
report, pursuant to section 302(a) of 
the Budget Act. 

Second. 302(a) allocation: The allo
cation of budget authority, outlays, 
and entitlement authority printed in 
the statement of managers on the con
ference report. These amounts have 
been allocated to each committee of 
the' House. "Crosswalk" is a synony
mous term. 

Third. 302(b) subdivision: The 302(a) 
allocation of budget authority, out
lays, and entitlement authority are 
further subdivided by each committee 
among either subcommittees or pro
grams. The Appropriations Committee 
must subdivide among subcommittees. 

Fourth. Budget authority: The 
dollar level of new commitments that 
an agency may enter into in a fiscal 
year. Budget authority is usually 
thought of as the funding level pro
vided in an appropriation bill. 

Fifth. Outlays: The amount of 
money estimated to flow from the 
Treasury during a fiscal year. Outlays 
result from budget authority that is 
appropriated in the fiscal year in ques
tion, and also from budget authority 
that was enacted in prior fiscal years . 
These latter outlays are called prior 
year outlays. 

Sixth. Permanent and Current Ap
propriations: Some programs are 
funded automatically by virtue of leg
islation enacted in a prior year. Such 
programs do not require any current 
action by the Appropriations Commit
tee-money is available without any 
congressional action, usually but not 
always from trust funds. These "per
manent appropriations" are in con
trast to "current appropriations" 
which fund programs through one of 
the 13 annual appropriations bills. 
Some "permanent appropriations" ac
tually expire in a future year. 

Seventh. Spending jurisdiction: Per
manent budget authority and outlays 
are under the spending jurisdiction of 
the authorizing committee that estab
lished the permanent funding mecha
nism. Current budget authority and 
outlays are under the spending juris
diction of the Appropriations Commit
tee. The 302(a) allocation divides 
budget authority and outlays among 
committees according to their spend
ing jurisdiction. 

Eighth. Entitlement authority: Cer
tain laws mandate that specified per
sons or governments are entitled to 
benefit payments in specified 
amounts. These entitlement programs 
are usually funded from permanent 
budget authority <though not all per
manents are entitlements)-examples 
are social security, unemployment 
compensation, and interest on the 
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debt. Some require annual funding in 
appropriation bills-examples are 
medicaid, veterans compensation and 
pensions, and child nutrition. These 
latter programs are known as appro
priated entitlements. The amount of 
entitlement authority included in a 
committee's 302(a) allocation there
fore may reflect part or all of the 
funds in its spending jurisdiction, and 
also some funds in the spending juris
diction of the Appropriations Commit
tee. The level of entitlement authority 
is defined to equal the level of outlays 
in a trust or revolving fund, but to 
equal the level of budget authority in 
a Federal fund. 

Ninth. Spending bill: A bill that 
changes the amount of spending that 
would take place under existing law. 
For authorizing committees, such a 
bill would increase or decrease the 
level of exisiting permanent appropri
ations <including permanent en
titlements) in that committee's spend
ing jurisdiction, and/ or would change 
the benefit levels of exisiting appropri
ated entitlements. For the Appropri
ations Committee, a spending bill is 
one that provides new budget authori
ty or outlays under the discretionary 
control of that committee. Note that a 
bill that changes the authorized level 
of a program subject to discretionary 
appropriation action is not a spending 
bill; it is a simple authorization. While 
reconciliation scorekeeping will ad
dress both certain spending bills and 
simple authorizations, the congres
sional scorekeeping system focuses on 
all spending bills but not on simple au
thorizations. 

Tenth. Direct spending: Used as part 
of the reconciliation process, "direct 
spending" as applied to an authorizing 
committee means all the budget au
thority and outlays in that commit
tee's spending jurisdiction, plus the 
appropriated entitlements that the 
committee authorizes. The term is 
thus broader than "spending jurisdic
tion" with regard to the authorizing 
committees, since it includes appropri
ate entitlements. 

Eleventh. Current level and discre
tionary action: The term "current 
level" applies to all amounts already 
effectively provided under existing 
law: all existing direct spending <in
cluding amounts that must be funded 
in appropriated entitlements) plus all 
"prior-year outlays." In contrast are 
amounts that are proposed, or as
sumed in the budget resolution, to be 
enacted for fiscal year 1982. In other 
words, discretionary action that is as
sumed for fiscal year 1982 is synony
mous with the amount in spending 
bills assumed to be, but not yet, en
acted. 

SCOREKEEPING AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The Budget Committee's scorekeep
ing system works on the following 
premise: First, all amounts of budget 
authority, outlays, and entitlement au-

thority in the budget resolution are di
vided between current level and discre
tionary action. Second, these two cate
gories of spending are then "cross
walked" -they are allocated to the 
committees of spending jurisdiction 
pursuant to section 302(a) of the act. 
This· crosswalk was approved in the 
conference report (97-46) for the first 
resolution. Due to a number of typo
graphical errors which appeared in 
the RECORD, each committee chairman 
is receiving a revised allocation and 
that revised allocation appears at the 
end of this statement. Thus, each com
mittee is presented with the existing 
estimate for amounts already enacted 
<current level), and a target for spend
ing bills. That target must be achieved 
if the policies in the budget resolution 
are to be met. Third, the committees 
then file their 302(b) subdivision, the 
key purpose of which is to subdivide 
their allocation of new (discretionary 
action) budget authority, new outlays, 
and new entitlement authority among 
subcommittees or programs. This 
302(a) subdivision of new spending leg
islation sets the targets against which 
all spending legislation that is consid
ered this session will be measured. 

The 302<a) allocation to the Appro
priations Committee is unique in one 
respect; their target for discretionary 
action (spending bills) is further divid
ed into two parts. First, are new 
budget authority and outlays under 
the discretionary control of the Ap
propriations Committee; that is, their 
target for discretionary programs for 
fiscal year 1982. Second, are new 
budget authority and outlays resulting 
from discretionary actions of other 
committees; that is, changes to exist
ing law levels for appropriated entitle
ments. The Appropriations Committee 
only has control over the first of these 
two categories, so it is the 302(b) sub
division by subcommittee of those 
amounts of budget authority and out
lays that will be the targets against 
which appropriation bills will be meas
ured. 

It is the intent of the Budget Com
mittee to keep the House fully in
formed of the impact of all spending 
legislation that is brought to the floor 
this session. Therefore, the staff has 
been instructed to prepare "Early 
Warning" reports on all spending leg
islation. Each week a package of early 
warnings covering spending bills 
scheduled for floor action will be made 
available to the House. Each early 
warning on the committee's spending 
bill will show the amount of new 
budget authority, new outlays, or new 
entitlement authority contained in the 
reported bill, add it to any other 
amounts the committee has already 
reported, and compare that sum to the 
302(b) targets for spending bills that 
have been filed by the committee. 
CBO cost estimates will be the basis 
for the figures in these reports. The 

level of new budget authority, new 
outlays, or new entitlement authority 
will be updated for House floor action 
or conference action. Any spending 
bill that causes the 302(b) targets to 
be breached is a budget buster; a sub
committee that reports such a budget
busting spending bill is using up funds 
allocated to another subcommittee. 
Whether that spending bill is en
dorsed or opposed by the administra
tion is not relevant, since it is Con
gress itself that has approved the 
budget resolution, and the House com
mittees themselves which will subdi
vide the amounts in the budget resolu
tion. 

Scorekeeping of revenue legislation 
works similarly: the Ways and Means 
Committee has a target of legislated 
revenue changes, -$51.3 billion as 
specified in section 2010) of the first 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1982. 
Early warnings on revenue legislation 
will compare the amount of tax 
changes in such bills with the target 
of -$51.3 billion. 

ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES 

There are three restraints on 
budget-busting legislation. First, the 
Budget Committee, and one hopes a 
majority of the House, will oppose it. 
If Congress does not have the willpow
er to vote "no" when politically attrac
tive budget busters are on the floor, 
the votes on the budget resolution will 
be nothing but show. Second, pursu
ant to section 305 of the first budget 
resolution for fiscal year 1982, if a con
ference report on a spending bill 
causes the 302(b) targets of new 
budget authority or new entitlement 
authority to be breached, that bill 
cannot be sent to the President for his 
signature-it will be held at the desk 
until a second budget resolution is 
agreed upon, giving Congress both 
time and a vehicle to undo the excess 
spending. Third, pursuant to section 
401(b) of the Congressional Budget 
Act, if a reported spending bill would 
breach the 302(b) targets for new enti
tlement authority, the bill must be re
f erred to the Appropriations Commit
tee for 15 days, and that committee 
can prepare amendments limiting the 
amounts provided in the bill. 

DIFFERENCES FROM PREVIOUS SCOREKEEPING 

SYSTEMS 

The Budget Committee's scorekeep
ing system as described above differs 
from that used in the past in two 
major respects. First, in previous years 
the 302(a) allocation and 302(b) subdi
vision of budget authority and outlays 
did not distinguish between current 
level amounts and new spending bills. 
Thus each subcommittee had one 
target combining the current law esti
mate with any new spending assumed 
in the budget resolution. Since current 
law estimates are subject to fluctu
ation as demographic and economic 
data change, committees often found 

. 
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their scorekeeping totals jumping 
around erratically, and in response 
only to reestimates rather than legis
lative action. The option of ignoring 
reestimates; that is, reality for an 
entire session has not been considered 
acceptable. 

Under the new system this problem 
is minimized, since current law esti
mates are not part of the scorekeeping 
of spending bills. The problem does 
not entirely disappear, as spending 
bills themselves are subject to reesti
mate during the course of their consid
eration. The new system has another 
advantage in that it focuses attention 
on the targets for spending bills-Con
gress can see clearly the spending leg
islation it will have to enact if it is to 
meet the targets in the budget resolu
tion. The targets for congressional 
action are not obscured within larger 
totals. 

The second major difference from 
previous scorekeeping involves the al
location of new entitlement authority. 
In the past, new entitlement authority 
was allocated to committees for all en
titlement changes except for changes 
to programs exempted from section 
401(b) referral to the Appropriations 
Committee. As long as those programs 
were exempt from referral, it did not 
matter in a procedural sense whether 
entitlement legislation affecting such 
programs conformed to, or exceeded, 
the assumptions in the budget resolu
tion. 

Section 305 of the fiscal year 1982 
budget resolution necessitates a 
change in this practice. That section 
provides that any entitlement bill
whether exempt from 401(b) referral 
or not-shall be held at the desk if it 
breaches the target for new entitle
ment authority. It is thus necessary to 
create a target for new entitlement au
thority that includes both "exempt" 
and "nonexempt" entitlement legisla
tion.e 

A TRIBUTE TO CARDINAL 
WYSZYNSKI 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin <Mr. ZABLOCKI> 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
death of Poland's primate, Stefan Car
dinal Wyszynski, should be met with 
sadness by all peace-loving people. For 
if ever there was an individual who 
tried to bring the peace of Christ to 
his people in an untiring, dedicated 
manner, it was Cardinal Wyszynski. 

In crucial moments of Poland's his
tory, the Catholic Church has not 
hesitated to assume what it considers 
to be its difficult mission. This was 
never more· clear than under the lead
ership of Cardinal Wyszynski. His emi
nence recognized the just and legiti
mate struggle of the Polish people 

"for their daily bread and inalienable 
human rights"; he also challenged the 
present Polish Government to meet 
the religious, political, and economic 
need of its people. 

In all his efforts, Cardinal Wys
zynski stressed the need for honest 
work, professional ethics, and gradual 
change, without which no prosperity 
would be possible for Poland. He also 
emphasized that the best way to 
defend oneself from tyranny was to 
fulfill one's duties; and the better 
these duties were accomplished, the 
more legitimate would be the demands 
for more rights. The rare combination 
of support for legitimate demands for 
change while stressing the need for 
Christian values and political pragma
tism earned for Cardinal Wyszynski 
the title "worker-priest." 

I have had the personal honor of 
having met with Cardinal Wyszynski 
on different occasions. Two of those 
encounters stand out in my memory 
distinctly, perhaps because they re
flect so accurately the symbolic range 
of this extraordinary man and the im
portance of his role as the spritual 
leader of Poland. 

One of those visits necessitated ex
tremely quiet and private circum
stances since the visit occurred at a 
time of high sensitivity in United 
States/Polish relations. By stark con
trast, the other was conducted in a 
highly visible ceremonial profile befit
ting another time and circumstance. 
In that visit I rode in a car to Cardinal 
Wyszynski's residence accompanied by 
then U.S. Ambassador Walter J. Stoes
sel-the American flag on the front 
fender snapping briskly as we rode 
through the streets. 

Whatever the time and circum
stance, however, Cardinal Wyszynski 
was always a humble man of warmth 
and wisdom that the Poles had come 
to love and trust. 

In recent months as a result of 
worker unrest caused by Government 
repression, mismanagement, and cor
ruption, Poland's primate faced new 
challenges to his vision of Poland. Put
ting all of his personal resources to 
bear, His Eminence has played a key 
role in providing the moral and spirit
ual leadership necessary to bring 
about peaceful political reform in 
Poland. 

His efforts were successful in pre
serving the objectives of a Polish solu
tion to Polish problems. The powerful 
presence, prestige, and influence of 
Cardinal Wyszynski will be sorely 
missed as events unfold in Poland. 

My deep and heartfelt sympathy 
goes to his "family" -the entire nation 
of Poland. I also extend my best 
wishes for a sustained and vibrant 
Catholic Church in Poland to the suc
cessor of Stefan Cardinal Wyszynski.e 

CALL TO CONSCIENCE 
1981-BERNARD AND 
SHURA VIETSKY 

VIGIL, 
ZINA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New Jersey <Mr. DWYER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, I speak 
today both with a sense of honor and 
sadness; honor, that I have the priv
ilege of representing the case of an
other brave family held captive in the 
Soviet Union, and sadness, that they 
have been denied their fundamental 
human liberties for so long. 

Bernard and Zina Shuravietsky com
mitted no crime other than a desire to 
visit their family. For this, they have 
lost their jobs, and now Bernard is in 
prison, serving 1112 years at hard labor. 
He was forcibly arrested-in January by 
Soviet authorities without any charge. 

Soviet emigration policy has become 
increasingly more repressive since 
Zina Shuravietsky's parents obtained 
permission to come to the United 
States in 1976. When Zina sought to 
visit them on three separate occasions, 
she was unconditionally refused. 

While she must suffer the indignity 
and harassment of her refusnik status, 
her husband is in prison, unable to 
assist her in her quest to join her el
derly, and now ailing, parents. 

This is not Bernard's first time in 
Soviet incarceration. He was convicted 
for being a Zionist in the Stalin era 
and he served from 1949 until the 
death of Stalin in 1953, when he was 
cleared of all charges. 

That events of this kind are common 
occurrences in the U.S.S.R. does not 
make them any more understandable 
or forgivable. There is no justification 
for the inhumanity Bernard and Zina 
Shuravietsky, and their two children, 
Yaroslav and Nadia, have suffered at 
the hands of the repressive Soviet 
regime. 

My interest in this particular case 
was prompted by an appeal from resi
dents of my district, cousins of Zina. 
They concluded their letter with this 
entreaty: "Your vigil holds out a glim
mer of hope • • • ." 

It is for that reason and with a deep 
commitment to the cause of human 
rights that we in the Congress formed 
this Call to Conscience Vigil. The 
bravery and perseverance of the Shur
a vietskys and their family reinforces 
that commitment and I hope that 
they, and those others who share their 
plight, will soon be free.e 

MAY IS OLDER AMERICANS 
MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. WEISS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
•Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, more than 
25 million Americans are 65 years or 
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older, or about 1 out of every 9 per
sons living in the United States. 

One of the clearly discernible trends 
in our society today is the graying of 
our population. 

At the beginning of this century, 
only 3 million U.S. inhabitants were 65 
or older. 

In recent years, the senior citizen 
population has increased markedly. 
Approximately 5,000 persons in the 
United States celebrate their 65th 
birthday each day, and about 3,400 
older Americans die each day. This 
translates to a net increase in the aged 
population of 1,600 per day or almost 
600,000 per year. 

Our population will become decided
ly older in the years ahead. Nearly 32 
million Americans will be 65 or older 
in the year 2000, or 1 out of every 8 
persons in the United States. Within 
the next half century, more than 55 
million Americans will be senior citi
zens, or 1 out of every 6 individuals in 
the United States. 

These demographic changes have 
enormous implications for our society. 
They clearly will affect our retirement 
policies, social services strategy, work 
patterns, and other aspects of our life
style. 

It is appropriate that our Nation 
plan now and in the future for these 
potentially far-reaching changes. 

In a few months our Nation will 
hold its third White House Conference 
to chart a comprehensive aging policy. 

May is also Older Americans Month 
to commemorate the contributions 
that senior citizens have made to our 
society. Much of the progress that we 
now enjoy is because of the earlier 
labors of our parents and grandpar
ents. 

In addition, this commemorative 
event provides an opportunity for our 
Nation to take stock of the well-being 
of our elderly population. Unfortu
nately, we seem to be going backward 
in some key respects. 

More than 400,000 persons 65 or 
older, for example, were added to the 
poverty rolls in 1979. This represents 
the sharpest increase since poverty 

·statistics were first tabulated nearly 20 
years ago. 

But perhaps the most disturbing de
velopment for older Americans is the 
administration's proposals to slash 
social security for present and future 
beneficiaries. It is ironic that Presi
dent Reagan chose to announce his 
proposals to cut the heart out of the 
single most important program for 
older Americans in the month desig
nated to honor their many contribu
tions. 

These recommendations will only in
tensify the retirement income crisis af
fecting millions of older Americans 
and threatening to engulf many more. 
The proposed one-third cut for early 
retirees is one of the most punitive 

measures ever advanced by any admin
istration. 

The proposed reductions for dis
abled workers and their families . are 
unfair, unwise, and unworkable. They 
should be rejected immediately. 

In addition, the administration is 
calling for sharp cutbacks in medicaid, 
food stamps, and other services for 
older persons. 

However, there is some good news on 
the horizon for elderly persons. The 
House Education and Labor Commit
tee, of which I am a member, recently 
voted to extend the Older Americans 
Act for 3 years and make other im
provements in this legislation. 

The value and worth of the Older 
Americans Act have been amply dem
onstrated during its 16 years of exist
ence for the elderly and our Nation. 

Many older Americans are able to 
live independently in their own 
homes-instead of being placed in a 
nursing home at a much higher public 
cost-because of the valuable services 
provided under the Older Americans 
Act. 

Nearly 52,250 persons, 55 or older, 
engage in a wide variety of useful and 
fulfilling activities in the senior com
munity service employment program. 
Their services have benefited the com
munities in which they reside, as well 
as their economic well-being. 

About 611,000 older persons receive 
nutritious meals each weekday in a 
wide range of settings-senior centers, 
schools, churches, and other conven
ient settings. 

The reauthorization of the Older 
Americans Act is both timely and ap
propriate now because May is Older 
Americans Month. This action also sig
nifies appreciation for our senior citi
zens. 

The historian, Toynbee, once re
marked that the test of a great nation 
is the compassion and respect it shows 
to its elderly. Our Nation can clearly 
improve its record. The commemora
tive events during May can help to 
sensitize our Nation to the need to do 
more for older Americans. They can 
also serve to mobilize the American 
people in opposition to the President's 
cruel assault on the social security 
system.e 

RACIALLY MOTIVATED 
VIOLENCE AGAINST MINORITIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Michigan <Mr. CONYERS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to announce that the Subcommittee 
on Criminal Justice will hold the third 
in a series of congressional hearings, 
on Wednesday, June 3, 1981, to study 
the nature, extent, and causes of racial 
violence. 

The hearing will be held in room 
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, 
and will commence at 9:30 a.m. 

Testimony will be received from the 
following witnesses: Dr. Mary F. 
Berry, Vice Chairperson, U.S. Commis
sion on Civil Rights, Washington, 
D.C.; Prof. Denise Carty-Bennia, pro
fessor of law, Northeastern University 
Law School, Boston, Mass.; Mr. Tom 
Atkins, Esq., general counsel, NAACP, 
New York, N.Y.; Mr. Victor Goode, 
Esq., national director, National Con
ference of Black Lawyers, New York, 
N.Y.; Mr. Steve Winter, Esq., NAACP 
Legal Defense and Educational Fund, 
Inc., New York, N.Y.; and Dr. Arthur 
Green, director, Connecticut Commis
sion on Human Rights and Opportuni
ties, Hartford, Conn., and Federal liai
son, International Association of Offi
cial Human Rights Agencies.e 

LEGISLATION REQUIRING DOE 
TO DEVELOP ELECTRIC EMER
GENCY PREPAREDNESS PLANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida <Mr. NELSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
•Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, on May 
12, 1981, the General Accounting 
Office issued a "Report to the Con
gress" which began with a chilling sen
tence: 

The Federal Government is not now pre
pared to handle a long-term national or re
gional disruption in electric power, from an 
act of war, sabotage, or terrorism. 

I need not point out the devastating 
results of such an event. Virtually no 
segment of activity in the United 
States is free from reliance on electric 
power. To put the impact of such an 
outage in perspective, GAO examined 
a specific region of the United States. 
In that region, it found that-

<Rifle> damage to a single <utility) substa
tion could leave a key military facility with
out power; 

Damage to just four substations could dis
rupt power to one city for up to a year; and 

An attack on just eight substations could 
disrupt power to an entire region for a long 
time. 

The crucial factor here, beyond our 
obvious dependence on electric power, 
is the decentralized nature of the elec
tric power generation and distribution 
system in this country. Some 3,500 
utility companies produce electricity 
at almost 11,000 generating facilities 
in the United States. Thus, the 
number of potential targets, many 
with minimal or no security, is stag
gering. 

Further, these many companies are 
interconnected in three primary grid 
systems. This interconnected system 
permits utilities to assist each other in 
meeting temporary demand peaks. 
However, the same grid system can 
serve to spread the disaster, at least 
temporarily. For example, the 1980 
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Utah blackout, which was caused by a 
minor fire, cascaded through parts of 
the grid and resulted in loss of power 
in the major population centers of the 
State and spread to parts of nearby 
States as well. 

Imagine the impact of a terrorist act 
specifically designed to do permanent 
damage. Repairs or reconstruction of 
even minor damage could take days ac
cording to the GAO. Serious damage 
to a major generation facility could 
take considerably longer to repair. 

Not much is secret in the public util
ity industry. Security is minimal. The 
number of targets is enormous. 

Now consider that of late terrorist 
activity again seems to be on the rise. 
Acts designed to shock and gain noto
riety seem all too common-an assault 
on the most visible religious figure in 
the world, the Pope; increasing terror
ist bombings and threats against diplo
matic missions in New York; the 
murder of Aldo Moro in Italy and a 
recent similar political kidnaping 
there. 

Perhaps we have been fortunate 
that an attack on our electric facilities 
has not occurred. 

How long shall we continue to press 
our luck? 

We have developed contingency 
plans for a response to terrorists as
saults on the oil facilities in the Per
sian Gulf. What if the assault were to 
come instead against Commonwealth 
Edison, Florida Power . & Light, or 
Pepco here in Washington? Would the 
effect be any less disastrous while the 
outage continued? 

I believe strongly that we simply 
cannot refuse to address this issue any 
longer. The Department of Energy has 
apparently chosen to ignore the senti
ment of the Congress after the 1977 
New York blackout. In the 3 years 
since, no adequate planning has been 
done. 

Mr. Speaker, seldom are issues so 
clearly delineated. Seldom are the con
sequences of inaction so chilling. 
Seldom is Federal participation so ur
gently needed. 

Therefore, I have introduced legisla
tion, H.R. 3704, which has been re
f erred to our Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. This simple bill will 
require the Department of Energy, in 
consultation with the Federal Emer
gency Management Agency, to develop 
electric emergency preparedness plans 
to meet this threat and submit the 
plan to the Congress within 180 days. 

With the increase in terrorist activi
ty, we can delay no longer. 

This legislation will create no new 
agency. It will create no new Federal 
spending program. It levies no new 
tax. It simply requires the Federal 
Government to be prepared to meet a 
threat to the Nation's security by a 
-terrorist attack on our electrical 
system. 

Only the Federal Government can 
prepare such plans on an interstate 
basis. In such an emergency, States 
could be expected to be parochial in 
their view. Utilities would have as 
their first concern the needs of their 
customers and stockholders, not those 
of a neighboring utility. 

Terrorism is not a State issue. Inter
state emergency planning cannot be 
left to 50 public utility commissions. 
Yet, DOE has failed to act. 

It is time Congress required that the 
public interest be protected with ade
quate planning for such an emergency. 
H.R. 3704 does that, and I welcome 
the support and cosponsorship of my 
colleagues who share my belief that 
we can delay this planning no longer.e 

SMALL COMMUNITY LIBRARY 
SERVICES ASSISTANCE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California <Mr. PANETTA) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am reintroducing legislation which I 
introduced last year to assist counties 
in providing public library services in 
small communities. There is a great 
need for this assistance, and I urge all 
Members of the House to support this 
bill. 

We all realize the important role 
which public libraries play in the edu
cational and cultural enrichment of 
our people. The recent observance of 
National Library Week and the White 
House Conference on Library and In
formation Services has helped to focus 
public and congressional attention on 
issues related to library services. Be
cause of the importance of libraries in 
the education or our people, I believe 
that the Congress should begin to 
define the nature and extent of public 
support for libraries. 

Part of that effort must be dedicated 
to supporting the small community li
brary which has been strapped by lim
ited resources and ignored by existing 
Federal assistance efforts. The goal of 
my legislation is to insure adequate 
support directly from the Federal 
Government to eligible libraries in 
small communities across the country. 
Over the years since the enactment in 
1956 of the Library Services Act, the 
Federal Government has been helping 
to support libraries. However, the re
ality has been that large libraries in 
major metropolitan areas have tended 
to obtain the bulk of Federal assist
ance available to libraries. This em
phasis on assisting the larger libraries 
has caused an imbalance in the Feder
al library assistance program which 
must be redressed in the interest of 
equity and fair play. 

A key reason for this imbalance is 
that Federal assistance is made availa
ble through State library agencies in 
accordance with comprehensive State 

library service plans. While I fully rec
ognize the need for adequate planning 
to strengthen statewide library net
works, I sympathize with the many 
smaller communities that do not fit 
into these elaborate schemes and end 
up without assistance. My legislation 
would avoid this problem by allowing 
county governments to apply directly 
for Federal assistance on behalf of its 
smaller communities. 

The text of my legislation is repro
duced below for your convenience. 
This bill is identical to last year's bill 
<H.R. 4234), except that all references 
to the Office of Education have been 
updated to reflect the establishment 
of the Department of Education. 
Again, I welcome. your support for this 
bill. 

The text of the bill follows: 
H .R. 3727 

A bill to assist counties in providing public 
library services in small communities 

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 

"Small Community Library Services Assist
ance Act". 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
SEc. 2. It is the purpose of this Act to 

assist counties in providing public library 
services in small communities by-

( 1) providing public library personnel and 
facilities in small communities; 

(2) strengthening public library programs 
in small communities; and 

(3) constructing, renovating, and expand
ing public libraries in small communities. 

DEFINITIONS 
SEc. 3. As used in this Act-
0) the term "Secretary" means the Secre

tary of Education; 
<2> the term "county" means CA> a county 

or parish within a State, <B> in an area of a 
State which is not within a county or 
parish, the unit of government which con
stitutes the next level of government below 
the State government, or <C> the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands of the 
United States, the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands, or the Northern Mariana 
Islands; 

(3) the term "small community" shall 
mean-

< A> any city or village having a population 
of less than fifty thousand inhabitants; and 

CB) any city having a population of be
tween fifty thousand and seventy thousand 
inhabitants, if the immediately adjacent 
areas of that city have a population density 
of not more than one hundred persons per 
square mile. 

(4) the term "State" means a State of the 
United States. 

APPLICATIONS 
SEC. 4. Any county may submit an applica

tion to the Secretary for a grant under this 
Act. Such application shall be made at such 
time and in such manner as the Secretary 
considers necessary, and it shall contain-

< 1) a description of the proposal for which 
the grant is requested; 

(2) a justification of the amount of grant 
funds requested; 
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<3> the portion of the cost to be borne by 

the county; 
<4> such fiscal control and accounting pro

cedures as may be necessary to assure 
proper disbursement of and accounting for 
Federal funds paid to the county under this 
Act; and 

(5) such other information as the Secre
tary considers necessary. 

APPROVAL 

SEc. 5. Within sixty days after the date of 
submission of an application for a grant 
under this Act, the Secretary shall review 
such application and, if such application is 
consistent with the requirements of section 
4 and the statement of purposes set forth in 
section 2, he shall, within such sixty-day 
period, approve such application. 

PAYMENTS 

SEc. 6. The Secretary shall make a grant 
to each county which has submitted an ap
plication approved under section 5. Pay
ment of grants may be made in install
ments, in advance, or by way of reimburse
ment, with necessary adjustments on ac
count of overpayments or underpayments, 
as the Secretary may determine. 

RECORDS 

SEC. 7. ~a) Each county which receives 
funds under this Act shall keep records 
which fully disclose the amount and the dis
position of the proceeds of the funds, the 
total cost of the activities, programs, and 
projects which involve the use of such 
funds, and the amount and nature of that 
portion of such cost which is supplied by 
other sources, and such other records as will 
facilitate an effective audit. 

(b) The Secretary shall have access for 
the purpose of audit and examination to 
any books, documents, papers, and records 
of a county which receives funds under this 
Act. 

WITHHOLDING 

SEC. 8. Whenever the Secretary, after rea
sonable notice and opportunity for a hear
ing to a county receiving funds under this 
Act, finds that there is a failure to meet the 
requirements of this Act, the Secretary 
shall notify such county that it may not re
ceive further payments under this Act until 
it has demonstrated, to the satisfaction of 
the Secretary, that there is no longer any 
such failure. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 9. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act.e 

CLASSIFIED ANNEX TO 
INTELLIGENGE BUDGET BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
BOLAND) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to announce that the classified 
annex to the report of the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence <H. 
Rept. 97-101, part D to accompany 
H.R. 3454, the Intelligence Authoriza
tion Act for fiscal year 1982, will be 
available to all Members of the House 
henceforth at the offices of the com
mittee, room H-405 of the Capitol, 
from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, until consideration of the bill 
by the House.e 

79-059 0 - 84 - 77 (Part 8) 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted as follows to: 
Mr. DANIELSON (at the request of 

Mr. WRIGHT), for today, on account of 
official business. 

Mr. RODINO <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for today, on account of offi
cial business. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska <at the request 
of Mr. MICHEL), for today, on account 
of official business. 

Mr. DERWINSKI <at the request of 
Mr. MICHEL), for today, on account of 
hospitalization. 

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 
rquest of Mr. MOLINARI) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous matter to:) 

Mr. ASHBROOK, for 15 minutes, 
today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. HALL of Ohio) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous matter to:) 

Mr. BEDELL, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. BoNIOR of Michigan, for 60 min

utes, today. 
Mr. SKELTON, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN, of California, for 15 

minutes, today. 
Mr. GLICKMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. ZABLOCKI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DWYER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WEISS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mt. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAFALCE, for 20 minutes, today. 
Mr. NELSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Member <at the re-

quest of Mr. BoNIOR of Michigan), to 
revise and extend his remarks, and to 
include extraneous matter to:) 

Mr. BOLAND, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. MOLINARI) , and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. RUDD in two instances. 
Mr. SHAW. 
Mr. PARRIS. 
Mrs. HECKLER. 
Mr. MADIGAN in three instances. 
Mr. FRENZEL. 
Mr. LEBOUTILLIER in two instances. 
Mr. EVANS of Iowa. 
Mr. COLLINS of Texas in two in

stances. 

Mr. MICHEL in three instances. 
Mr. JAMES K. COYNE in two in-

stances. 
Mrs. SNOWE. 
Mr. KRAMER. 
Mr. JEFFRIES. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. 
Mr. McGRATH. 
(The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. HALL of Ohio) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Ms. OAKAR in two instances. 
Mr. PHILLLIP BURTON. 
Mr. DE LUGO. 
Mr. OTTINGER in five instances. 
Mr. MOFFETT in two instances. 
Mr. FORD of Tennessee. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. LEVITAS. 
Mr. WEISS in five instances. 
Mr. EDGAR. 
Mr. BRODHEAD. 
Mr. SKELTON in two instances. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. 
Mr. STARK in two instances. 
Mr. ST GERMAIN. 
Mr. BONER of Tennessee. 
Mr. GAYDOS. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. LEHMAN. 
Mr. LONG of Maryland in three in-

stances. 
Mr. DINGELL in two instances. 
Mr. SOLARZ. 
Mr. GORE. 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. 
Mr. STUDDS. 
Mr. RATCHFORD. 
Mr. McDONALD in five instances. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Mr. BEDELL. 
Mr. EVANS of Indiana. 
Mr. MAVROULES. 
Mr. MILLER of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. ECKART. 
Mr. STOKES in three instances. 
Mr. RAHALL in two instances. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly <at 1 o'clock and 37 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, June 
1, 1981, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1451. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, General Accounting Office, trans
mitting a report on the status of budget au
thority that was proposed for rescission, but 
for which Congress failed to pass a rescis
sion bill; to the Committee on Appropri
ations. 
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1452. A letter from the Acting Assistant 

Secretary of the Army <Installations, Logis
tics and Financial Management), transmit
ting notice of the proposed conversion to 
contractor performance of the housing man
agement activity at Fort Eustis, Va., pursu
ant to section 502(b) of Public Law 96- 342; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

1453. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of the Army <Research, Develop
ment and Acquisition), transmitting a 
report on Army research and development 
contracts of $50,000 or more which were 
awarded during the period October 1, 1980, 
through March 31, 1981, pursuant to 10 
U.S.C. 2357; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

1454. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
District of Columbia Act 4- 31, "To author
ize the Mayor to prescribe fees for the han
dling and collection of dishonored checks, 
and for other purposes," pursuant to section 
602(c) of Public Law 93- 198; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

1455. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
District of Columbia Act 4- 32, "To enter the 
District of Columbia as a party member in 
the Multistate Tax Compact, and for other 
purposes," pursuant to section 602(c) of 
Public Law 93-198; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

1456. A letter from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting a 
report on the impact of the change in the 
definition of "developmental disabilities", 
pursuant to section 502(b)(2) of Public Law 
95-602; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

1457. A letter from the Vice President for 
Government Affairs, National Railroad Pas
senger Corporation, transmitting the finan
cial report of the Corporation for the 
month of March 1981, pursuant to section 
308<aH 1) of the Rail Passenger Service Act 
of 1970, as amended; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

1458. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Administration), 
transmitting notice of a proposed new rec
ords system for the Department of the 
Navy, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(o); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

1459. A letter from the Acting Inspector 
General, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting a report on a pro
posed match of Department of Health and 
Human Services payroll records against 
social security numbers for the purpose of 
reviewing the integrity of the HHS payroll 
processing procedures; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

1460. A letter from the Director, Adminis
trative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to improve the Federal jury system by ex
tending the work injury coverage of the 
Federal Employees' Compensation Acts, 
title 5, United States Code, to petit and 
grand jurors in the U.S. district courts, 
clarifying the compensation of attorneys for 
jurors to protect their employment rights, 
and authorizing the service of jury sum
monses by ordinary mail; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

1461. A letter from the Acting Commis
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Department of Justice, transmit
ting reports concerning visa petitions ap
proved according certain beneficiaries third 
and sixth preference classification, pursuant 
to section 204(d) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, as amended; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

1462. A letter from the Acting Comptrol
ler General of the United States, transmit
ting a report on the Defense Department's 
industrial preparedness planning program 
<PLRD-81- 22, May 27, 1981); jointly, to the 
Committees on Government Operations and 
Armed Services. 

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. HALL of Ohio: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 144. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 3455. A bill to 
authorize certain construction at military 
installations for fiscal year 1982, and for 
other purposes <Rept. No. 97- 122). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern
ment Operations. Report on oversight of 
the Energy Security Act: Implementation of 
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation <Rept. No. 
97-123). 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
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. EDGAR: 
H.R. 3709. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for a 
$250,000 estate tax deduction for property 
passing to a disabled individual who is a 
child of the decedent; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ATKINSON: 
H.R. 3710. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to set the contribution 
and benefit base at an amount not less than 
$60,000; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BRINKLEY: 
H.R. 3711. A bill to provide for the sharing 

of timber revenue received by the United 
States from Federal military installations 
with State and local governments; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.R. 3712. A bill to establish the national 

space policy of the United States, to declare 
the goals of the Nation's space program 
(both in terms of space and terrestrial appli
cations and in space science), and to provide 
for the planning and implementation of 
such program; to the Committee on Science 
and Technology. 

By Mr. CLAUSEN: 
H.R. 3713. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to establish new educational 
assistance programs for veterans and for 
members of the Armed Forces; jointly, to 
the Committees on Veterans' Affairs and 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. DELLUMS: 
H.R. 3714. A bill to change the procedure 

for granting special exemptions from, and 
exceptions to, the zoning regulations of the 
District of Columbia for embassies and 
chanceries; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. FLORIO: 
H.R . 3715. A bill to amend section 5901 of 

title 5, United States Code, to increase the 

authorized maximum uniform allowance for 
Federal employees to $400 a year; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. FOLEY <for himself and Mr. 
FINDLEY): 

H .R. 3716. A bill to extend the time for 
conducting the referendum with respect to 
the national marketing quota for wheat for 
the marketing year beginning June 1, 1982, 
and to eliminate the requirement that the 
Secretary of Agriculture waive interest on 
loans made on 1980 and 1981 crops of wheat 
and feed grains placed in the farmer-held 
grain reserve program; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. FORSYTHE (for himself and 
Mr. BREAUX): 

H.R. 3717. A bill to provide additional 
funds for certain projects relating to fish 
restoration, and for other purposes; jointly, 
to the Committees on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GUARINI (for himself and Mr. 
DUNCAN): 

H.R. 3718. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
income tax treatment of incentive stock 
option; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GLICKMAN: 
H.R. 3719. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the 
nonrecognition of gain on sales and ex
changes of productive assets; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H.R. 3720. A bill to amend the Office of 

Federal Procurement Policy Act to require 
the Administrator for Federal Procurement 
Policy to establish procedures to insure that 
property and services are not procured from 
persons recommending such procurement in 
reports or studies funded by the Federal 
Government; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

H.R. 3721. A bill to defer the effective 
date of section 414<m> of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 until after the issuance of 
final regulation under that section; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LUKEN (for himself and Mr. 
LEE): 

H.R. 3722. A bill to place a moratorium on 
activity of the Federal Trade Commission 
with respect to certain professions and pro
fessional associations until the Congress ex
pressly authorizes such activity; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MADIGAN <for himself and 
Mr. BROYHILL): 

H.R. 3723. A bill to amend provisions of 
law concerned with health professions per
sonnel, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

H .R. 3724. A bill to extend and amend var
ious health authorities, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. MADIGAN (for himself and 
Mr. BROYHILL) (by request): 

H.R. 3725. A bill to provide a ceiling on 
Federal expenditures for medicaid, to in
crease States' flexibility to determine the 
scope of their medicaid programs, to make 
other amendments to the medicare and 
medicaid programs, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce and Ways and Means. · 

By Mr. NOW AK <for himself and Mr. 
MARRIOTT): 

H .R. 3726. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a credit for 
the employment of new employees and to 
incorporate in such credit a 40-percent addi-
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tional credit for wages paid for service 
during the first 2 years to employees from 
distressed areas and employees of industries 
experiencing a shortage of skilled labor; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PANETTA: 
H.R. 3727. A bill to assist counties in pro

viding public library services in small com
munities; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. PARRIS <for himself, Mr. 
WOLF, and Mr. ROBINSON): 

H.R. 3728. A bill to direct the Administra
tor of the Environmental Protection Agency 
to make grants to the Upper Occoquan 
Sewage Authority to reimburse such au
thority for a portion of the costs incurred 
by such authority in constructing its ad
vanced waste water treatment plant in the 
Occoquan Reservoir watershed area in Fair
fax County, Va.; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. RICHMOND <for himself and 
Mr. WALGREN): 

H.R. 3729. A bill to amend the Rehabilita
tion Act of 1973 to require that rehabilita
tion counselors hired under State plans ap
proved under such act have certain mini
mum qualifications; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr.ROE: 
H.R. 3730. A bill to prohibit permanently 

the issuance of regulations on the taxation 
of fringe benefits; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. UDALL: 
H.R. 3731. A bill to amend the act of Octo

ber 19, 1973 (87 Stat. 466), relating to the 
use or distribution of certain judgment 
funds awarded by the Indian Claims Com
mission or the Court of Claims; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself and 
Mr. LELAND): 

H.R. 3732. A bill to consolidate Federal as
sistance to States for maternal and child 
health related services, to provide greater 
flexibility to States in a<,tministering pro
grams providing these services, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce, and Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WEISS: 
H.R. 3733. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase to $1,000 
the amount of interest paid by financial in
stitutions which may be excluded from 
gross income by individuals and to make 
such exclusion permanent; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WORTLEY: 
H.R. 3734. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow certain indi
viduals who have attained age 65 or who are 
disabled a refundable tax credit for proper
ty taxes paid by them on their principal 
residences or for a certain portion of the 
rent they pay for their principal residences; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. FENWICK (for herself and 
Mr. LANTOS): 

H.J. Res. 268. Joint resolution to designate 
October 23, 1981 as "Hungarian Freedom 
Fighters Day"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MAVROULES: 
H.J. Res. 269. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to provide for a single 6-year 
term of office for the President and Vice 
President, to provide for a 4-year term of 
office for Members of the House of Repre
sentatives, to provide that no person may 
serve as a Member of the House of Repre-

sentatives for more than three terms, to 
provide that no person may serve as a Sena
tor for more than two terms, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. NAPIER <for himself, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. HARTNETT, Mr. 
WOLPE, and Mr. COATS): 

H.J. Res. 270. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States forbidding any person from 
holding the office of Senator or the office 
of Representative for more than 12 consecu
tive calendar years; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BADHAM: 
H.R. 3735. A bill to direct the Army Board 

for Correction of Military Records to review 
the application of Herman Miller for the 
Congressional Medal of Honor; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 3736. A bill for the relief of Yang Mi 

Hoffer; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. PHILLIP BURTON: 

H.R. 3737. A bill for the relief of Deme
trios Theodoropulos; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. EVANS of Iowa: 
H.R. 3738. A bill for the relief of Delbert 

E. Lawless; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. MOTTL: 
H.R. 3739. A bill for the relief of Milton 

Karchin; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 18: Mr. GARCIA, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. 
RATCHFORD, Mr. PERKINS, and Mr. NAPIER. 

H.R. 269: Mrs. BYRON. 
H.R. 635: Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. 
H.R. 741: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. SANTINI, 

Mr. HYDE, Mr. BROWN of Colorado, Mr. 
JOHNSTON, Mr. HAGEDORN, Mr. WILLIAMS of 
Ohio, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
DAUB, Mr. HORTON, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. CHENEY, Mr. GINN, 
Mr. GREGG, Mr. McDONALD, Mr. LEE, Mr. 
STANGELAND, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. JEFFRIES, 
Mr. HARTNETT, Mr. PARRIS, Mr. RAILSBACK, 
Mr. LOTT, Mr. LEATH of Texas, Mr. SMITH of 
Oregon, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. FLIPPO, 
Mr. McGRATH, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. KOGOVSEK, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MOTTL, and Mr. PAUL. 

H.R. 747: Mr. GOODLING. 
H.R. 748: Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. 
H.R. 878: Mr. MILLER of California and 

Mr. 0BERSTAR. 

H.R. 881: Mr. DUNCAN, Mrs. COLLINS of Il
linois, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. 
WILSON. 

H.R. 917: Mr. ROBERTS of Kansas, Mr. 
DAUB, Ms. FERRARO, Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. BETH
UNE, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. PuR
SELL, Mr. WOLF, Mr. WAMPLER, Mr. SKEEN, 
Mr. WHITTAKER, Ms. FIEDLER, Ms. OAKAR, 
Mrs. SNOWE, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. MARTIN of 
North Carolina, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
RUDD, Mr. WILLIAMS of Ohio, Mrs. HECKLER, 
Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, Mr. 
NEAL, Mr. YouNG of Alaska, Mr. JOHNSTON, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. ROBERT 
w. DANIEL, JR., Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. WALKER, 
Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. McCoLLUM, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, Mr. CHENEY, Mr. MILLER of 
Ohio, Mrs. FENWICK, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
REGULA, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. 
LEACH of Iowa, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. HOLLEN
BECK, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mrs. BOUQUARD, Mr. 
PRICE, Mr. WINN, Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, 
and Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.R. 1007: Mr. LANTOS. 
H.R. 1250: Mr. ROGERS, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. 

FuQUA, Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE, Mr. FORSYTHE, 
Mr. BROWN of Colorado, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR., Mr. KEMP, Mr. 
OTTINGER, Mr. WILLIAMS of Ohio, Mr. BENE
DICT, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
WORTLEY, Mr. NELLIGAN, Mrs. FENWICK, 
Mrs. HOLT, Mr .. MONTGOMERY, Mr. RITTER, 
Mr. REGULA, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. SMITH of 
Alabama, Mr. LENT, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
McKINNEY, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Oklahoma, Mr. GREGG, Mr. DAVIS, and Mrs. 
ROUKEMA. 

H.R. 1270: Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. STOKES, Ms. 
FERRARO, and Mr. SAVAGE. 

H.R. 1297: Mr. EMERSON and Mr. FINDLEY. 
H.R. 1400: Mr. JONES of North Carolina, 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. MCDADE, 
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. NEAL, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. DER
WINSKI, Mr. ERDAHL, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
FROST, and Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. 

H.R. 1605: Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 1649: Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 1765: Mr. WYDEN and Mr. DE LA 

GARZA. 
H.R. 1806: Mr. BAFALIS, Mr. DICKINSON, 

Mr. BENNETT, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BAILEY of 
Missouri, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. GINN, Mr. LA
GOMARSINO, Mr. BOWEN, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
BRINKLEY, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. McDONALD, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. ATKINSON, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
COLLINS of Texas, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. BEARD, 
Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. SHAW, Mr. WYLIE, Mrs. 
BoUQUARD, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 
MARTIN of North Carolina, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
RAILSBACK, Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. GRADISON, 
Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. ZEFERETTI, 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. HAMILTON, and Mr. HUTTO. 

H.R. 1817: Mr. ALBOSTA. 
H.R. 1854: Mr. RATCHFORD. 
H.R. 1906: Mr. MARKS. 
H.R. 1919: Ms. 0AKAR. 
H.R. 1964: Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania, 

Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina, Mr. FOWLER, 
and Mr. MATSUI. 

H.R. 2129: Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. WILSON. 

H.R. 2319: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. BEN
JAMIN, Mr. WEBER of Minnesota, Mr. MILLER 
of California, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. FOUNTAIN, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. SuNIA, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, and Mr. COLLINS of Texas. 

H.R. 2325: Mr. LUKEN, Mr. MYERS, Mr. 
ERTEL, Mr. PRICE, and Mr. NELLIGAN. 

H.R. 2396: Mr. COLLINS of Texas and Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT. 

H.R. 2414: Mr. CORCORAN, Mr. GINGRICH, 
and Mr. MINETA. 

H.R. 2420: Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. BURGENER, 
Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. CORRADA, Mr. BADHAM, Mr. 
JACOBS, Mr. DENARDIS, Mr. SuNIA, Mr. 
HANSEN of Utah, Mr. KEMP, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. HAMILTON, Mrs. BouQUARD, Mr. MARTIN 
of North Carolina, and Mr. NAPIER. 

H.R. 2451: Mr. McEWEN, Mr. MARKS, and 
Mr. JONES of Tennessee. 

H.R. 2642: Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. 
H.R. 2791: Mr. BEARD, Mr. McDONALD, Mr. 

DORNAN of California, and Mr. JOHNSTON. 
H.R. 2807: Mr. MCCLOSKEY. 
H.R. 2964: Mr. WEISS and Mr. STOKES. 
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H.R. 3091: Mr. COELHO, Mr. SuNIA, Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. STANGE
LAND, Mr. NEAL, Mr. DASCHL~. Mr. WORTLEY, 
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. SEIBER
LING. 

H.R. 3227: Mr. NELLIGAN, Mr. GRAY, Mr. 
FORD of Michigan, and Mr. STOKES. 

H.R. 3267: Mr. PANETTA, Mr. CROCKETT, 
Mr. GUARINI, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. BARNES, 
Mr. FAZIO, and Mr. BINGHAM. 

H.R. 3312: Mr. LEBOUTILLIER, Mr. DICKIN
SON, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. 
O'BRIEN, Mr. HANSEN of Utah. Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. LOWERY of 
California, and Mr. McDONALD. 

H.R. 3576: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 3637: Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DONNELLY, 
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. SUNIA, and Mr. HERTEL. 

H.R. 3680: Mr. AUCOIN. 
H.J. Res. 128: Mr. LONG of Maryland and 

Mr. NELLIGAN. 
H.J. Res. 141: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ERTEL, 

Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. BEARD. 
H.J. Res. 145: .Mr. ALBOSTA, Mr. GOODLING, 

Mr. SIMON, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. CONTE, and Mr. 
LANTOS. 

H.J. Res. 178: Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DOUGHERTY, 
Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. LEBOUTILLIER, Mr. 
HUNTER, and Mr. NAPIER. 

H.J. Res. 214: Mr. BETHUNE, Mrs. Bou
QUARD, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. EARLY, 
Mr. FOUNTAIN, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GOLD
WATER, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. 

HANSEN of Idaho, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LUNGREN, 
Mr. SMITH of Alabama, Mr. So LO MON, Mr. 
SYNAR, Mr. TAUKE, and Mr. YATRON. 

H. Con. Res. 27: Mr. EDGAR. 
H. Con. Res. 64: Mr. GINN, Mr. RICHMOND, 

Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. YouNG of 
Alaska, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. 
ROUSSELOT, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. 
LEBOUTILLIER, Mr. WEBER of Ohio, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. CORCORAN, Mr. ROBERTS of 
Kansas, Mr. LEWIS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. Fo
GLIETTA, Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. WON PAT, Mr. 
BONKER, Mr. MAZZOLI, and Mr. FRENZEL. 

H. Res. 85: Mr. GEJDENSON. 
H. Res. 100: Mr. MARRIOTT. 



May 28, 1981 EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

10945 

THE GREAT ORANGE SQUEEZE: 
"FORBIDDEN FRUIT" 

HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have introduced H.R. 3022, 
to reform the Agricultural Marketing 
Adjustment Act in order to better pro
tect the interests of independent grow
ers and packers and consumers. 

This program is a perfect example of 
the kind of Federal regulation gone 
wild which President Reagan, most 
Members of this Congress, and the 
public have decried. A policy intended 
some 40 years ago to aid farmers now 
oppresses independent growers, en
hances absentee speculators, encour
ages inefficiency and bleeds consum
ers. 

MEMBERS ENJOY ORANGES 
This year, millions of pounds of per

fectly edible navel oranges are being 
withheld from the national market be
cause of Marketing Order 907. Several 
hundred pieces of this condemned 
citrus were enjoyed by all of us in the 
Members' dining room a few weeks 
ago. Consumers will not be able to 
enjoy fruit exactly as good as that, 
however, because of the unfair way 
the marketing order operates. 

H.R. 3022 would not eliminate the 
orders, but it would end the unjustifia
ble situation in which the Government 
has given broad regulatory powers 
over an entire industry to one segment 
of that industry, to the detriment of 
competitors and consumers alike. 

USDA REVIEW 
I am pleased that the Department of 

Agriculture has initiated a thorough 
review of marketing orders which I am 
hopeful will result in support for 
modifications along the lines of H.R. 
3022, and I look forward to public 
hearings this summer. 

CONGRESSIONAL CONCERN 
I am also pleased that Members of 

Congress have joined in the call for a 
study of these orders by cosponsoring 
H.R. 3022. 

INDUSTRY SUPPORT 
Industry, too, supports reviewing the 

marketing orders. It is very important 
to note that much of the displeasure 
with the current progress emanates 
from the agricultural · community 
itself-from growers, packers and han
dlers, large and small, who resent the 
orders' unwarranted interference in 
their right to do business competitive
ly. 

PRESS SUPPORT 
Newspapers, too, are calling for a 

study of the program. The Fresno Bee, 
the major newspaper of central Cali
fornia's agricultural region, in a 
March 18, 1981, editorial, called the 
program outdated and lamented the 
unfairness to small farmers and the 
waste of food. The San Francisco Ex
aminer editorialized, "The regulations 
run counter to commonsense • • • 
They provide an excellent example of 
what President Reagan means when 
he speaks of government grown too 
large in its power." 

The industry press has joined the 
call for a public hearing. The Packer, 
a major agriculture trade paper, 
noted, "If the prorate system Cthe 
marketing order] is a godsend for 
growers, shippers, and consumers 
alike, it should be able to withstand a 
public debate and a vote by the indus
try." 

An article in a recent issue of In
quiry magazine did an excellent job of 
outlining the issues in this debate, and 
I want to share that article with my 
colleagues. 

The article follows: 
FORBIDDEN FRUIT 
<By Doug Foster> 

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY, CALIFORNIA-Along 
the "Famoso Drag Strip," oranges are piled 
in hillocks more than eight feet high, ex
panses of bright, round fruit stamped with 
the Sunkist label and left to rot in the sun. 
Rivers of orange juice wind off the pave
ment and soak into the soil. The smell is al
ternately sweet and putrid at the site of this 
tremendous orange dump made necessary 
by a raft of regulations governing agricul
ture, regulations that have become a source 
of fierce contention this year. 

Forty miles away from the drag-strip 
dump a major California citrus grower mo
tions toward a bookcase full of files and re
ports amassed in his battle against these 
rules, shakes his head, and frowns: 

"They say these regulations are democrat
ic. Yes, as democratic as the Kremlin. In 
fact, we call them the Red Menace. On 
second thought, I wish you wouldn't use 
that analogy because I don't believe commu
nist Russia would ever allow this kind of 
waste of food. It's not even a good socialistic 
system. I don't know what it is." 

The farmer is Carl Pescosolido, a Harvard
educated former oil marketer from Massa
chusetts who "fell in love with this green
house called the San Joaquin Valley" on a 
business trip west. Pescosolido bought into a 
3600-acre citrus operation, became part 
owner of Exeter Orange Company, and set
tled in for a taste of rural life. 

His first few years were pleasant enough. 
Pescosolido guided Exeter Orange Company 
out of the Sunkist orbit, and business 
boomed. But then the company hit a stone 
wall of government resistance to further ex
pansion: a federal "marketing order" estab
lished by Sunkist attorneys in 1953. The 

order controls how many oranges each 
grower will send to market during the 
season, how many of those will be shipped 
during any given week, and what size or
anges will be allowed. Depending on the 
need to restrict supplies, golfball-sized or
anges might be illegal this week but okay 
next month, when the softball sizes have 
been eliminated. The cops remain the 
same-inspectors for the federal and state 
governments-but the laws they enforce 
shift with the speed of a ferret. 

Pescosolido quickly discovered that his 
problems with the navel orange marketing 
order were simply one piece of a regulatory 
puzzle established by the Agricultural Mar
keting Agreement Act of 1937, a bill setting 
up legalized agricultural cartels that could 
constrict production and inflate food prices. 
When the bill passed in a Depression econo
my, American agriculture was on the ropes, 
milk was being dumped on the highways, 
and fields went unpicked because wholesale 
prices were so low. Legislators believed that 
overproduction and gluts hurt farmers and 
that the resulting shortages hurt consum
ers. So the bill they designed allowed the 
creation of agricultural trusts; herky-jerky 
fluctuations were out, stability was in. 

As a result of the statute, more than half 
of all domestically grown fruits, vegetables, 
and nuts are covered by forty-eight federal 
marketing orders, separate state marketing 
orders for thirty-six additional crops in Cali
fornia, and eleven similar programs in other 
states. The orders cover crops as diverse as 
Idaho potatoes, winter tomatoes, Hawaiian 
papayas, and Florida grapefruit; and include 
nearly all of the nation's supply of citrus 
fruit, pears, nectarines, raisins, prunes, wal
nuts, almonds, filberts, hops, dates, and pea
nuts. Under those orders most rigorously 
enforced-and oranges are a prime exam
ple-the regulations are so restrictive that 
up to half the crop will be diverted from the 
fresh market; in this case to be mashed into 
frozen concentrate, dried, and turned to 
cattle feed, or simply left to rot. In Califor
nia this year alone, an estimated 3.5 million 
pounds of oranges-enough to fill 1750 one
ton trucks-will be held off the open 
market. As though wasted food were not 
bad enough, the forty-eight existing mar
keting orders cost consumers more than $10 
million, from the nation's general fund, for 
the federal government's participation in 
enforcing these orders. 

Pescosolido and like-minded farmers have 
just begun to rail against the entire market
ing order system. They have targeted a 
dozen of the orders for legal challenges. But 
nowhere is the debate hotter than in or
anges. Pitted against Pescosolido is the 
mammoth Sunkist Growers, Inc., the 
eighty-five-year-old cooperative whose em
ployees wrote the original marketing order 
almost fifty years ago. The U.S. Department 
of Agriculture has also lined up against him, 
along with a considerable number of farm
ers afraid of any sudden change in what 
amounts to government-sponsored control 
of the market. Meanwhile Pescosolido has 
assembled as unlikely alliance, including 
other agribusiness entrepreneurs, Consum
ers Union, organic farmers who are placed 
at a disadvantage by produce quality stand-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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ards that favor heavy pesticide users, and 
poor people's self-help groups. 

The pressure will be on the White House 
to referee the coming war between these 
two sides. Although Reagan has often 
talked about getting government off our 
backs, it will take some political guts to 
stand on this principle when the largest cor
poration in an industry bends over and lays 
out a welcome mat. "Philosophically the 
Reagan people are receptive to the argu
ments against these marketing orders," one 
lobbyist says, "but politically, a lot of pres
sure is being brought by Sunkist and others. 
It will be interesting to see whether their 
principles rise above the politics of the situ
ation." 

The fight over agricultural production 
was recently dramatized when frustrated 
growers attempted to give fruit that had 
been diverted from the fresh market to 
inner city organizations. When Pescosolido 
turned over two million boxes of oranges to 
poor people's organizations in California 
and Massachusetts, he was threatened by a 
hefty fine from the Navel Orange Adminis
trative Committee, the group of industry 
representatives-five of the ten chosen by 
Sunkist-which can sting rebellious farmers 
with fines equal to the value of produce 
they ship above quotas set by the commit
tee. The threat handed Prescosolido a 
public relations windfall. "I went to East 
Oakland, and I'll admit something to you," 
Pescosolido says quietly, palms turned up. 
"I had never been there before. I'll never 
forget it the rest of my life. The horror of 
the place, in a physical sense, is what stays 
with you. But the scene I'll remember is 
seeing these little kids walking in to the 
West Oakland Food Coop and paying a 
nickel and taking away a pound of or
anges. . . . I thought it was beautiful. It's 
that goddamn simple." 

Beauty, however, was not an issue when 
Sunkist, then in control of 87 percent of the 
crop in California and Arizona, drafted the 
original order establishing the Navel 
Orange Administrative Committee. Sunkist 
gave itself majority control of the commit
tee with five votes; two votes went to a com
peting cooperative, and three votes to the 
independent farmers. Sunkist's share of the 
orange market has dropped considerably 
during the past three decades, but it re
mains a hearty supporter of the order's con
tinued existence. Indeed Sunkist has gone 
to some lengths to discredit Pescosolido, in
sisting that he simply wants to have the 
gloves taken off and the governinent's refer
ee role eliminated so that he can drive small 
farmers out of business. "The average hold
ing in this crop is from thirty-four to forty 
acres," Sunkist spokeswoman Ann Warring 
says. "Mr. Pescosolido has in excess of 3000 
acres. His motives may not be all they seem 
to be." 

Pescosolido angrily dismisses Sunkist's ar
gument. "The small farmer doesn't exist. He 
hasn't existed for twenty-five years or 
more," he says flatly. Pescosolido and other 
marketing order critics believe government 
regulation hands supermarket chains an in
centive for holding prices high instead of 
letting them fluctuate according to supply, 
rewards land speculators who need money
losing citrus groves as tax shelters despite 
the long-run folly of overproduction, and 
works largely to protect the interests of the 
largest corporations controlling production 
of a particular crop. "The marketing order 
was drafted by Sunkist lawyers. They cre
ated it to legalize their cartel," Pescosolido 
says. 
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At western regional offices of Consumers 

Union in San Francisco, researchers have 
prepared documentation supporting Pesco
solido's position. Union spokesman Carl 
Oshira reviewed the history of marketing 
orders and found they hewed fairly closely 
to the orange model. "Where you have a 
dominant co-op, you usually have a market
ing order. Otherwise if Sunkist and Pure 
Gold Cthe other citrus cooperative) sat 
down together and said, 'What are we going 
to ship next week?' It would be an antitrust 
violation." Consumers Union, a lobbying 
group, first joined the battle over govern
ment regulation of agriculture five years 
ago, during a tough exchange over inflated 
milk prices. Oshira believes the successful 
campaign against milk price increases has 
saved consumer $80 million a year, and the 
experience led the organization to probe 
regulation of produce sales. 

During their probe, Consumers Union 
found that during the fifty years since mar
keting order became possible, conditions 
have changed radically in agriculture. In 
1937, 25 percent of the population was en
gaged in agricultural production and racked 
up only 7 percent of the gross national 
product. Now, only 3 percent of the coun
try's population works in agriculture but 
hauls in a bigger share of the nation's 
wealth. That shift means that marketing 
orders serve as a reverse Robin Hood, taking 
pennies from the pockets of the urban poor, 
who spend proportionately more on food 
than does the rest of the population, and 
turning over the money to the largest agri
business concerns. "Now the marketing 
order transfers income from poorer people 
in the inner cities to richer people in the 
country," Oshira argues. 

Oshira cites orange prices as a prime ex
ample. Despite a bumper crop in Califor
nia's lush San Joaquin Valley this year, di
version of fruit from the fresh market has 
caused up to a 26 percent increase in prices 
over last year's sales tag. Pescosolido con
tends that diversion of fruit from the fresh 
market by the Navel Orange Administrative 
Committee plays into the hands of super
market chain managers, who never have to 
worry about small-time jobbers undercut
ting high prices; this results in a 200 to 300 
percent retail markup in orange prices. 
"We're driving the consumer away from our 
commodity with those kinds of prices,'' he 
says. 

Independent agricultural economists have 
found at least a kernel of truth in Pescosoli
do's argument. In a report to the Federal 
Trade Commission in 1976, staff researcher 
Alice Masson wrote that "If price competi
tion were to develop, it is probable that the 
result would be a lower fresh fruit price and 
a larger quantity sold." In an internal 
memorandum in 1974 to then President 
Gerald Ford's Cost of Living Council, re
searchers found that the diversion of fresh 
oranges off the market was "economically 
wasteful and deprives American consumers 
of significant food supplies at a time when 
most consumers are facing rising prices and 
shrinking supplies of many food products." 

Even statistics kept by the Navel Orange 
Administrative Committee itself seem to 
support his speculation. The marketing of 
fresh oranges in 1980 was below that of 
1945, despite the protections of the market
ing order, increases in population, and a 
surge of food faddism favoring fresh pro
duce. Overall consumption of fresh citrus 
products has declined nearly 30 percent in 
the past twenty years, from an average per 
capital consumption of 32.5 pounds in 1960 
to 24 pounds in 1979. 
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Pescosolido argues that the constraints of 

the marketing order, which predetermine 
how much fruit each grower can sell, de
stroy all incentive for producing particular
ly good fruit, marketing ingeniously, or 
farming efficiently. "Without the order, 
there would be a much more aggressive mar
keting program nationally,'' Pescosolido 
says. "Right now there's no reason to do it. 
If you strengthen your label and create 
more demand, you won't benefit from that." 

Pescosolido has tried to make a profitable 
end run around the marketing order restric
tions by building a large export business. 
The export market is not covered by the 
marketing order, and last March his block
long packing house hummed with the 
sounds of peak-season production. The tan
gerines being packed that day were headed 
for Germany. At a time when the tangerine, 
orange, and lemon industries are shipping 5 
percent overseas, one of every four pieces of 
fruit in Pescosolido's operation is headed to 
foreign countries. 

Rhetoric in the Great Orange Debate of 
1981 has intensified recently, since Pescoso
lido filed a formal demand with the Depart
ment of Agriculture seeking to overturn the 
marketing order. Included in his supporting 
documents was a copy of a letter from one 
of the administrative committee's repre
sentatives, requesting payment of $1 for 
every carload of oranges shipped from the 
Exeter Orange Company. Growers rarely 
wash their dirty linen in public, and submis
sion of the letter helped turn the fight over 
the orange marketing order into an ex
change of insults. 

Pescosolido refused to make the pay
ments. He points to the request as an exam
ple of the kind of corruption, albeit small
time, that the order encourages. "This rep
resentative was soliciting payment for serv
ice on the committee. You have the repre
sentatives from Sunkist and Pure Gold ac
cepting compensation for their services. 
How can that committee serve in the indus
try's best interest? If some growers pay and 
others don't, can we expect to be treated 
equally?" 

John Wollenman, a farmer with 500 acres 
in oranges, was the representative who solic
ited payment from Pescosolido and others. 
Wollenman is executive chairman of the ex
ecutive committees covering regulation of 
both navel and valencia oranges, and he ex
plains that since the law provides only $25 
per weekly meeting plus some minimal ex
pense money, it has been necessary to raise -
more funds on the side. "Gasoline is very 
expensive now, you know," Wollenman com
plains. He acknowledges receiving $3400 in 
·payments from two orange packing houses 
this season, but denies that the payments 
influenced his votes on the committees. 

In any case, the Department of Agricul
ture has advised Wollenman and other com
mittee representatives to stop asking for 
extra compensation for their services. 
Donald Kuryloski, deputy director of the 
department's Food and Vegetable Division, 
says, "We don't condone that at all. You 
don't do anything that gives even an ap
pearance of a conflict of interest. You just 
don't." 

Sunkist spokesmen, members of the ad
ministrative committees, and federal offi
cials ·all deny that the effect of marketing 
orders is to waste millions of tons of pro
duce each year. The drag strip near the 
Kern-Tulare county line, where thousands 
of pounds of oranges are now rotting, is offi
cially classified as one of fifty-five approved 
"processors"-including dairies, livestock 

. 
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yards, trucking companies, and even a Litter 
Container Company-where fresh produce 
above a farmer's · quota can be diverted. 
"That's not a dump. That's a dryin' area," 
Wollenman drawls. "This is not the first 
year we've sent fruit to the dryin' area." 
Wollenman says that after the fruit rots 
and the juice runs off, the leavings are 
mashed into cattle feed. 

Sunkist has felt "quite frustrated" with 
the focus on waste in the fight over the 
orange marketing order. Says spokeswoman 
Ann Warring, "There's been a statement 
made that half of the crop will not make it 
to the consumer. Well, Sunkist has been 
processing all of its products." Nonetheless, 
even Sunkist acknowledges that navel or
anges are ill suited for "processing" into 
frozen concentrate. The fruit is so tart that 
it must be mixed at a ratio of ten to one 
and, as a consequence, the return to farmers 
is below the cost of production. Consum
mers Union spokesman Oshira believes the 
diversion of table oranges to frozen concen
trate and cattle feed is an overall waste of 
scarce resources: "We have a situation 
that's an outrage. Think of the land, the 
energy, the water, the capital used to grow 
that fruit. Think of the people who should 
love to buy that fruit at a price they could 
afford." 

In San Francisco, USDA official Ben Darl
ing scoffed at the picture Oshira drew of 
hungry consumers being denied produce be
cause of the operation of marketing orders. 
Darling said his position would be altered if 
oranges were needed for survival. But, he 
allows: "Oranges are not an essential food. 
People don't need oranges. They can take 
vitamins." 

Carl Pescosolido has been struggling to 
avoid dumping his oranges on the ground, 
but that task was made more difficult when 
the juice processing plant that normally 
handles diverted fruit from Exeter Orange
controlled by John Wollenman's brother, 
G. A. Wollenman-€xpelled Pescosolido's 
company from the facility. Pescosolido also 
endured a twelve-day "audit" by administra
tive committee investigators pursuing a pos
sible fine against Exeter Orange. As if to un
derscore the risk of his rebelliousness, Pes
cosolido has only to reflect on the experi
ence of his friend, former farmer Jacques 
Giddens, who defied administrative commit
tee regulations in 1976 and was fined 
$12,620 and driven out of business. Pescoso
lido knows he has a serious fight on his 
hands, and already he has plowed $250,000 
in legal fees into the effort. He's determined 
to continue his battle in the courts, and 
both his defenders and detractors see that 
as the first step in a radical new appraisal of 
agricultural regulation. 

When hundreds of thousands of farmers 
in the Dust Bowl watched their topsoil blow 
away in the twenties and thirties and other 
farmers across the country were caught in 
the crossfire of overproduction and poor 
prices, John Steinbeck wrote about the 
tandem hunger and waste that resulted
twin poxes of a volatile economy. In "The 
Grapes of Wrath," published the same year 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
became the centerpiece of government con
trol in agriculture, Steinbeck wrote: "Men 
who have created new fruits in the world 
cannot create a system whereby their fruits 
may be eaten. And the failure hangs over 
the State like a great sorrow. 

"The works of the roots of the vines, of 
the trees, must be destroyed to keep up the 
price, and this is the saddest bitterest thing 
of all. Carloads of oranges dumped on the 
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ground .... A million people hungry, need
ing the fruit-and kerosene sprayed over 
the golden mounds. 

"There is a crime here that goes beyond 
denunciation. There is a sorrow here that 
weeping cannot symbolize. There is a failure 
here that topples all our success." 

Pescosolido reads through that passage in 
his office, and sinks back into his chair. 
"That's beautiful, that's exactly it," he says 
as he prepares for another round in the 
slugfest over government regulations origi
nally imposed to prevent waste and curb the 
farmers' hardship and the consumers' un
certainty. The new alliance Pescosolido has 
joined, a coalition of independent farmers 
and consumer lobbyists, believes the govern
ment regulations only deepen the evil they 
were designed to cure.e 

IN RECOGNITION OF ALAMEDA 
EDUCATOR, MR. ARTHUR LEY
DECKER 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to share 
with my colleagues the achievements 
of one of my constitutents, Mr. Arthur 
Leydecker. 

Mr. Leydecker is retiring this year 
after 30 years as an educator in the 
city of Alameda, Calif. 

In addition to his responsibilities as 
a teacher and as an administrator, he 
has devoted much of his time to civic 
duties. He is past president of the Ala
meda Girls' Club, he is on the board of 
directors of the Alameda Boys' Club 
and the Rotary International. He has 
served on the Alameda Council, the 
Boy Scouts of America, and the Cen
tury Club. He received the Honorary 
Life Service Award of the PTA and 
the leadership award of ACSA. 

It is indeed appropriate that we add 
our commendations to Mr. Leydecker 
upon his retirement and for his out
standing service to the youth and com
munity of Alameda.e 

BURGER'S COMMENTS ON 
PRISON REFORM 

HON. ROMANO L. MAZZOLI 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
•Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, we can 
all be proud of the way American jus
tice operates. Yet, improvements can 
always be made in the system. 

I wish to congratulate the Chief Jus
tice of the United States, Warren E. 
Burger, on his remarks to the law 
graduates at George Washington Uni
versity recently. 

Excerpts of those remarks were car
ried in the May 26 Washington Post. 

His proposals for a cost-effective 
method to improve the penal system 
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and increase the rate of prisoner reha
bilitation merits the concerns of the 
Congress and the country. 

The article follows: 
A MORAL OBLIGATION TO PRISONERS 

No one questions that a criminal convic
tion should always be open to correct a mis
carriage of justice. But no other system in 
the world invites our kind of never-ending 
warfare with society, long after criminal 
guilt has been established, beyond reason
able doubt, with all the safeguards of due 
process. Our system has moved thoughtful, 
sensitive observers who are dedicated to in
dividual liberty to ask: "Is guilt irrelevant?" 

Looking back, we see that over the past 
half century we have indulged in a certain 
amount of self-deception with euphemisms, 
sometimes perhaps to sugar-coat the acid 
pills of reality, and sometimes to express 
our humane aspirations for those who break 
our laws. Prisons became "penitentiaries"
places of penitence-juvenile prisons 
became "reform schools" and, more recent
ly, we have begun "halfway houses" without 
being quite sure halfway from what to 
what. 

I have long believed-and I have frequent
ly said-that when society places a person 
behind walls and bars it has a moral obliga
tion to take some steps to try to render him 
or her better equipped to return to a useful 
life a a member of society. Now, I say "try," 
and I use the term moral obligation, not 
legal, not constitutional. The Constitution 
properly mandates dues process and it man
dates certain protective guarantees, but it 
mandates nothing concerning the subject of 
punishments except that they not be "cruel 
and unusual." To make these people good 
citizens is also for our own proper self-inter
est. 

To do all the things that might have some 
chance of changing persons convicted of se
rious crimes will cost a great deal of money, 
and 1981, if you have listened to talk shows, 
is hardly the year in which to propose large 
public expenditures for new programs to 
change the physical plants and internal pro
grams of penal institutions. So what I am 
about to propose are programs of relatively 
modest fiscal dimensions that I believe will 
help-but with no guaranteed results. 

Two steps could reasonably be taken 
within the range of affordable expenditure. 
I relate them chiefly because they are 
affordable in an economic sense-and feasi
ble in terms of the psychology and the polit
ical and economic realities of 1981. These 
proposals are closely related. Each bears on 
training and education-training of the in
mates and training of the keepers. 

In all too many state penal institutions, 
the personnel-the attendants and guards
are poorly trained and some are not trained 
at all for the sensitive role they should per
form. A fairly recent study shows an aston
ishing rate of turnover of guards and correc
tional personnel. 

An important and lasting consequence of 
lack of trained personnel is the impact on 
the inmate-the individual inmate-who 
continues his hostility toward society, 
toward fellow inmates and prison personnel. 
The keepers come to be the immediate sym
bols of the society that keeps them con
fined. Unfortunately, judicial holdings have 
not always discouraged this warfare. More 
often than not, and I emphasize this, in
mates go back into society worse for their 
confinement. 

The best of prison administrators cannot 
change some of the negative conditions 
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unless those in the high-turnover, lower
echelon categories are carefully screened, 
well-trained and reasonably paid. Psycho
logical testing of applicants is imperative to 
screen out people with latent tendencies of 
hostility. The existing prohibitions on psy
chological screening must be reexamined. 
Today, those lower positions in most of the 
states are generally not paid adequately 
enough to get even minimally qualified 
people. 

The time is ripe to extend the fine work 
begun in 1972 by the National Institute of 
Corrections, and we should proceed at once 
to create a national academy of corrections 
to train personnel much as the FBI has 
trained local and state police. This is espe
cially needed for the states, which have no 
real training resources available. The acade
my should also provide technical assistance 
to state and local institutions. 

The second step for which I would urge 
consideration is one that would need to be 
over a longer period of time. We should in
troduce or expand two kinds of educational 
programs in the prisons. 

The first would be to make certain that 
every inmate who cannot read, write, spell 
and do simple arithmetic would be given 
that training-not as an optional matter but 
as a mandatory requirement. The number 
of young, functional illiterates in our insti
tutions is appalling. Without these basic 
skills, what chance does any person have of 
securing a gainful occupation when that 
person W. released and begins the search for 
employment-with the built-in handicap of 
a criminal conviction? 

Focusing on the longer-term prisoner, the 
second phase of this educational program 
would require a large expansion of vocation
al training in the skilled and semi-skilled 
crafts. The objective would be that a prison
er would not leave the institution without 
some qualifications for employment in the 
construction, manufacturing or service in
dustries. These vocational training pro
grams should also be mandatory. An inmate 
who declines to cooperate must be motivat
ed to do so by incentives including shorten
ing the sentence. Just as good behavior 
credit is now allowed to reduce sentences, 
we should allow credit · on sentences for 
those who cooperate by learning. We should 
help them to learn their way out of prison. 

Even in this day of necessary budget aus
terity, I hope that the President and Con
gress, in whose hands such matters must 
rest, will be willing to consider these two 
modest, but important steps. No one can 
guarantee results, but if we accept the 
moral proposition that we are our brothers' 
keepers and the moral proposition that 
there is a divine spark in every human 
being-hard as that is to believe some
times-we must try.e 

ISLANDER TEAM COMMENDED 

HON.RAYMONDJ.McGRATH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• .Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to express great pride in the perform
ance of the New York Islanders whose 
home ice is in the Nassau County Coli
seum in New York's Fifth Congres
sional District. The Islanders' recent 
five-game victory over the Minnesota 
Northstars in the Stanley Cup finals 
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marks their second straight champion
ship, an accomplishment which was 
only a dream to team members and 
their loyal fans a few short years ago. 
As the only major professional team 
on Long Island, the Islanders have 
given nearly 3 million residents of 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties a great 
sense of identity. 

General Manager Bill Torrey, Coach 
Al Arbour, and the strong and skillful 
members of the Islander team are to 
be commended for their tremendous 
effort over a long and demanding 
season. Their work has provided 
wholesome entertainment for thou
sands of people and inspiration for 
many youngsters who participate in 
hockey and other team sports. 

On behalf of many Islander fans in 
my district, I would like to take this 
opportunity to extend to the team and 
its management heartfelt congratula
tions and best wishes for future suc
cess. Finally, no expression of appre
ciation would be complete without rec
ognizing the fine play of the Minneso
ta Northstars, who also put forth a 
gallant effort to participate in the 
Stanley Cup finals.e 

PRESERVING THE MEMORY OF 
THE HOLOCAUST CAN PRE
VENT ITS REPETITION 

HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I w~mld 
like to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues a very moving address on 
the meaning of the Holocaust to the 
younger generation which was deliv
ered by Steven Kaiser, a member of 
the board of directors of Second Gen
eration, a New York organization of 
children of Holocaust survivors. 

Mr. Kaiser, a social worker and ad
viser to students at New York Insti
tute of Technology and Nassau Com
munity College, delivered this speech 
at the 38th anniversary of the Warsaw 
ghetto uprising. In it he pays tribute 
to the courage, tenacity, and spirit of 
the Jewish people. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit this moving 
and insightful address to be reprinted 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

THE HOLOCAUST CANNOT BE FORGOTTEN 

<By Steven Kaiser) 
It is a truly great honor and a privilege for 

me to address you today to commemorate 
the 38th anniversary of the heroic Warsaw 
Ghetto Uprising, and to memorialize those 
millions of Jewish men, women and children 
who perished at the hand of the Nazis. 

It is an honor for me to speak before this 
audience, the majority of whom are survi
vors of the Holocaust, including my Uncle, 
and to share with all of you my thoughts 
about the responsibilities of the children of 
survivors of the Holocaust. 

And, finally, as a member of the Second 
Generation it is a great privilege for me to 
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participate in this commemoration with a 
man deeply committed to the well being of 
the Jewish people, a leader in the struggle 
to combat and prevent anti-Semitism, and a 
person of international stature, as a champi
on of human, civil and individual rights: 
Congressman Steven Solarz. 

Both my parents survived the Holocaust. 
At age 16 my mother was incarcerated at 
Bergen-Belsen, living under sub-human con
ditions, and, amidst death, disease and de
struction, she wrote plays, shared her food 
and thus preserved her humanity. My 
father is the lone survivor from a family of 
four. In 1942 his parents were deported to 
Treblinka. Later that year he received false 
identification papers, and posing as a non
Jew fought with the Polish underground. 
He participated in the Warsaw Ghetto up
rising in 1943, the Warsaw uprising of 1944, 
and then served as an intelligence officer 
for the Allies. 

As a child I denied my unique background. 
I was not interested in concentration camps, 
the Warsaw Ghetto, nor any other aspect of 
the Holocaust. I wanted to be like everyone 
else: a normal American child. Despite my 
denial, I knew there was a difference be
tween myself and other children. It was a 
feeling I could not articulate nor define, but 
it was all-pervasive! 

A few years ago I was able to accept my 
unique background and the strength and re
sponsibility which came from being a child 
of survivors. 

I frequently ask myself: What are my re
sponsibilities as a child of survivors? What 
should my concerns be? These are questions 
which all children of survivors ask them
selves. 

As you probably know, our main concern 
is that the world never forget the sufferings 
of our parents nor the tragedies of the Hol
ocaust. 

There is a movement today among certain 
scholars and intellectuals to, as Elie Wiesel 
states, "de-Judasize" the Holocaust, and 
even among some, to deny its actual occur
rence. 

Can any rational person really think that 
our people did not suffer precisely because 
they were Jews? Or that they were simply 
few among many whom the Nazis thought 
undeserving of life? We cannot allow this in
sidious denial, if not perversion, of history! 

I freq·uently ask myself: How will my chil
dren learn about the Holocaust? Who will 
be presented as the true Holocaust Histori
ans? The survivors are the witnesses to the 
Holocaust. The survivors are the true Holo
caust Historians. It is a responsibility as 
children of survivors, as witnesses to the 
witnesses, to ensure that the survivors' ex
periences are recorded and stand as the true 
history of the Holocaust. 

It is not enough just to remember the suf
fering, the humiliation, the tragedy of 15 
million Jews! It is imperative to remember 
the courage, heroism, resistance, creativity 
and humanity of our people, struggling 
against not only the insane ambitions of the 
Third Reich, but also the passive acceptance 
of its principles by the peoples of Europe. 

We are all aware of the heroic resistance 
of the Warsaw Ghetto fighters. But it is not 
widely known that in every Ghetto, in every 
labor camp, and in every concenttation 
camp there existed a Jewish Underground 
that committed acts of sabotage, organized 
armed revolts, and helped reduce physical 
and emotional suffering. Even in Treblinka, 
an uprising occurred against . this massive 
death machine. 
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In addition to armed resistance, we must 

not forget how even in the death camps, 
Jews valorously maintained what shreds 
they could of civilization and humanity. 

In the midst of starvation people shared 
their meager rations. In the midst of bar
barism writers produced poetry and plays. 
In the very midst of hell Jews celebrated 
their covenant by holding Passover seders. 

The tremendous courage and tenacity of 
the Jewish people needs to be told, and 
passed on from generation to generation. 
This is one of the primary responsibilities of 
children of survivors! 

Some of us here today are children of sur
vivors of the Holocaust. Others personally 
suffered its horrors. Still others may not 
have been directly touched. But no Jew can 
say he was spared. All of us bear the scars 
of the Holocaust. And these scars make us 
acutely sensitive to oppression and tyranny 
wherever they are found. 

In Cambodia, hundreds of thousands have 
been slain or starved to death because of 
their resistance to the new regime. In South 
Africa, the system of Apartheid exists 
which constantly violates peoples' human 
rights. 

In the Soviet Union, the Government pro
motes lies about Jews, curtails their emigra
tion and has systematically suspended the 
human, civil and individual rights of its 
Jewish citizens. 

Recent history gives us many examples of 
the question of anti-Semitism and other vio
lations of human rights. In the General As
sembly of the United Nations a resolution to 
equate Zionism with Racism was passed by 
unanimous vote of the Communist and 
third world blocks. 

In many Arab countries Jews are con
stantly terrorized and denied their religious 
and civil rights. Even in western countries, 
terrorism against Jews is becoming more 
prevalent. And in France after the bombing 
of a synagogue, the Minister of Interior 
stated he was sorry that innocent non-Jews 
were killed. 

We, children of the survivors of the Holo
caust, with our great compassion for suffer
ing and injustice, are especially concerned 
about the persecution of Jews. We are out
raged at the recent rise in anti-Semitic ac
tivity, including instances in our own coun
try .. 

It is our responsibility as children of survi
vors, our moral obligation, to identify, chal
lenge, and vanquish those who would sup
press human rights, liberties and values. 

To conclude, as children of survivors, it is 
our solemn responsibility to preserve the 
memory of the Holocaust, and to ensure 
that it never reoccurs.e 

OIL .TAKES BACK SEAT TO 
NUCLEAR ELECTRICITY 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, 
there is some good news on the energy 
front. Industry Week in its May 18, 
1981, issue reports the following item: 

Although coal still remains king, for the 
first time the nation's utilities last year gen
erated more electricity with nuclear energy 
than with oil, the Department of Energy re
ports. Coal fueled 50.8 percent of all electric 
power generated. Nuclear energy I?roduced 
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11 percent, just surpassing oil's 10.8 percent. 
Other major sources of electricity were nat
ural gas 05.1 percent>, hydropower 02.1 
percent), and geothermal, wood, and waste 
<0.2 percent>.• 

BELL SYSTEM MINORITY 
BUSINESS ENTERPRISE 

HON. PARREN J. MITCHELL 
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The major objective of the Bell System 

Model Program each year is to surpass the 
previous year's dollar amount spent with 
minority suppliers and contractors. 

Early in the development of the Model 
Program it became apparent that each of 
the Bell System companies should have cor
porate MBE coordinators. These coordina
tors would facilitate contracts between their 
companies and minority suppliers, and be 
responsible for the implementation of the 

OF MARYLAND program in their companies. Therefore, 
AT&T established corporate and local MBE 
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Thursday, May 28, 1981 buyers themselves, they are in a position to 

direct suppliers to those who serve in that 
•Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr. capacity in their companies. AT&T issued 
Speaker, I am very proud to share guidelines to aid coordinators in determin
with my colleagues the following syn- ing the effectiveness of their programs. 
opsis of the Bell System's efforts in Each company MBE coordinator summa
utilizing minority firms and affording rizes expenditures and issues quarterly re
these firms an equitable opportunity ports that are sent to the department heads 
to compete for Bell System business. of each company. In order to insure that 
It is not very often that I have the the MBE Program continues to obtain top 
pleasure of pointing to concerted ef- level attention, each year AT&T provides 
forts by established private entities to company presidents their MBE expendi
move minorities one step closer to eco- tures for goods and services.as compared to 

the other companies in the Bell System. 
nomic parity. However, Mr. W. Orville Also included are recommendations which 
Wright, division staff manager, gov- may be helpful in administering the pro
ernment and community relations, has gram in each company. 
worked arduously in this area, and Since 1975, Bell System expenditures for 
graciously consented to outline the goods and services from minority suppliers 
Bell System minority business enter- are as follows: 
prise <MBE) program for my perusal. 1975, $65 million; 1976, $85 million; 1977, 
Through the efforts of Mr. Wright $124 million; 1978, $166 million; and 1979, 
and others, this program has become a $212 million. 
part of the Bell System's overall af- In 1979, expenditures with minority firms 
firmative action program, and I pledge for construction and related professional 
my support for it. A brief review of services totaled $27.6 million, compared to 
Bell System's historical involvement $16.7 million in 1978. 
with minority businesses follows: Gross premiums of $4.2 million were made 

The Bell System has a long history of in- to minority insurance companies participat
volvement with minority businesses. In ing under the Bell System Group Life Insur-

. 1968, the Western Electric Hawthorne ance Re-Insurance Program. 
Works <near Chicago) held the first minor- Bell System 1979 activity with minorlty 
ity trade fair, "Suppliers Opportunity Day." banks was: 
Western Electric organized and chaired the Total tax deposits, $294 million; average 
same event the following year, and the fair on deposit per day, $2 million; and total 
later evolved into the Chicago Purchasing loans, $7 million. 
Council, itself the forerunner to the Nation- In 1978, the Bell System issued the first 
al Minority Purchasing Council. 

In 1972, then AT&T Chairman John D. MBE booklet which contained a ·summary 
deButts was the principal speaker at the of system policy, objectives, activities of the 
Chicago Minority Opportunity Fair. He en- MBE coordinator, a listing of all MBE coor
couraged American industry to become in- dinators in the System and a listing of what 
volved in the minority business movement. the Bell System purchases. This publication · 

Over the years Bell companies have has been distributed to thousands of minor
become involved in and have supported re- ity vendors at minority trade shows all over 
gional minority purchasing councils. Such the country. In addition, each associated 
involvement includes sponsoring local trade company has a more detailed booklet de
fairs, holding elective offices, volunteering scribing the individual company:s needs. 
time, and providing office space and clerical These booklets have been an excellent tool 
support. for bringing minority vendors together with 

In 1976, AT&T issued the Bell System's our buyers iii the associated companies. 
first model Minority Business Enterprise An AT&T MBE Steering Committee was 
<MBE> Program. Among the recommended · established in 1978 to expand awareness of 
components were: the program on a departmental basis both 

A statement of corporate policy to insure 
that maximum practicable opportunity be at AT&T and in the associated companies. 

This group has sponsored a Bell System 
given to minority business enterprises to membership in the National Minority Sup
participate as suppliers and contractors to plier Development Council. . 
our business. 

To see that fair and impartial considera- The Bell System believes that the success 
tion is given to each of the enterprises. of our program cannot be measured in dol-

Definitions of minority group members, lars alone. It can be measured by the com-
suppliers and contractors. mitment the Bell System has towards the 

A methodology for providing maximum program and by the Bell System people who 
practicable opportunity to minority suppli- spend immeasurable hours in aiding minor
ers to be. considered on· an equal basis with ity firms to become viable in the communi-
other enterprises. ty.e 
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NASSAU COUNTY'S SENIOR 
CITIZEN OF THE YEAR, 1981 

HON. JOHN LeBOUTILLIER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. Mr. Speaker; 
it is most appropriate that during the 
month of May, which is Senior Citizen 
Month in Nassau County, that special 
recognition be extended to those se
niors who have excelled on behalf of 
senior citizens causes and the commu
nity as a whole. 

I am, therefore, extremely honored 
to note that this year's Nassau County 
Senior Citizen of the Year is Mr. 
Harry Griffin of 2 Hidden Lane, West
bury. 

Mr. Griffin is a 30-year resident of 
Nassau County, having served numer
ious charitable and volunteer activities 
over the years. Among his many ac
complishments, Mr. Griffin has re
corded over 14,000 hours of volunteer 
service to the A. Holly Patterson 
Home. He has a excellent understand
ing of government, the private and 
voluntary sectors, and has demonstrat
ed a superb willingness to bring people 
and services together. 

I am equally pleased to note that 
Mr. Griffin has been nominated for 
the New York State Senior Citizen of 
the Year Award. Given the extent of 
his most impressive accomplishments, 
I extend him every best wish in his 
pursuit of this honored award. 

The senior citizen occupies a very 
special place in our society today. 
More and more we younger Americans 
will look to those who have lived life 
so completely, and seek to benefit 
from their wisdom and experience. 

Among the many who have honored 
Mr. Harry Griffin-I am honored to 
join in offering sincerest recognition 
to a man who has earned the respect 
and love of so many by doing for 
others.e 

SALLY K. GRISWOLD 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, one of 
our outstanding citizens, Mrs. Sally K. 
Griswold, mirrors the extraordinary 
work being done throughout the coun
try, and I know all my colleagues will 
be interested in her efforts as de
scribed in the article below which ap
peared in the Cleveland Plain Dealer. 

THIS GRANDMOTHER Is PEOPLE PROBLEM
SOLVER 

"There is a time when one must decide 
either to risk everything to fulfill one's 
dream or sit for the rest of one's life in the 
back yard." 
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Sally K. Griswold is not risking every

thing. But neither is she spending her life 
sitting in her back yard. 

Quite the contrary. She is perpetual 
human motion and emotion, a member of 
almost every blue-ribbon organization in 
Greater Cleveland that deals with seeking 
solutions to the problems of people. 

Griswold is on the distribution committee 
of the Cleveland Foundation and the board 
of trustees of the Benjamin Rose Institute 
and Golden Age Centers. 

She chairs the trustees of John Carroll 
University, is on the board of overseers of 
Case Western Reserve University, belongs 
to the Growth Association's board of direc
tors and co-chairs the Commission on Social 
Concerns of the Federation for Community 
Planning. 

Griswold also is a member of the planning 
division of United Way, and is an advisory 
director of the Cleveland-area BancOhio 
National Bank. The latter is a paid position. 

Despite all this, Griswold emphasizes that 
she has been, first and foremost, a mother 
and a housewife. She has four children. 

She was PT A president while teaching at 
Mercer Elementary School in Shaker 
Heights. She served eight years on the 
Shaker Heights school board. A lover of the 
outdoors, she is a trustee of the Shaker 
Lakes Regional Nature Center. 

Griswold's vitality .and verve belie the fact 
that at least numerically, she qualifies as a 
senior citizen; she was born May 28, 1917, in 
Lakewood. 

She received a bachelor's degree in educa
tion from the University of Michigan in 
1938, after graduation from Heights High 
School. She obtained a master's degree in 
guidance and counseling from John Carroll 
in 1976. 

The green-eyed grandmother of five likes 
to play golf, even .though she has trouble 
finding time for the sport. She enjoys cook
ing, reading fiction and spending time with 
her family. Her husband, Bruce, is a 
member of the law firm of Calfee Halter & 
Griswold. 

How does she find time for all her duties? 
Her answer is practical. "Well," she said, 
"not all boards and commissions meet at 
once. And a lot of work is done by paid staff 
members who make you look good." 

Griswold is putting much of her energy 
into a few areas of concerTl: making day care 
available to children and the elderly, cut
ting health care costs and working with the 
Council on Mental Health to insure that the 
rights of the mentally ill and retarded are 
represented in the courts. 

"We are working to place health care in 
reach of every segment of the population, 
and costs are escalating," she noted. "One 
way we can cut these costs is to care for the 
elderly's health needs in their homes as 
long as possible. Another way is to establish 
day care centers. We are also working to 
enact legislation for the state licensing of 
day care centers for children." 

Of President Reagan's budget cuts, Gris
wold said, "Federal programs can't keep 
printing money. Too much money goes into 
administrative overhead, and our goal is to 
get money directly to the people." 

The Cleveland area, she said, is "blessed 
by a wealth of volunteers. Volunteers work 
in a learning, educational experience which 
broadens your horizon. 

"Sometimes we get a little satisfaction. and 
a great deal of frustration. We keep seeing 
the same problems cropping up year after 
year. Solutions aren't always lasting. When 
you are involved you hope you could have 
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more impact on problems, but changes take 
place very slowly," she added. 

Despite the frustrations and the snail-like 
pace of change, Griswold summed up her 
life cheerfully: "I give a little and get a lot 
back."• 

STEEL INDUSTRY COMPLIANCE 
EXTE:N'SION ACT 

HON. GUS SAVAGE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, today I 
was one of the Members who both 
supported and voted for passage of 
H.R. 3520, commonly known as the 
Steel Industry Compliance Extension 
Act. 

As a member of the Congressional 
Steel Caucus and as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 1817, legislation similar in pur
pose and intent to this bill we passed 
under suspension of the rules today, I 
am pleased that Members from both 
sides of the aisle could join forces to 
lend the steel industry a helping hand. 
The action we took today should help 
insure that many presently employed 
steelworkers in my district will not be 
forced to join the thousands of laid-off 
Wisconsin steelworkers, also in my dis
trict, who have been victimized, ·in 
part by Government insensitivity. 
This legislation will give the steel in
dustry some breathing room to come 
into compliance with requirements of 
the Clean Air Act respecting installa
tion of pollution control equipment. If 
no action had been taken to relax the 
compliance deadline of December 31, 
1982, I am afraid my district and 
others as well, would have come face 
to face with yet other heart-renching 
tragedies, the proportions of which 
would rival that of Wisconsin steel. 

Further, as one who has always been 
a champion of the environment I am 
pleased that this legislation does not 
downgrade existing air quality stand
ards. I have always insisted that con
cern for economic growth and concern 
for the environment rieed not be mu
tually exclusive goals. 

The bill we passed grants the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency the au
thority, on a case-by-case basis, to 
stretch out the time within which a 
company has to meet air quality 
standards in those instances where de
monstrable need is sufficiently proved. 
Finally, I take this occasion to say 
that the action we took today gives me 
some reason to hope that Members 
from both political camps will, in the 
ensuing months, increasingly show a 
compassion for people in other areas 
as well.e 
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THE SASOL LESSON 

HON. NICK JOE RAHALL II 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
•Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, recently 
I was invited to address the Metals 
and Minerals Conference in a World 
Context in South Africa as chairman 
of the House Coal Group and as a 
member of the Mines and Mining Sub
committee of the House Interior Com
mittee. Besides joining in on the dis
cussion of nonfuel minerals, their im
portance to national security and tech
nologies involved in their extraction, I 
had an opportunity to tour several 
coal mining operations in that coun
try. South Africa is a major coal ex
porter. In addition, it is a world leader 
in the production and use of synthetic 
fuels derived from ~oal. The largest 
coal liquefaction facility in the world, 
Sasol, is in South Africa. It is a profit
able operation and has drastically re
duced that country's dependence on 
foreign oil. 

The Sasol project began in 1950. 
Last year, due to the production of 
synthetic fuels from Sasol 1, only 
about 25 percent of South Africa's 
energy requirements were met by im
ported crude oil. With the completion 
of Sasol 2 and 3, that country's de
pendence on foreign oil will drop to 
less than 15 percent. 

With the Sasol technology, South 
Africa has made an investment in the 
future. Thus, it was with some chagrin 
that I read an article in the Star, 
South Africa's largest daily newspa
per, which led V!ith this paragraph: 

Like a piece of soft coal, the U.S. synthet
ic "fuels programme has begun to crumble 
around the edges now that the Reagan ad
ministration has started handling it. And, as 
with the piece of coal, the projects under 
scrutiny are leaving a residue even after 
they are scrubbed. 

It is the residue of this country's 
synthetic fuel efforts that I would like 
to address. It is the scrubbing of a 
project forged with international coop
eration that I would like to decry. 
Among the synthetic fuel demonstra
tion projects slated to be cut by the 
Reagan administration, SRC-II in 
Morgantown, W. Va., represented a 
commitment by the U.S. Government, 
the private sector and two of our 
allies, Germany and Japan, to jointly 
cooperate in reducing foreign oil im
ports by developing synthetics from 
coal. However, due to the administra
tion's proposal to cut the Federal 
share of this project, West Germany 
seems ready to give up on it; Japan 
feels cheated; and, Gulf Oil, which is 
carrying the private share of costs, 
cannot continue its work. 

It is strange that this administration 
is so shortsighted as to not realize the 
implications of its actions in this area. 
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It is also discouraging that this Nation 
is 30 years behind South Africa in syn
thetic fuel technology. 

With just a small degree of forti
tude, we could reverse this tide and in 
a few years be in the enviable position 
of South Africa as far as reducing oil 
dependence goes. Yet, in its urgency to 
cut the Federal budget, the adminis
tration has not only reneged on com
mitments made to our allies, but has 
seriously damaged our efforts toward 
energy. independence. 

The SRC-II project calls for the 
conversion of 6,000 tons of coal into 
20,000 barrels of oil per day during the 
demonstration phase. It would be the 
largest construction project in West 
Virginia's history. Moreover, it would 
provide the basis for future commer
cial-scale projects which were to pro
duce the equivalent of 500,000 barrels 
of oil per day by 1987 and 2 million 
barrels per day by 1992. 

Today, these goals are in jeopardy. 
At present, the administration is ne

gotiating the future of SRC-II with 
Japan, West Germany, and Gulf Oil. I 
would suggest that during these talks 
the administration stand by agree
ments which were signed in the Rose 
Garden last year by President Carter. 
I would urge the administration not to 
instill an element of distrust in our in
ternational allies by eroding this Na
tion's commitment to leading the way 
toward increased energy security. The 
technology being developed at the 
SCR-II plant is but one building block 
toward the creation of an entire indus
try. But, it is a very impo_rtant build
ing block as it is part of the f ounda
tion of an international effort among 
our allies, the Federal Government, 
and the private sector to jointly tackle 
the problems we all face in meeting 
the energy challenges of today and of 
those that will be faced by future gen
erations.e 

TRIBUTE TO WESLEY SANDERS, 
JR. 

HON.GLENNM.ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 6, 1981, the Brothers 3 will host a 
dinner at the Coconut Grove in Los 
Angeles Ambassador Hotel to honor 
Compton City Treasurer Wesley San
ders, Jr. This occasion is one more 
honor in Wesley's already distin
guished life, for he has always ex
celled in both private and public ven
tures. 

Wesley was born in Los Angeles on 
February 7, 1933. He attended Jordan 
High School, entered Harbor Commu
nity College to major in business ad
ministration, and graduated from the 
University of California at Santa Cruz 
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in 1977. In 1952 he entered the U.S. · 
Air Force, eventually reaching the 
rank of staff sergeant. After leaving 
the Air Force, Wesley became involved 
in the meat and grocery packaging in
dustries, becoming owner and operator 
of Triple Quality Meats in 1961. Wes
ley's 17 years in the industry were suc
cessful ones, as is evidenced by his se
lection as the Morrell Meat Packers' 
outstanding salesman of the year. 

Succeeding in private business, 
Wesley has turned to public service in 
later years. He was a member of 
Compton Union High School's Person
nel Commission, and advanced to serve 
on the personnel commission for the 
Compton Unified School District. In 
1973, he was elected Compton city 
treasurer and has held that office 
since. As treasurer, he has guided the 
city's successful efforts toward urban 
revitalization, earning more interest 
income for the city than any other 
treasurer in Compton's history. Fur
ther proof of his effectiveness as treas
urer lies in the fact that he ran unop
posed in the last election. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a man of talent 
and energy who continues to give his 
all to his community. Wesley belongs 
to over a dozen civic organizations, in
cluding the Compton Chamber of 
Commerce, the Young Men's Christian 
Association, the National Association 
for the Advancement of Colored 
People, the Central Democratic Com
mittee, and the Compton Police Offi
cers' Reserve Corps. A man who has 
given so much of his time and energy 
to the growth of our area is deserving 
o:f this dinner in his honor. 

My wife, Lee, joins me in wishing 
the very best for Wesley, who we know 
will continue his high level of excel
lence in the years ahead.e 

SOCIAL SECURITY CUTBACKS 

HON. DAVID W. EVANS 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. EVANS of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, because of my interest in and advo
cacy of the social security retirement 
system and as a member of the House 
Aging Committee, I wish to state my 
opposition to several of the adminis
tration's proposals to reduce certain 
social security benefits beginning Jan
uary 1, 1982. I consider the adminis
tration's proposals to be an overreac
tion to the critical need to correct the 
many problems associated with the 
social security system. 

Major elements of the administra
tion's plan would reduce benefits for 
those persons retiring before age 65 
and delay for 3 months an annual 
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cost-of-living allowance <COLA) sched
uled for July 1982. Legislation already 
moving through Congress would raise 
the full benefit retirement age from 65 
to 68 and eliminate the $122 minimum 
monthly benefit as of January 1982, 
among other provisions. Enactment of 
all the social security proposals could 
save $81.9 billion by the end of 1986. 
That seems good, yet, President Rea
gan's overall cut is three times greater 
than necessary to make the system fi
nancially sound and it ignores the rec
ommendation of three major Presiden
tial study commissions. I suggest the 
President read some of those studies. 

Since social security. is the principal 
source of income for most retirees the 
proposed cuts would be especially dev
astating to persons forced to take an 
early retirement because of poor 
health or unemployment. Recipients 
of social security benefit checks have 
already had their payments eroded by 
inflation and should not be asked to 
wait an additional 3 months for their 
adjustments. While I firmly believe we 
must reduce the Federal deficit, I am 
skeptical of measures that call for the 
deepest sacrifices to be made by the 
poor, the aged, and the disabled. The 
administration's proposal reflects a 
basic and deep misunderstanding of 
what the social security system is 
about. Social security is a long-term 
compact between its contributers and 
the Federal Government; contribute 
during your working years and the 
Government will pay you and your de
pendents what has been promised 
when you are retired, disabled, or 
dead. The public cannot maintain 
faith in the system if that system is 
subject to changes because of short
term political or economic goals. 

Among the most criticized proposals 
in the President's package is a plan to 
reduce benefits for those who elect to 
retire early, starting January 1982. 
Under the current system, those who 
retire at age 62 receive 80 percent of 
the benefits they would be entitled to 
if they had retired at age 65. President 
Reagan wants those early benefits re
duced to 55 percent of full benefits to 
encourage people to remain in the 
work force longer. 

By the administration's own calcula
tions, a worker entitled to the maxi
mum social security benefit who re
tired next January would receive $159 
a month less than under present law
$310.50 under the Reagan plan as com
pared with $469.60. Under the admin
istration's proposal, the early retire
ment benefit would not e'len be high 
enovgh for a single person to reach 
the poverty level. 

The disability proposals of the plan 
are especially hard on women. A 
woman who is pregnant and wants to 
stay at home with her child for 3 years 
would not be eligibile for disability 
benefits until after she had rejoined 
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the work force and worked steadily for 
an additional 7 years should she 
become disabled on the job. 

Tightening the social security bu
reaucracy is a more reasonable and ac
ceptable goal that could result in 
much needed savings. Also, under leg
lslation I am cosponsoring, certain 
aliens would not be able to obtain 
social security until they have been in 
this country at least 5 years. 

The controversy over proposed social 
security benefit cutbacks is one that 
will receive considerable attention. As 
a member of the House Aging Com
mittee and its Subcommittee on Re
tirement Income, I will continue to 
support reasonable and equitable al
ternatives to the administration plan 
to reduce earned retirement income.e 

PRAISING 
CHARLES 
TEAM 

THE MOUNT ST. 
ACADEMY HOCKEY 

HON. FERNAtiD J. ST GERMAIN 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the most often used phrases to 
describe the unlikelihood of the un
usual occurring twice is "lightning 
striking twice in the same place." In a 
way, however, the most extraordinary 
has taken place in the town of Woon
socket, R.I., where I have lived my 
'entire life. Though unlike lightning 
which is directed by chance, the reoc
currence of an event which has taken 
place in Woonsocket has been the 
result of hard work, commitment, 
talent, desire, and a bit of genius. 

For the Mount St. Charles hockey 
team to have been cited as the No. 1 
team in all the Nation is a tremendous 
honor and achievement. For the same 
school to have been chosen as the Na
tion's top hockey team for the second 
year in a row is a feat that is un
matched in the history of high school 
athletics and tr:uly stands as one of 
the most outstanding efforts imagin
able. 

The Mount St. Charles team has 
played flawlessly in the past two sea
sons finishing with an undefeated 
record and the Nation's highest honor. 
Their coach Bill Belisle has led his 
teams to an equally amazing 157 victo
ries in 163 matches over the past 5 
years. 

I believe the excellence of the 
Mount St. Charles hockey team is of. 
such an outstanding and unusual' 
nature that I felt compelled to share: 
their achievements with you. They are' 
the pride of not only Woonsocket but 
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of all Rhode Island. They are truiy 
champions in the highest form and· 
just the sort of sportsmen who could 
make the unusual happen-twice.e 

A SALUTE TO SAC'S BEST 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, 
Whiteman Air Force Base, located in 
the Fourth Congressional District of 
Missouri, had good news recently 
when its 35lst Strategic Missile Wing 
won the coveted Blanchard Trophy. 
This is the fourth time they have 
achieved this distinction. The wing 
commander, Col. Norman Miner, Jr., 
and all of the 35lst should be con
gratulated . .The following is an editori
al by Avis G. Tucker, edito:r of the 
Warrensburg Daily Star Journal, con
cerning this distinction: 

A SALUTE TO SAC'S BEST 

News of Whiteman's 351st Strategic Mis
sile Wing capturing the victory in "Olympic 
Arena '81" competiton was met yesterday 
with excitement and a surge of pride in the 
home area of Whiteman Air Force Base. 

Winning this year was made extra-special, 
for it marked the fourth tinie W AFB has 
gained possession of the prized Blanchard 
Trophy-something no other missile team 
in the country has ever achieved. 

There was also the added exhilarating fea
ture of rolling into first place from behind, 
even though there was only a very small 
margin of points between the competing 
teams. The first eight were separated by 
only 47 points out of a possible 3,000, and a 
slim 14 points between the top four, as it 
came down to the finish line. 

In each of the five categories-operations, 
maintenance, security police, communica
tions and , civil engineering-experts are 
pitted against experts. 

Team members from the SAC missile 
bases who converge on Vandenberg Air 
Force Base for the annual Olympic Arena 
competition are tops in their skills. Put to a 
rigid test is their technological expertise 
coupled with team spirit. The intensity of 
the latter is often the difference between 
winning and losing.' 

The happy wing commander, Col. Norman 
Miner, Jr., put the winning performance in 
perspective when he said, "We didn't have a 
single first place winner anywhere, but a 
good solid performance took it all." 

Whiteman went into the competition with 
the motto, "Showing Them How It's Done 
in '81," and they turned it into reality. In 
executing their sharpness, they came out of 
the keen competition with the enviable 
reputation of being the best in SAC. 

As these fine competitors make their tri
umphant return, we salute them and extend 
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sincere, hearty congratulations. They bring 
with them a well-deserved honor, recogni
tion to their wing and to themselves and dis
tinction for the entire W AFB area to 
enjoy.e 

INTO THE HALL OF FAME 

HON. RON de LUGO 
OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
• Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me great pleasure to bring to your at
tention the fact that Emile Griffith of 
the Virgin Islands has been inducted 
into the Boxing Hall of Fame. 

Emile Griffith has had an illustrious 
and brilliant career in the boxing ring 
which started in 1957 when he won 
both the New York Golden Gloves and 
the intercity titles in this weight class. 
He went on to win in the welterweight 
and later the middleweight classes a 
total of five titles-a feat matched 
only by Sugar Ray Robinson. It was 
an extraordinary achievement which 
displays the determination, dedication, 
and personal fortitude of Emile Grif
fith. 

It also bespeaks of the same quali
ties in the people of the Virgin Is
lands-the small islands in the Carib
bean which have produced an extraor
dinary number of world renowned ath
letes: Alvin McBean, the famous relief 
pitcher for the Pittsburgh Pirates; 
Elrod Hendricks, a catcher with the 
championship Baltimore Orioles team 
and now a coach with that club; 
Valmy Thomas, a catcher with the 
then New York Giants; Horace Clarke, 
·a second baseman with the Yankees; 
Elmo Plaskett, a pitcher with the 
Pittsburgh Pirates, and Joe Christo
pher, an outfielder with that team; 
Jose Morales, an outfielder with the 
Baltimore Orioles; Jose Cruz, an in
fielder with the Chicago Cubs; Carl 
Plaskett of track and field fame; also 
in boxing, Olympic Bronze Medal 
winner in the junior welterweight divi
sion and now professional, Sugar Ray 
Sealey; and in basketball, Glen Wil
liams of St. John University and 
Butch Lee of the Los Angeles Lakers, 
and upcoming Michigan State college 
star, Ronald Charles; recordbreaking 
swimming star Shelley Cramer; and 
many, many more. The number and 
the quality of athletes emanating 
from the Virgin Islands is truly re
markable. Their success is an inspira
tion to all Americans and it is only fit
ting and proper that their achieve
ments are recognized, as has now been 
done with Emile Griffith's well-de
served induction to the Boxing Hall of 
Fame. I join with the people of the 
Virgin Islands in congratulating him.e 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
GALBRAITH ON IMPERIALISM: 

PART III 

HON. GERRY E. STUDDS 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
e Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, on April 
8, I inserted the first two parts of a 
three-part series authored by John 
Kenneth Galbraith on the decline of 
both United States and Russian impe
rialism during the past two decades. 
Today, I submit the third segment de
scribing the enormous differences be
tween classical imperialism and the 
?ale substitute which goes by the 
same name today. This article, like the 
two preceding it, makes what I believe 
is an enormously logical case for a for
eign policy almost entirely different 
from the one on which the Reagan ad
ministration presently appears to be 
embarked. 
[From the Washington Post, Mar. 31, 1981] 

THINKING ABOUT IMPERIALISM (Ill) 

<By John Kenneth Galbraith) 
In earlier articles, I've noted the promis

cuous way in which we and the Soviets 
trade charges of imperialism in these days 
and the way, also, that what is so character
ized has been for both powers a drastic re
treat. For the Soviets, having regard for 
their position in China, Eastern Europe, 
Indonesia, Egypt and Algeria and various 
Western Communist parties, the loss of ex
ternal influence in the last two decades has 
been enormous. That there have been gains 
of a sort in Afghanistan, Angola and Ethio
pia, countries in which there is only a ten
uous relationship between government and 
the governed, can hardly seem from Moscow 
to be compensation. Our experience has 
been much less drastic. But we have had the 
exceedingly painful reverses in Vietnam and 
Iran, and neither among the other industri
al countries nor in Latin America and else
where do we have the all-but-automatic sup
port that we took for granted 20 years back. 
So it comes about that each power now ac
cuses the other of practicing something that 
is wonderfully in reverse. The reasons for 
this retreat, I would like to urge, are much 
the same for both countries, although they 
work more strongly against the Soviets than 
against ourselves. 

Perception begins with the careless f.e.sh
ion in which the word imperia,lism is thrown 
around-in the delight that all foreign 
policy commentators, American, Russian 
and no doubt Papuan and Lebanese, have in 
giving substance to shadow, making con
crete the subjective. What the word imperi
alism now describes bears no appreciable re
lationship to the practice of the last century 
and for centuries before. Then the imperial 
power governed with its own people, and it 
backed its government with its own soldiers 
or those sufficiently subject to its discipline. 
So it was in the Spanish, British, French, 
Portuguese and the more exiguous Ameri
can empires and, of course, in the great 
eastern and southern reaches of Imperial 
Russia. 

Where this imposed government anti mili
tary power was weak, it was thrown out, and 
it did not matter that those so governed 
were culturally and ethically identical with 
their imperial masters. It was Spaniards 
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who threw the Spanish out of New Spain, 
English who threw the English out of the 
North American colonies. The instinct for 
national identity, autonomy and self-gov
ernment is one of the great constants of his
tory. The real imperialism suppressed it but 
only because it brought its authority direct
ly, comprehensively and obtrusively to bear. 

The case of India is instructive. The Brit
ish were greatly aided in conquest-a point 
conscientiously neglected by Indian histori
ans-because they were in orderly contrast 
with the anarchic, rapacious and incompe
tent despots they displaced. They were, in 
the beginning, a liberating force. But by the 
middle of the last century their rule would 
not have lasted a month in the absence of a 
competent corps of British administrators 
backed by British and British-led troops. 
The mutiny of the Bengal Army in 1857 and 
the consequent (if temporary) collapse of 
British authority showed everyone where 
the real source of power lay. In the princely 
states, the Raj did govern through the 
prince and his public apparatus. But no one 
was in doubt that the true authority rested 
with the British resident and the armed 
force on which he could call. All knew that 
the prince could be superseded, i.e., sacked, 
if he did not conform; it happened not 
rarely, and one prince in western India was 
thrown out for staging an unduly expensive 
wedding between his favorite dogs. 

In French, Portuguese and British Africa 
the same forthright principles were in 
effect; the ultimate British reliance in 
Africa was expressed in verse: "Whatever 
happens, we have got/The Maxim gun and 
they have not." 

That is what true imperialism involved. 
And, in the end, it was not enough. Every
where, contending with the urge for nation
al self-identity, it collapsed. 

The external influence that we or the 
Russians seek to exercise is, by comparison 
with the real imperialism, a pallid thing. To 
send in administrators is unthinkable; at 
most there may be technicians and advisers. 
And while, as in Afghanistan, Vietnam, the 
Dominican Republic and one hopes not 
Poland, troops have been dispatched, this is 
deeply against the conscience of the age. 
Government, in any case, must be by local 
politicians, and this ensures, as we learned 
in Vietnam and the Soviets are almost cer
tainly discovering in Afghanistan, their dis
credit. There are, in fact, only two possibi
lites in such rule. If it is good and independ
ent and has the confidence\ of its people, it 
will not long tolerate foreign guidance. If it 
is pliable and cooperative and accepts for
eign domination, it will not long have the 
confidence of its people. 

There is another fatal difference from the 
19th century. Then there was no real 
thought of imposing an economic and social 
system; what was found in Asia and Africa 
was accepted. The only intrusion on the in
digenous culture came from the trading and 
plantation enterprises, and while this on oc
casion, as in the sugar colonies, could be 
great, it reflected no systematic design. The 
missionaries did make an effort to alter the 
local culture and institutions; for this 
reason there was almost always friction be
tween them and the colonial administrators. 

In recent times, an avowed purpose of the 
great powers in extending their influence 
has been to preserve free enterprise, some
times called free institutions, or to bring the 
liberating miracle of modern socialism. This 
compulsion is irrelevant and damaging, and 
especially so for the Soviets. The difference 
between capitalism and communism is rele-
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vant only after there is capitalism. No one 
viewing a jungle, a tribal economy or a 
simple village society can tell whether it is 
capitalist or socialist because it is neither. 
The effort to extend a system causes more 
difficulties for the Soviets than for the 
United States because socialism is a definite, 
structured thing. When tried in the poor 
countries, it places a heavy demand on the 
scarcest of all resources, namely administra
tive capacity. Free enterprise, in contrast, is 
anything, however primitive, that happens 
to exist. 

It is something of a puzzle, incidentally, as 
to why Soviet policy fails to recognize the 
extensive irrelevance of socialist develop
ment in the more elementary reaches of the 
Third World. Nothing was so clear in the 
mind of Marx; socialism must come after 
the organizing and socializing experience of 
capitalism. <He would have had grave 
doubts as to its feasibility even in a country 
anciently so talented in organization as 
China.) But we should not doubt that rhet
oric about protecting free enterprise can be 
damaging; it suggests some dubious capital
ist design; it is admirably useful to critics; 
and since the controlling influence on the 
economic system is not ideological choice 
but the stage of development, it does not 
make any difference. 

There are other reasons why our influ
ence and that of the Soviets are in retreat. 
Neither the economic system of the United 
States nor that of the Soviet Union has, in 
these last few years, been turning in the 
kind of performance that would make it a 
lodestar for the rest of the world. Both are 
highly organized systems; both could be 
showing the sclerotic tendencies that are in
herent in all organization, public or private, 
socialist or non-socialist. But the main 
reason for the shared decline in influence is, 
without question, the unbounded determi
nation of people to govern themselves and 
the contradiction in any surrogate effort 
from the outside that causes the good and 
strong leader to assert his independence, 
the compliant and weak one to sacrifice the 
confidence of his own people. 

Two thoughts remain. I have spoken of 
decline; that is not synonymous with loss. 
One cannot suppose that we are worse off 
from living in a world of self-confident, self
assertive states. It does less for our national 
ego; but with the negotiation it requires, it 
could be a useful restraint on hasty or fool
ish action. Our heaviest reverse in these last 
20 years was in South Vietnam. Can anyone 
suppose that we are economically, political
ly, culturally or militarily less well off be
cause that unhappy peninsula has been re
turned to the obscurity for which one can 
only assume nature intended it? The domi
noes, Thailand. Malaysia, Singapore- the 
main case for our intervention in Indo
china- stand as upright as ever before. 

What is dangerous is not the decline in in
fluence but the misperception of it. Nations 
as now constituted can act dangerously out 
of an exuberant sense of their strength. But 
they can also act dangerously <or unwisely) 
out of the fear of seeming weak. It was such 
a fear that sent us into and. kept us in Viet
nam. It was the weakness of a client state 
and the fear of having this revealed that 
sent the Soviets into Afghanistan and could 
be the cause of action in Poland. We need to 
see, and must hope others can see, that 
what is called weakness is, in fact, an accom
modation to the times- to the powerful in
stinct that causes people the world over to 
resist influence from the outside and to 
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resist all the more strongly the tighter the 
embrace.e 

HONORING HENRY F. MOZELL 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) ST ARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
•Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, on June 
26, 1981, at a testimonial dinner to be 
held in Oakland, Calif., one of my 
good friends and a respected member 
of the Oakland community will be 
honored for his many years of service 
to the people of the East Bay. I will be 
unable to attend the dinner honoring 
Mr. Mozell, but I want to pay tribute 
to him nonetheless. 

Mr. Henry Mozell is the executive di
rector and founder of the Oakland/ 
Alameda County Consumer Council, 
and has been an effective leader in or
ganizing advocacy groups and develop
ing outreach programs on consumer 
issues. My staff and I have worked 
closely with him on a variety of con
sumer concerns, and his help has been 
invaluable. 

So I join with those who are honor
ing Mr. Mozell in paying tribute to a 
man whose tireless efforts have helped 
many pfilOple in the Oakland area, and 
whose continued dedication is a source 
of inspiration to us all.e 

H.R. 1776 HONOR ROLL-MORE 
THAN A MAJORITY 

HON. ELLIOTT H. LEVITAS 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
e Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to inform the Nation and the 
leadership of this House that, after 
less than 5 months of the 1st session 
of the 97th Congress, more than a ma
jority of the Members of the House 
have now become cosponsors of H.R. 
1776, the Administrative Rule-Making 
Control Act. Specifically, 220 of our 
colleagues have thus far joined the 
H.R. 1776 honor roll. By doing so, 
these Members have signaled their in
tention to help reaffirm the authority 
of the Congress to write our laws. 

A veritable tidal wave of support is 
now overwhelming the opposition to 
the legislative veto. 

I believe that the citizens of our 
country will be pleased to learn that 
they have now been joined by a major
ity of the Members of this body in the 
effort to restore to the Congress its 
lawmaking authority. Our constitu
ents have been the ones who have suf
fered under the laws written and im
posed by unelected bureaucrats, and 
they have made it clear that they 
want this situation to end. They want 
their laws made by people they can 
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see, talk to and vote for or against; 
they want their laws made by the Con
gress. And now they have new hope 
because more than a majority of the 
House have joined in this effort. 

This fact should also be noted by the 
leadership of the House. It should 
serve as a signal that the time has 
come to take action, not just talk, on 
H.R. 1776. 

The legislative veto is already con
tained in approximately 260 laws, but 
this piecemeal, albeit essential, ap
proach leaves us with a hodgepodge of 
authority when uniformity is needed. 
The Congress should have the power 
to review and consider all of our laws, 
both the statutes themselves and the 
regulations written under them. H.R. 
1776 will give Congress that authority. 

The question is still a simple one but 
a fundamental one: Who makes the 
laws in this country, the elected Con
gress or the unelected bureaucracy? 

The legislative veto, as embodied in 
H.R. 1776 would simply allow the 
elected Congress to review and, if nec
essary, veto any rule or regulation, 
having the force of law, issued by the 
unelected bureaucracy. 

The administration and the House 
leadership must now recognize the 
wide base of support for H.R. 1776. 
Both in the House and with the public 
at large, this support crosses regional, 
ideological, and partisan lines. We 
cannot and should not ignore the will 
of a majority of our people or the will 
or a majority of our colleagues. It is 
time to· put an end to legislating by ad
ministrative fiat. 

It is time to act on H.R. 1776. We 
will be watching what happens. The 
American people will be looking to see 
the dispatch with which their desires 
and those of a majority of the House 
are given effect under our system of 
representative government. 

H.R. 1776 HONOR ROLL 

Mr. Albosta, Mr. Alexander, Mr. Ander
son, Mr. Andrews, Mr. Anthony, Mr. Apple
gate, Mr. Archer, Mr. Atkinson, Mr. AuCoin, 
Mr. Badham, Mr. Bafalis, Mr. Bailey of Mis
souri, Mr. Bailey of Pennsylvania, Mr. Bar
nard, Mr. Beard, Mr. Benjamin, Mr. Ben
nett, Mr. Bereuter. 

Mr. Bethune, Mr. Bevill, Mr. Blanchard, 
Mr. Boner of Tennessee, Mrs. Bouquard, 
Mr. Bowen, Mr. Breaux, Mr. Brinkley, Mr. 
Brown of Ohio, Mr. Burgener, Mr. Butler, 
Mrs. Byron, Mr. Campbell, Mr. Chappell, 
Mr. Clausen, Mr. Clinger, Mr. Coats, Mr. 
Coelho. 

Mr. Coleman, Mrs. Collins of Illinois, Mr. 
Collins of Texas, Mr. Corcoran, Mr. Cough
lin, Mr. Courter, Mr. Daniel B. Crane, Mr. 
Philip M. Crane, Mr. D'Amours, Mr. Dan 
Daniel, Mr. Robert W. Daniel, Jr. , Mr. Dan
nemeyer, Mr. Daschle, Mr. Daub, Mr. Der
winski, Mr. Dickinson, Mr. Donnelly, Mr. 
Dougherty. 

Mr. Dornan of California, Mr. Dreier, Mr. 
Duncan, Mr. Edwards of Oklahoma, Mr. 
English, Mr. Emery, Mr. Erlenborn, Mr. 
Evans of Georgia, Mr. Evans of Delaware, 
Mr. Evans of Indiana, Mr. Evans of Iowa, 
Mr. Fazio, Mrs. Fenwick, Ms. Ferraro, Mr. 
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Findley, Mr. Fish, Mr. Flippo, Mr. Forsythe, 
Mr. Fountain. 

Mr. Fowler, Mr. Frenzel, Mr. Frost, Mr. 
Fuqua, Mr. Gilman, Mr. Gingrich, Mr. 
Ginn, Mr. Goldwater, Mr. Goodling, Mr. 
Gradison, Mr. Gramm, Mr. Gregg, Mr. Gris
ham, Mr. Gunderson, Mr. Hagedorn, Mr. 
Sam B. Hall, Jr., Mr. Hamilton, Mr. Hance, 
Mr. Hansen of Idaho. 

Mr. Hatcher, Mr. Hefner, Mr. Heftel, Mr. 
Hendon, Mr. Hightower, Mr. Hiler, Mr. Hol
land, Mrs. Holt, Mr. Hopkins, Mr. Horton, 
Mr. Hubbard, Mr. Huckaby, Mr. Hughes, 
Mr. Hutto, Mr. Hyde, Mr. Ireland, Mr. 
Jacobs, Mr. Jeffries, Mr. Jenkins. 

Mr. Johnston, Mr. Jones of North Caroli
na, Mr. Jones of Oklahoma, Mr. Jones of 
Tennessee, Mr. Kazen, Mr. Kemp, Mr. 
Kildee, Mr. Kindness, Mr. Kogovsek, Mr. 
Kramer, Mr. Lagomarsino, Mr. Leath of 
Texas, Mr. LeBoutillier, Mr. Lee, Mr. Lent, 
Mr. Lewis, Mr. Livingston, Mr. Loeffler, Mr. 
Long of Maryland. 

Mr. Lott, Mr. Lowery of California, Mr. 
Luken, Mr. Lujan, Mr. Lungren, Mr. Mc
Donald, Mr. McGrath, Mr. McKinney, Mr. 
Madigan, Mr. Marlenee, Mr. Marriott, Mr. 
Martin of North Carolina, Mr. Mattox, Mr. 
Mavroules, Mr. Mazzoli, Ms. Mikulski, Mr. 
Miller of Ohio, Mr. Mineta, Mr. Mitchell of 
New York. 

Mr. Montgomery, Mr. Moore, Mr. Morri
son, Mr. Mottl, Mr. Murphy, Mr. Myers, Mr. 
Neal, Mr. Nelson, Mr. Nichols, Mr. Nowak, 
Mr. O'Brien, Mr. Panetta, Mr. Parris, Mr. 
Pashayan, Mr. Patterson, Mr. Pepper, Mr. 
Petri, Mr. Price, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Pursell. 

Mr. Rahall, Mr. Ratchford, Mr. Regula, 
Mr. Ritter, Mr. Roberts of South Dakota, 
Mr. Robinson, Mr. Roe, Mr. Rose, Mr. Roth, 
Mr. Rousselot, Mr. Rudd, Mr. Russo, Mr. 
Santini, Mr. Sawyer, Mrs. Schroeder, Mr. 
Sensenbrenner, Mr. Sharp. 

Mr. Shelby, Mr. Shumway, Mr. Skeen, Mr. 
Smith of New Jersey, Mr. Smith of Oregon, 
Mr. Smith of Alabama, Mrs. Snowe, Mr. Sol
omon, Mr. Spence, Mr. Stangeland, Mr. 
Stump, Mr. Synar, Mr. Tauke, Mr. Thomas, 
Mr. Trible, Mr. Volkmer. 

Mr. Walker, Mr. Wampler, Mr. Watkins, 
Mr. Weber of Minnesota, Mr. White, Mr. 
Whitehurst, Mr. Whitley, Mr. Whittaker, 
Mr. Williams of Ohio, Mr. Wilson, Mr. 
Winn, Mr. Wolf, Mr. Wolpe, Mr. Won Pat, 
Mr. Wortley, Mr. Yatron, Mr. Young of Mis
souri, and Mr. Zeferetti.e 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. LARRY McDONALD 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
e Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 19-20, 1981, I unavoidably missed 
five votes due to a prior commitment. 
I was paired on each vote but only re
ceived a live pair on rollcall No. 51. 
The following indicates how I would 
have voted had I been present. 

"No " on rollcall No. 47-House Res
olution 133, expressing the sense of 
the House of Representatives that the 
lifting of martial law in the Philip
pines is a positive development and 
that this step should be followed by 
further progress toward the restora
tion of democracy in that nation. 

"No" on rollcall No. 48-S. 730, to 
insure necessary funds for the imple-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
mentation of the Federal Crop Insur
ance Act of 1980. 

"No" on rollcall No. 49-H.R. 2098, 
to amend the Inspector General Act of 
1978 to establish offices of inspector 
general in certain departments and 
agencies. · 

"No" on rollcall No. 50-H.R. 2979, 
to extend the authorization of appro
priations for the National Historical 
·Publications and Records Commission 
for fiscal years 1982-83. 

"No" on rollcall No. 51-Conference 
report to House Concurrent Resolu
tion 115, first concurrent resolution on 
the budget, fiscal year 1982.e 

BRINGING THE VIETNAM VETS 
HOME 

HON. BOB EDGAR 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
•Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
today I referred on the floor to an ar
ticle which appeared in the June 1 
issue of Time magazine. I believe this 
essay, by Lance Morrow, clearly de
scribes the current mood of the coun
try, the plight of the Vietnam veteran 
and the continuing need for support 
from the Congress for those who 
served-during our last and longest war. 

BRINGING THE VIETNAM VETS HOME 

<By Lance Morrow> 
For a long time now, the chief ceremonial 

function of Memorial Day has been simply 
to inform Americans that their summer has 
begun. Of course, residual touches of 
drumthumping Americana still cling to the 
occasion-men in deep middle age parading 
up and down the holiday, strutting the flag. 
It is a formal rite of remembering, but re
membering at a major distance. In their 

· V.F.W. or American Legion caps the old sol
diers have long since made peace with their 
generation's war. They have worn their 
memories of combat smooth with the retell
ing. They have grown easy with what they 
did for their country as young men; they 
won, and they are proud of it. The horrors 
that they saw-or performed-so long ago in 
other countries have been effaced by time, 
by the approval of history and of the nation 
they fought for. 

The soldiers who fought America's latest 
and longest war, in Viet Nam, do not partici
pate very often in Memorial Day parades. 
The U.S. has not developed a moral context 
for them yet, and no one parades without a 
moral context. A nation does not fondly 
celebrate the memory of its convulsions. 

Viet Nam arrived in the American mind 
like some strange, violent hallucination, just 
when the nation was most prosperous and 
ambitious, shooting spaceships at the moon. 
Sweet America cracked open like a geode. 
The bizarre catastrophe of that war shat
tered so much in American life (pride in 
country, faith in government, the idea of 
manhood and the worth of the dollar, to 
begin the list) that even now the damage 
has not yet been properly assessed. When 
the country came to, some time in the mid
'70s, it was stunned. In moral recoil from 
the military failure and the huge, lurid fu
tility of the excursion, Americans did a hu-
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manly understandable thing: they sup
pressed the memory of Viet Nam. They 
tried to recover from the wound by denying 
it. 

But of course the veterans of Viet Nam 
were tangible evidence, the breathing testi
mony, that it had all been humiliatingly 
real. Whether walking straight or riding 
wheelchairs, whether prospering at their 
work or glaring out at the rest of the nation 
from a daze of rage and drugs and night 
sweats, they reminded America that the war 
had cost and that it had hurt. For years, at 
least some part of every Viet Nam veteran 
has inhabited a limbo of denial-the na
tion's or his own-often overcome by guilt 
and shame, and almost always by anger. 
Among other things, he has tended to think 
of himself as an awful sucker to have risked 
so much for so little. Most veterans <con
trary to stereotype) have readjusted reason
ably well to the civilian world. But many 
found that coming home was harder than 
fighting the war. 

After World War I and World War II, the 
soldiers returned together with their units; 
they had the long trip back in which to hear 
each other's confessions and apologies. And 
of course the piers _ in New York or San 
Francisco were crammed with waiting wives 
and children, the grateful nation craning to 
get a look at its boys, its heroes. During Viet 
Nam, in keeping with an almost sinister 
Government tendency to treat the war as an 
elaborate bureaucratic illusion, the military 
shipped people out alone and brought them 
back alone. The process caused surreal dislo
cations: one day in a firefight in I Corps, the 
next day standing on the American tarmac 
somewhere, as if nothing had happened. 
One veteran remembers the awful solitude 
of homecoming: "They let us off on the 
Oakland side of the Bay Bridge. I had to 
hitchhike to the San Francisco airport be
cause of a transit strike." The Americans 
who fought in Viet Nam responded when 
their country asked them to give up their 
freedom and possibly their lives to do vio
lence in the name of something the Govern
ment deemed right. Veteran Ron Kovic's 
painful book "Born on the Fourth of July" 
described how the image of John Wayne un
reeling in the adolescent mind functioned as 
recruiting poster and subliminal role model. 
In any case, they went. But psychically at 
least, the country did not want them back. 

Now that may be changing. A new atti
tude seems to be developing, in both Viet 
Nam veterans and the nation at large. 
Americans seem more disposed than at any -
time in the 13 years since the Tet offensive 
to admit that the Viet Nam veterans have 
borne too much of the moral burden for a 
war that went all wrong. If there is a 
burden to be carried, it should be assigned 
to the men who conceived and directed the 
war; or, more broadly, it should be shared
in the most profound exploration of which 
they are capable-by all Americans, includ
ing those who went to Canada. 

The denial has been peeling away slowly 
for several years. An odd breakthrough oc
curred last January after the extravagantly 
emotional, almost giddy welcome home that 
America staged for the 52 hostages from 
Iran. The nation was an orgy of yellow rib
bons and misting eyes. But then, a few days 
later, a countertheme surfaced. Viet Nam 
veterans watched the spectacle of welcome 
<the routes of motorcades lined with cheer
ing, weeping Americans, the nation glued to 
its TV sets, the new President doing the 
hostages proud in the Rose Garden), and 
their years of bitterness boiled up to a 
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choked cry: "Where the hell is my parade?" 
The nation, flushed from its somewhat too 
easy outpouring ·over the hostages, began 
acquiring the grace to admit that the Viet 
Nam veterans had a point. 

Perhaps, too, enough history has passed 
to allow the country to proceed to the next 
stage, to acknowledge the Viet Nam veter
ans without setting off a civil war or a na
tional nervous breakdown. Fresh history 
has added a few new perspectives. Ronald 
Reagan, who last August described Viet 
Nam as a "noble cause," nonetheless pro
posed to eliminate $691 million in benefits 
for the Viet Nam veterans, including $30 
million for the 91 valuable and even lifesav
ing storefront veterans' counseling centers 
around the country. Congress will probably 
save the counseling centers and some other 
benefits, and lobbying groups like the Viet 
Nam Veterans of America may find allies 
now among the voters who were not there 
before. 

It is difficult to generalize about the Viet 
Nam veteran. The TV scriptwriter's vision 
in the '70s pictured him as a damply sweat
ing crazo-junkie who would erupt toward 
the end of the plot line and grease half of 
Southern California. A veteran named Glen 
Young took an elevator to a job interview 
recently and had a fellow passenger ask: 
"Are you one of the baby killers?" 

A comprehensive group portrait of the 
veterans has become available in the past 
few weeks. The Veterans Administration 
has published a five-volume study of Viet 
Nam veterans by the Center for Policy Re
search in New York City. Viet Nam veter
ans, the study concluded, have been paying 
a disproportionate social price for their ex
perience. The war tore loose the wiring in 
many of their lives. 

But it is a mistake to view all Viet Nam 
veterans as profoundly troubled, as walking 
wounded. About half of the veterans, the 
study found, still carry disturbing, unset
tling psychic baggage from Viet Nam. Even 
so, most cope pretty well. Americans may 
now be too quick to indulge in a "Lo, the 
Poor Vet" rhetoric. Dr. Arthur Egendorf, a 
Viet Nam veteran and a psychologist who 
was a principal author of the study, points 
out that those who pity Viet Nam veterans 
simply relegate them to the role of victim 
<which is not much help to the veterans). 
Liberals use their pity to help prove that 
the war was wrong. Some veterans, denied 
respect, make do with pity, and even trade 
on it. But that is sad. 

Was the Viet Nam experience unique for 
those who fought it? History would have to 
go on a manically inventive jag to top Viet 
Nam for wild, lethal ironies and stage ef
fects-"a black looneytune," writer Mi
chael Herr called it in his Viet Nam master
piece "Dispatches." Indochina became the 
demented intersection of a bizarrely inven
tive killer technology (all of those "daisy 
cutters" and carpet-laying B-52s and mad 
swarms of choppers and infra-red night
scopes> with a tunnel-digging peasantry in 
rubber-tire sandals: the amazing, night
dwelling Victor Charlie. 

Still, Viet Nani was not unique in its ef
fects upon the men who fought there. From 
Odysseus onward, almost all soldiers have 
come back angry from war. And they have 
had problems. In Elizabethan England, a 
disbandment of armies automatically meant 
a major increase in the number of thieves 
and highwaymen preying on civilians. In 
fact, veterans are almost always treated 
badly after a war, even if the brass bands do 
turn out for a ceremonial welcome home. 
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During the '20s, the windows of the nation's 
pawnshops were filled with soldiers' medals 
for heroism from the Great War. Catiline, 
Hitler and Mussolini constructed their sinis
ter power bases upon the grievances of vet
erans. 

The fact is that fighting a war, any war, is 
a grisly, shattering business. Many men take 
years to recover from it; many never do. Cu
riously, societies almost always neglect their 
veterans for the first ten years after a war. 
Then the veterans get themselves organized 
into a political force <like the Grand Army 
of the Republic after the Civil War or the 
V.F.W. and American Legion after World 
War I) and politically extract the benefits 
and pensions that civilian gratitude or pity 
never got around to bestowing. 

But Viet Nam was different from other 
American wars in one crucial respect: the 
U.S. lost it. When a man soldiers on the win
ning side, the social contract of arms holds 
up; the young conscript is asked to endure 
all discomforts of the field, including death, 
but if he returns, the grateful nation 
<though it may soon grow indifferent) 
promises at least a banal ration of glory, a 
ceremonious welcome, the admiring opinion 
of his fellow citizens. Sometime between Tet 
and the last helicopter off the embassy roof 
in 1975, America threw away its social con
tract with the soldiers and left them to 
straggle back into the society as best they 
could. A lot of them have still not made it. 

But Americans can renegotiate the con
tract, can extract lessons and meaning from 
the disaster. They might begin by trying to 
help Viet Nam veterans restore their lives. 
Many veterans say that it is too late for 
rhetoric, too late for symbols such as the 
Viet Nam Veterans Memorial that will be 
built not far from the Lincoln Memorial 
next year. Such vets want concrete help: 
more assistance finding jobs, more time to 
use the G.I. Bill. They should get it. There 
is something notably irresponsible about a 
Government that dispatches its young to .be 
chewed up in an obscure land and then does 
not know their names when it all goes bad. 
Among other things, that sort of disloyalty 
may make it difficult to recruit the young 
for future military enterprises. 

But symbols and rhetoric are also incalcu
lably important. The hostages' return last 
January, with its powerful, complex effects, 
was all ceremony and TV. Many veterans 
want chiefly to be thanked for what they 
did, for doing as their nation asked. They 
crave an acknowledgment, a respect from 
their fellow Americans that they have never 
had and may never get. The victor always 
gets respect, even if it is of a shallow and 
predictable kind. The veterans of Viet Nam 
are entitled to a deeper, different respect: 
the kind that goes to someone who has en
dured deep anguish, even failure, and sur
vived. 

Viet Nam still chokes Americans. The 
nation wili not recover from it, or learn 
from all of that slaughter and guilt, until it 
acknowledges that the men who fought the 
nation's first teenage war <average age: 19.2 
years) did not cook up that war themselves 
in a mischievous moment. That was all of 
America out there. "It was a collective en
terprise," says Dr. Egendorf, "and we were 
all damaged by it. A family melodrama is 
still going on. Sometimes a psychologist 
cannot treat the individual alone; he must 
see the whole family together." 

America lost 56,480 men in Viet Nam, the 
last irreclaimable body count. The nation 
also misplaced many thousands of men and 
women who did make it home. To embrace 
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them now may be a complicated, belated 
and awkward exercise, but it should be 

· done-done with a clear historical eye, with
out pity or jingo or other illusions. It would 
mitigate an injustice and might even im
prove the nation's collective mental health. 
It would help to settle America's tedious 
quarrel with itself. Americans should be 
able to repeat Robert Lowell's line in a calm 
inward murmur: "My eyes have seen what 
my hand did."• 

CHARLES A. COLLIS: A TRIBUTE 
FOR SERVICE IN THE AMERI
CAN SPIRIT 

HON. MARGARET M. HECKLER 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to acknowledge a very spe
cial honor being conferred upon Mr. 
Charles A. Collis, a constituent, and 
generous benefactor to his native city, 
Taunton, Mass. On Tuesday, June 2, 
1981, Mr. Collis is being inducted into 
the Direct Selling Hall of Fame, the 
highest honor the National Direct 
Selling Association can bestow on an 
individual in the direct selling indus
try. 

Recognition is based on an individ
ual's contributions to the industry and 
the association; personal achievement, 
stature and reputation; business and 
CIVIC accomplishments, and overall 
leadership and inspirational qualities. 
Mr. Collis is being honored for his 
high level of achievement in all of 
these areas. 

Held in the highest esteem by his 
colleagues, Mr. Collis exemplifies the 
best of the direct selling industry: he 
is an American entrepreneur in the 
truest sense of the term. In 1963 he 
founded Princess House, Inc., a North 
Dighton, Mass., firm which manufac
tures decorative accessories marketed 
by independent salespeople. Mr. Collis' 
corporate accomplishments are im
pressive. In 15 years he built Princess 
House into a multimillion-dollar firm 
which Colgate-Palmolive Cos. pur
chased in 1978. Princess House contin
ues to grow and prosper, reflecting Mr. 
Collis' lasting legacy to the firm. 

While at Princess House, Mr. Collis 
fostered a famiiy atmosphere among 
his employees, gaining their respect 
and admiration. In gratitude for his 
concern and caring, his employees con
tacted his alma mater, Dartmouth 
College, and established a scholarship 
fund in his name. Although no longer 
associated with ·Princess House, his 
longtime employees continue to con
tribute to the fund, demonstrating 
their continuing admiration for his 
generosity and good will. 

Mr. Collis has great affection for his 
employees, the direct selling industry 
and its independent sales force, and 
American consumers. His concern, 
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however, reaches beyond these groups. 
Interested in the future of the coun
try's youth, Mr. Collis contributed $5 
million to Dartmouth College in 1979. 
Part of that sum is being used to re
build an undergraduate social center 
and to endow a professorship in histo
ry. The remainder will be used primar
ily for scholarships. 

Mr. Collis' induction into the 
prestigious Direct Selling Hall of 
Fame acknowledges his spirit of 
American entrepreneurship, his stance 
for ethics and honesty in the market
place, and his concern for his fell ow 
man-all qualities held in high regard 
by the direct selling industry, which 
offers some 4 million income-earning 
opportunities to Americans each year 
and contributes $9 billion annually to 
the national economy.e 

A TRIBUTE TO JOE McCAFFREY 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, anyone 
who has worked on Capitol Hill in any 
capacity during the last quarter cen
tury is aware of the fine work done by 
Joe Mccaffrey. As a reporter he has 
distinguished his profession; as a 
human being he has been a consistent 
source of wit and wisdom; and as a stu
dent of the Congress as an institution, 
he has diligently, accurately, and, at 
times, almost singlehandedly recorded 
the follies and failures, victories and 
successes, and day-to-day activities of 
the Congress. 

What a great reporter he is. He has 
never fallen victim to the temptation 
to place himself either in or in front of 
his own news stories. When Joe is re
porting news, you know it is news; 
when he is making personal commen
tary you know it is commentary. He is, 
to use one word I know he admires, a 
professional. 

For these and many other reasons, 
Joe was recently awarded the Congres
sional Merit Award by Roll Call, the 
newspaper of Capitol Hill. In the past 
20 years, this prestigious award has 
been presented only twice-in 1962 to 
the great satirist Mark Russell and in 
1974 to the equally admirable Dev 
O'Neill, the well-known photographer
humanitarian. 

It has been said of Joe that he does 
not simply read the news-he gets it, 
writes it, and loves it. My congratula
tions go to this old pro. When the 
fashionable excesses of what is called 
the new journalism are long forgotten, 
the professional integrity of Joe 
Mccaffrey will be long remembered.• 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
WESTCHESTER COUNTY, 

PROCLAIMS PRISONER 
CONSCIENCE DAY 

N.Y., 
OF 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to announce that today has 
been proclaimed as Prisoner of Con
science Day in Westchester County, 
N.Y. Today the people of Westchester 
are joining in expressing concern for 
the countless victims of human rights 
abuses around the world. Three West
chester chapters of Amnesty Interna
tional actively work for the release of 
these Prisoners of Conscience, and I 
applaud this great humanitarian 
effort. 

I commend to the attention of my 
colleagues Westchester County Execu
tive Alfred DelBello's proclamation for 
Prisoner of Conscience Day, and a 
statement issued by the Westchester 
Chapters of Amnesty International: 

PROCLAMATION 

Whereas the principles of social justice 
and personal freedom are both basic and es
sential to the survival of all people, and; 

Whereas countless individuals throughout 
the world are now denied these simple 
rights solely on the basis of their religious 
or political convictions, and; 

Whereas dedicated members of Amnesty 
International are generously rendering 
their talents and abilities in a concerted 
effort to secure the release of these prison
ers of conscience, and; 

Whereas the citizens of Westchester are 
both pleased and honored to unite in com
mending the members of Amnesty Interna
tional for their individual and collective 
contributions. 

Now, therefore, I, Alfred B. DelBello, 
County Executive of Westchester County, 
do hereby proclaim Thursday, May 28, 1981 
to be Prisoner of Conscience Day in West
chester, and join all who live and work 
within this County in expressing heartfelt 
concern for these gallant victims. 

STATEMENT ISSUED BY THE WESTCHESTER 
CHAPTERS OF AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL 

The Honorable Alfred DelBello has pro· 
claimed Thursday, May 28, 1981, Prisoner of 
Conscience Day in Westchester County. 

Although this is the 20th Anniversary of 
Amnesty International, the . three West
chester Groups are not celebrating. There is 
much work to be done. 

Group 125-The Hudson Valley Group 
has two Prisoners of Conscience. Juan So
lorich Skriller, a lathe operator in Uruguay 
was arrested 11/75 and sentenced to five 
years, the charges are not known, but prob
ably because he was a member of an out
lawed political party. He is believed to be in 
his 50's and his health is poor. Rikhard 
Spalin from the Soviet Union, a Seventh 
Day Adventist was arrested 9/78 tried 6/79 
and sentenced to seven years in a labor 
camp. He was convicted of "anti-Soviet slan
der". Spalin is in his 40's and has some seri
ous health problems. Amnesty International 
believes he is being punished for his reli
gious convictions. 
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Group 154-Mid Westchester Group has 

one Prisoner of Conscience, Leon Yelome 
from Benin, West Africa. He is now 21 years 
old, a law student arrested 8/79 and is being 
held without charge nor trial. Conditions in 
prisons are poor and unsanitary. Amnesty 
International believes he was arrested be
cause he expressed his views that were criti
cal of the government of Benin. 

Group 42-The Lower Westchester Group 
has two Prisoners of Conscience. Kang Eun 
Gi a South Korean printer arrested 3/80 
tried and sentenced 5/80 to three years for 
printing a book about Kim Jae-Kyn who 
was the head of the KCIA who assassinated 
President Park. Conditions in South Korean 
prisons are not good. Mr. Kang, 39 years old 
now has frostbite on one foot. He is married 
and has two young children. Gintautas Les
mantas from the Soviet Union is a 51 . year 
old journalist in Lithuania. He was arrested 
3/80 tried and sentenced 12/80 to 6 years 
imprisonment in a severe corrective labor 
and five years internal exile for "anti-Soviet 
agitation and propaganda". Amnesty Inter
national believes he has been imprisoned for 
exercising his right to freedom of expres
sion. 

More than 120 Westchesterites receive 
one of the three group's mailings monthly. 
We are reminded daily that people suffer 
because of their human rights, and our 
faith calls upon us to affirm the dignity and 
worth of every human being. We hope more 
people become interested and have compas
sion, that some individuals, perhaps may 
have their freedom restored as a result of 
the continued efforts of Amnesty Interna
tional. 

In the past two years, there have been 
some successes. The Westchester Chapters 
of Amnesty International have helped to 
secure the release of Prisoners of Con
science from Argentina, Mali, South Africa, 
Syria and Yugoslavia. Anyone interested 
and wanting to help, please contact: 

Group 154-Mid Westchester Amnesty In
ternational, c/o Mr. R. Millette, 40 Moore 
Avenue, Mt. Kisco, NY 10549. 

Group 125-Hudson Valley Amnesty In
ternational, c/o Mr. Meyher, 293 Benedict 
Avenue, Tarrytown, NY 10591. 

Group 42-Lower Westchester Amnesty 
International, Community Unitarian 
Church, 468 Rosedale Avenue, White Plains, 
NY 10605.e 

LIMITING THE SERVICE OF 
PRESIDENT AND HOUSE MEM
BERS 

HON. NICHOLAS MAVROULES 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I 
have introduced legislation that would 
amend the Constitution, limiting the 
President and Vice President to one 6-
year term, House Members to three 4-
year terms, and Senators to two 6-year 
terms. 

This concept is hardly new. In fact, 
the idea was first raised at the Consti
tutional Convention in 1787, and has 
been debated more or less regularly 
ever since. Our Founding Fathers, Mr. 
Speaker, never intended for congres
sional service to become a career. As 
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late as the mid-1980's, nearly half of 
all Members of the House retired after 
a single term. But this tradition is now 
dead. Today, only 17 percent of my 
distinguished colleagues are freshmen. 
I would like to see that figure substan
tially increased, for I believe that a 
regular infusion of new blood, and new 
ideas, would be more in keeping with 
what the authors of our Constitution 
had in mind. 

Members of the Constitutional Con
vention also debated a proposal to 
limit the President to a single 6-year 
term. Although the idea was not then 
adopted, it has been suggested at in
tervals ever since. I believe that this 
proposal would remove political con
siderations from many Presidential de
cisions, since incumbents would not 
constantly be running for reelection. 

Public opinion polls show, Mr. 
Speaker, that the idea of limiting 
Presidential and congressional terms 
continues to interest a large segment 
of the American people. And yet the 
Judiciary Committee has scheduled no 
hearings on any of these proposals. In 
fact, when my staff contacted the Sub
committee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights, which theoretically has juris
diction in this area, staff members 
there could not even remember when 
hearings were last held on this sub
ject. 

My question, Mr. Speaker, is a 
simple one: When are we going to act? 
How much longer can we ignore this 
issue? I call on the Judiciary Commit
tee to conduct a comprehensive study 
of this question. We have talked long 
enough. Now is the time to act.e 

GUARANTEED STUDENT 
PROGRAM IN PERIL: 
GENCY LEGISLATION 
DU CED 

LOAN 
EMER

INTRO-

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, the guar
anteed student loan program, a major 
source of college financial aid to mil
lions of students in this country, is in 
danger of collapsing unless measures 
are taken to delay any changes in the 
program until October 1, 1981, instead 
of the proposed July l, 1981, being 
pushed by the administration. 

This student loan program today 
provides one out of every four college 
students with assistance and has 
opened the door to educational oppor
tunity for countless citizens since 1978 
when Congress expanded the program 
to allow all students to be eligible for 
aid, regardless of their income. Today, 
nearly 3 million students are borrow
ing under this program which provides 
interest-free loans to borrowers while 
they are in school at below-market in-
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terest rates of 9 percent for borrowers 
after January 1 of this year. 

As New York's senior member of the 
House Education and Labor Commit
tee where this program originates, I 
have been an original cosponsor of all 
legislation effecting this program since 
my election to Congress in 1969. I have 
seen this program grow particularly 
since 1978, when income eligiblity for 
loans was removed and lending 
jumped from $2 billion to upward of 
$7 billion today. 

The unique nature of this program 
stems from its voluntary nature of 
participation by lending institutions. 
Congress has carefully built upon this 
program, most recently during its re
authorization through 1985 last year, 
to insure that lenders keep their doors 
open to students. In 1979, I introduced 
similar emergency legislation which 
removed the "cap" placed upon the 
subsidy paid to lenders by the Federal 
Government when skyrocketing inter
est rates threatened to close down the 
program. Today, we are faced with a 
similar emergency situation: The need 
to postpone changes in this program 
to insure lender participation during 
the busiest period of the year; the 
quarter before students return to 
school for the coming academic year. 

Under the provisions in the budget, 
approved by Congress and which I 
str ongly opposed, we are required to 
effect substantial savings in the pro
grams under the jurisdiction of our 
committee. One of the largest of these 
is the guaranteed student loan pro
gram. While we are deliberating sav
ings for this program which would be 
the least damaging to both lenders 
and students in the long run, we need 
to provide assurances to the lending 
community that they can continue to 
process loans without fearing changes 
in the program before October 1 of 
this year at the earliest. 

The need to delay these changes has 
been echoed by the higher education 
community in testifying before a 
Senate subcommittee last week on the 
implications for the program if 
changes occur before October 1. Their 
comments on this subject all reflect 
identical concerns: History has proven 
that such short notice for such vast 
changes in a program the size of the 
student loan program would be admin
istratively impossible, like our experi
ence in 1972 which resulted in a near
closure of the program. 

In the weeks ahead, we on the Edu
cation and Labor Committee will be 
facing the painful task of reducing the 
costs of the guaranteed student loan 
program while at the same time pre
serving the function of the program: 
To provide financial aid to students 
who truly need it in order to complete 
their education. 

This bill, House Joint Resolution 
259, is an important step in preserving 
this vital program and I urge my col-
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leagues to Jom in support. For the 
benefit of my colleagues, I wish to 
insert the text of this bill into the 
RECORD. 

H.J. RES. 259 
Joint resolution to express the intention 

of Congress to make no legislative changes 
in the Guaranteed Student Loan Program 
which would be effective prior to October 1, 
1981, and to prohibit the Secretary of Edu
cation from taking any action to make any 
administrative changes in that pro~am 
prior to such date. 

Whereas the applications for the Guaran
teed Student Loan Program for fall semes
ter of 1981 are currently being processed; 

Whereas banks and other lending institu
tions that participate in the Guaranteed 
Student Loan Program do so on an entirely 
voluntary basis and reduce their participa
tion in the program when Government red
tape increases; 

Whereas changes in the Guaranteed Stu
dent Loan Program. which might retroac
tively affect IOan guarantees for loans cur
rently being processed will drive lenders 
from the program and delay disbursements 
to students and their families during the 
critical summer and early fall periods when 
the greatest volume of applications for stu
dent loans under the Guaranteed Student 
Loan Program occurs; 

Whereas the steps necessary to make any 
significant changes in the Guaranteed Stu
dent Loan Program effective (including revi
sion of regulations, publication and com
ment, reprinting of forms, changes in ad
ministrative procedures, and notification of 
all parties of legislative modification> pre
cludes implementation of changes in the 
program before October 1, 1981, at the earli
est; 

Whereas in 1972, Congress attempted to 
impose immediate program changes in the 
Guaranteed Student Loan Program which 
resulted in a near total shutdown of the 
program because most lenders simply with
drew from participation, requiring emergen
cy legislation to delay the effective date of 
the changes; and 

Whereas, to prevent a repeat of the 1972 
shutdown of the Guaranteed Student Loan 
Program, the lending community must be 
assured that such changes will not be effec
tive before October 1, 1982; Now therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That-

( 1) it is the sense of Congress that no leg
islation that would make changes in oper
ations of the Guaranteed Student Loan Pro
gram before October 1, 1981, should or will 
be enacted; and 

(2) the Secretary of Education shall not 
promulgate any rule, regulation, order, 
schedule, or amendment thereof which has 
the effect of making changes in the oper
ations of the Guaranteed Student Loan Pro
gram before October 1, 1981.e 

MR. CHARLIE TILLMAN 

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, on May 
19, 1981, Mr. Charlie Tillman ended 
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his 4-year term on the Alameda, Calif., 
City Council. Mr. Tillman, retiring at 
the age of 74, has been both an inspi
ration and a driving force behind innu
merable projects started and complet
ed in Alameda in the last 4 years. 

But Charlie Tillman does not end 
his years of dedicated service by his re
tirement last week. He will, for the 
next 3 years, serve on the California 
Commission on Aging, appointed by 
California Assembly Speaker Willie 
Brown. And I am honored to say that 
he will also serve as my appointee to 
the White House Commission on 
Aging to be held here in Washington 
next November. 

Mr. Charlie Tillman's unending dedi
cation and enthusiasm should serve as 
an example to us all. He has done 
more for the city of Alameda than any 
could imagine, and he will be greatly 
missed. It has been my privilege to 
know Charlie, and I know of a great 
many others who share my sentiments 
in wishing him well.e 

THE CLEAN AIR ACT 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, while 
the administration's concerns on do
mestic affairs are directed to improv
ing the Nation's economy, there is a 
major centerpiece of the Nation's envi
ronmental law-the Clean Air Act
which demands the attention of this 
administration. The Clean Air Act ex
pires September 30, 1981. There is no 
question that this act has a profound 
effect on the Nation's economy, jobs, 
energy production and, of course, the 
need to protect the environment and 
public health of the American people. 

I wish my colleagues to be aware of 
concerns I have as expressed in my 
letter to President Reagan regarding 
both the question of timing by the ad
ministration in transmitting its pro
posal to Congress and the question of 
who within the administration is pre
paring his recommendations on the 
act. The letter follows: 
Hon. RONALD W. REAGAN, 
The President, the White House, Washing

ton, D.C. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: A few days ago the 

Acting Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, Mr. Walter C. Barber, 
Jr., informed the Committee that the Ad
ministration has set June 30, 1981 as the 
target date for submission to Congress of 
proposed legislation to amend titles I, II, 
and III of the Clean Air Act. 

While I appreciate the need for the new 
EPA Administrator and other top officials 
in the Administration to have time to ac
quaint themselves with the Act, implement
ing regulations, and the program in general, 
delaying the submission of the Administra
tion's legislative recommendations until 
June 30 gives me great concern. Vice Presi-
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dent Bush's March 4 letter to Congressman 
Clarence J. Brown concerning the steel tri
partite legislation states that the Adminis
tration was at that time "in the process of 
preparing legislation." My impression was 
that it would be ready in a manner of weeks, 
not months. 

In the first place, the House will be in the 
middle of the Independence Day recess on 
June 30 and will not return until July 7. 
Thus, hearings on the Administration's pro
posals could not begin until after July 7. 
They will certainly require several days. 
This delay will put off Subcommittee 
markup until mid-July or later and would 
probably ensure that full Committee 
markup would not occur until after Labor 
Day. 

This is unfortunate because at the urging 
of the Ranking Minority Members of the 
Committee and the Subcommittee· on 
Health and the Environment a hearing 
schedule has been initiated which I support 
that in general contemplates completion of 
hearings in June. Such hearings have al
ready begun. Adhering to this schedule 
would permit markup to begin early in the 
summer and make it possible to move the 
needed legislation through the House this 
year. 

At the Joint House-Senate hearing in 
March on the National Commission on Air 
Quality's report, Senator Stafford, the 
Chairman of the Senate Committee on En
vironment and Public Works, expressed the 
desire to adhere to a similar schedule. 

The Administration's announcement jeop
ardizes that House-Senate schedule and 
makes it difficult to act "expeditiously" on 
its proposals as urged on March 4 by the 
Vice President. 

Clearly, such a delay is not in the inter
ests of the affected industries, their work
ers, or the public in general. Indeed, it may 
prove very detrimental to the environment 
and the economy. Both stationary and 
mobile source industries have serious time 
constraints placed on them which affect 
manufacturing and construction planning 
and costs and, of course, jobs. 

I strongly urge that the Administration 
revise its schedule and transmit its propos
als to Congress early in June. Such an accel
eration should not be difficult, particularly 
now that the new EPA Administrator has 
been confirmed. 

I am also concerned about reports that 
the . Administration's legislative proposals 
regarding the Clean Air Act and the policies 
on which those proposals are based are 
being developed by the Secretary of the In
terior and his Council on Natural Resources 
and Environment and not the EPA Adminis
trator, who lacks cabinet status. She is not 
even a member of equal status on that 
Council. Recent Administration memoranda 
indicate that even at the working level the 
Office of Management and Budget and the 
Cabinet Council's Executive Secretary, Mr. 
Danny J. Boggs, apparently are having a 
greater input into the development of these 
legislative proposals than the EPA Adminis
trator. 

Clearly, the President is free to seek 
advice from his Cabinet and other Adminis
tration officials. However, responsibility for 
the administration of the EPA and the 
Clean Air Act is vested in the head of EPA, 
not Secretary Watt and his Cabinet Council. 
It is my hope that with Administrator Gor
such confirmed, our Committee can look to 
her as the principal architect of the Admin
istration's proposals and not be required to 
question Secretary Watt and the full Cabi-
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net Council as well when the Administra
tion's proposal is finally available. 

I would appreciate your providing to me 
by June 1, 1981 assurances that the sched
ule will be significantly accelerated and that 
the EPA Administrator, not Secretary Watt, 
will have the lead role in developing Admin
istration proposals. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Chairman.• 

CONGRESSIONAL VIGIL ON 
SOVIET JEWRY 

HON. PHILLIP BURTON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Speak
er, as part of the Congressional Vigil 
on Soviet Jewry I should like to call to 
the attention of my colleagues the 
plight of Eitan and Alexandra Fin
kelshtein and their young daughter, 
Miriam. 

Eitan Finkelshtein is a physicist and 
Alexandra is a biologist-oceanog
raphy. They are residents of Vilnius, 
Lithuanian SSR, U.S.S.R. They have 
been waiting for over 9 years to emi
grate to Israel. 

Eitan Finkelshtein, a member of the 
Lithuanian Helsinki monitoring group, 
has been trying to emigrate to Israel 
since 1971. He has not only been 
denied an exit visa but he has not 
been allowed to work in his profession
al field, physics, since he first applied 
for an exit visa. 

The Finkelshteins are reported to be 
under constant surveillance, their tele
phone conversations monitored, and 
interrupted and their mail cut off. 

Eitan has been active in the hu: .. nan 
rights movement and a contributor to 
the journal, Jews in the U.S.S.R. 

Because of his concerns for human 
rights, because of his own desire to ex
ercise th.e right to emigrate to Israel, 
Eitan Finkelshtein has lost his profes
sion, been fired from even short-term 
menial jobs, and he and his family 
must live in virtual isolation. 

This gross violation of human rights 
is the concern of all persons of good 
will the world over. 

Whenever the free movement of 
people is denied, wherever the human 
spirit and free expression are restrict
ed, in each instance that human digni
ty is degraded, then it is our obligation 
to speak out and to call attention to 
these violations of basic justice. 

I do so today in behalf of the Fin
kelshtein family knowing full well 
that they are but one concrete exam
ple of an injustice which is repeated in 
other places and to other people.e 
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INTRODUCTION OF ADMINIS-

TRATION LEGISLATION ON 
HEALTH MANPOWER PRO-
GRAMS 

HON. EDWARD R. MADIGAN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mr. MADIGAN; Mr. Speaker, today 
I am pleased to introduce H.R. 3723, 
the administration bill "to amend pro
visions of law concerned with health 
professions personnel, and for other 
purposes." Mr. BROYHILL, the distin
guished ranking minority member of 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
joins me as a cosponsor. while we are 
in general support of the administra
tion's budgetary bottom line, we do re
alize that some worthy programs will 
be severely impacted by the proposal. 
Thus, we veiw the administration's bill 
as a starting point for discussions with 
all affected principals whose concerns 
are entitled to be heard. 

The administration's rationale for 
the bill's enactment is embodied in 
Secretary Schweiker's May 15, 1981, 
letter of transmittal to the Speaker. 
The Secretary's analysis follows: 

The draft bill would authorize appropri
ations of $267,873,000 for fiscal year 1982, 
and "such sums as may be necessary" for 
fiscal years 1983 and 1984, for various 
health professions personnel authorities. A 
detailed summary of, and an authorizations 
table for, the draft bill are enclosed. 

The primary dbjectives of the draft bill 
are to eliminate incentives for continued ex
pansion of the capacity for training health 
professionals; promote an increase in the 
supply of primary care practitioners, pro
vide incentives for health professionals to 
locate in underserved areas; ensure ade
quate access to financial resources for all 
students seeking a health professions educa
tion, and; target Federal resources. on pro
grams which promote other national prior
ities. 

This draft bill is the result of a careful 
analysis of departmental programs within 
the context of restrained Federal spending. 
The role of the Federal Government con
cerning health professions personnel must 
change from its previous focus on increasing 
the aggregate supply of health professionals 
to a better targeting of the allocation of 
funds to projects of high national priority. 
Past Federal efforts have been successful in 
expanding the health professions training 
capacity of the nation. As a result, the cur
rent and projected supply of most health 
professionals should be adequate to meet 
the needs for health care delivery. 

First, termination of capitation grants, 
and elimination of general construction 
grants and start-up assistance, would elimi
nate incentives for continued expansion of 
our health professions training capacity. 
However, short-term financial distress as
sistance would continue to provide grants to 
institutions experiencing serious financial 
difficulties and requiring assistance for 
achieving fiscal stability and managerial re
forms. 

Second, targeted support for primary care 
training <family medicine, general internal 
medicine, and general pediatrics> would con-
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tinue to promote increases in the supply of 
primary care practitioners. The location 
patterns of primary care practitioners ap
proximate those of the general population. 
Training more primary care practitioners 
will therefore enhance our efforts to ensure 
adequate access to health care services. 

Third, the expansion of the National 
Health Service Corps <NHSC> field strength 
to 2500 and maintenance of that level in the 
future would assist in meeting the health 
care needs of the most severely underserved 
areas. While new NHSC scholarships would 
not be awarded in fiscal years 1981 and 1982 
<to slow the growth of the pipeline), new 
scholarships would be awarded in fiscal year 
1983 to ensure a steady field size in the 
future. Continued support for the Area 
Health Education Center Program would 
encourage health professionals to locate in 
underserved areas and would provide them 
with the training necessary to provide serv
ices in those areas. 

Fourth, the Health Education Assistance 
Loan <HEAL> Program would be continued 
with modifications to ensure the availability 
of loan funds for all health professions stu
dents in the future. In addition, while no 
new capital contributions would be made by 
the Federal Government, health professions 
schools would be allowed to retain their 
Health Professions Student Loan <HPSL> 
and nursing student loan funds. These 
funds can be used by schools to meet the 
needs of students otherwise unable to 
obtain loans. 

Fifth, a variety of other programs would 
be authorized to meet areas of high national 
priority including: preventive medicine de
partments and training, remote site train
ing, allied health disease prevention and 
health promotion projects, veterinary medi
cine curriculum development, special proj
ects for continuing education, and podiatry 
special projects. Support for nurse practi
tioner and advanced nurse training would be 
continued along with physician assistant 
training. The draft bill would also provide 
funding for nursing special projects. 

We urge the Congress to give the draft 
bill its prompt and favorable consideration. 

We are advised by the Office of Manage
ment and Budget that enactment of the 
draft bill would be in accord with the pro
gram of the President;e 

NASSAU COUNTY'S 1980 SENIOR 
CITIZEN SPECIAL CONTRIBU
TION AWARD WINNER 

HON. JOHN LeBOUTILLIER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
. Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. Mr. Speaker, 
this past year, the Nassau County De
partment of Senior Citizens Affairs 
named Mr. Robert F. Bonner of Syos
set as the recipient of the Nassau 
County Senior Citizen Special Contri
bution in 1980 Award. 

Mr. Bonner has demonstrated an 
outstanding career in human and vol
unteer services. Since 1975, he has 
served as chairman of the advisory 
council to the Nassau County Depart
ment of Senior Citizens Affairs. His 
other activities include past involve
ment in the town of Oyster Bay senior 
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citizens program and numerous other 
volunteer organizations. 

As May is the month during which 
Nassau County traditionally celebrates 
Senior Citizens Recognition Day, I am 
honored to join in acknowledging Mr. 
Bonner's glowing record of community 
service. 

At this time, I would also like to take 
the opportunity to note that Mr. 
Bonner has been nominated for the 
New York State Senior Citizen Special 
Contribution in 1980 Award. His ex
traordinary efforts of the past year in 
behalf of others, most certainly justify 
his nomination, and I extend every 
best wish for success in his pursuit on 
still higher honors. 

Mr. Robert F. Bonner has done all 
Long Island citizens a great service 
through the example he has set. He 
has shown that, at any age, effort ex
tended for the benefit of the commu
nity and individuals is exemplary and 
deserving of imitation. 

I extend my sincerest congratula
tions to Mr. Bonner in fitting recogni
tion of his many accomplishments, 
and I urge all citizens to share his phi
losophy of service and community in
volvement.e 

CHALLENGES TO OUR NATIONAL 
SECURITY IN THE EIGHTIES 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, re
cently, Lt. Gen. William R. Richard
son, Commandant of the Army's Com
mand and General Staff College, ad
dressed the Midwest Research Insti
tute as part of a series of lectures that 
it sponsors for the Kansas City metro
politan area. His topic was "Chal
lenges to Our National Security in the 
1980's". I found his talk to be an excel
lent review of our needs and goals for 
our national defense. His comments 
are helpful to us in our duties as Mem
bers of this body. 

CHALLENGES TO OUR NATIONAL SECURITY IN 
THE EIGHTIES 

Ladies and Gentlemen, it is a distinct 
pleasure and an honor to have been invited 
to speak to you today. It is important that 
we in the military take opportunities such 
as this to inform interested groups of the 
status of our Armed Forces. 

Since World War II, the United States 
and the free nations of the world have been 
faced by a formidable and expanding Soviet 
war machine. In recent years western intel
ligence analysts have observed with increas
ing concern that the Russian armaments 
buildup has exceeded any possible need for 
defensive purposes. The invasion of Af
ghanistan a year ago has dispelled any 
doubts as to the motive for the Soviet ac- · 
tions and the aggressive nature of their for
eign policy. It is clear that the Soviet Union 
now has the capability and the will to 
project power beyond its borders and even 
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the borders of the Warsaw Pact. A look at 
some force comparisons will amplify this: 

On manpower, the Soviets have about 
twice as many men under arms as we do
about 5 million men, backed up by a trained 
reserve force of at least another 5 million 
who have served on active duty within the 
past five years. 

The Soviet Army is comprised of 173 
ground force divisions of which 97 are avail
able within days to fight in Central Europe. 
Although our divisions are slightly larger, 
we have the equivalent of only five divisions 
in Europe. And even if all NATO forces 
were counted, the Warsaw Pact would out
number us 2 to 1 iri combat divisions, 3 to 1 
in tanks, and 2 to 1 in combat aircraft. Addi
tionally, the Soviets can concentrate at the 
time and place of attack, while NATO forces 
are spread from Norway to Turkey. 

The Soviets have been able to achieve 
that advantage in numbers because their 
annual budget allocates about $60 billion 
more to the military than does ours-more 
than double the percentage of GNP that we 
spend. 

For many years we discounted the Soviets' 
growing superior numbers with the comfort
ing thesis that the United States possessed 
overwhelming technological superiority and 
that Soviet quantity was offset by American 
quality. There is clear evidence that this is 
no longer true. In virtually every area of 
ground combat, the Soviets have fielded 
major materiel systems which equal or 
exceed the technological quality of our sys
tems or those of our Allies. This is particu
larly the case in chemical warfare and tacti
cal nuclear warfare capabilities. 

While a direct confrontation and conflict 
with the Soviet Union is the most dangerous 
threat to our national security, it is not nec
essarily the one our Armed Forces will most 
likely have to fight. We live in a world 
which grows ever smaller and more danger
ous. It is a world which has seen the emer
gence of Soviet surrogates and other Third 
World nation states whose economic and 
ideological interests run counter to our 
own-nations whose armed forces have been 
equipped with highly sophisticated weapons 
systems made possible by the sale of oil or 
other scarce natural resources. These weap
ons in the hands of intractable nations 
could pose a more immediate and less pre
dictable threat than those of the Warsaw 
Pact in Central Europe. 

In short, the challenges for the 1980's are 
unprecedented. We face a decade of poten
tial conflict, and we in the Army must be 
prepared to meet those challenges. 

To be effective in the decade ahead, we 
must accomplish four tasks, and they apply 
to the other Services as well. We must: man 
the force; modernize the force; train the 
force; and we must be prepared to mobilize 
for war. I will address each of these tasks in 
turn. 

Manning the force is a major challenge 
today. As a people we have decided that our 
Nation will be defended by volunteers. The 
All Volunteer Force was begun with the as
sumption that if soldiering were to be made 
competitive with employment in the civilian 
job market, military pay and benefits would 
have to be increased and maintained at com
mensurate levels. While pay inequities 
today are the major concern, other signifi
cant recruiting depressants exist. 

In 1976, Congress eliminated the GI Bill, 
an attractive package of education benefits. 
This was accompanied by an increase in gov
ernment funded educational programs with 
no military service obligation. 
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Equal in importance to manning the Army 

is the critical task of modernizing the force 
to enable it to fight and win on the battle
field of the 1980's. The Army is now on the 
brink of the greatest modernization effort 
since World War II-the largest in our 
peacetime history. It is intended to achieve 
at least technological equivalence with the 
Soviets in fielded systems by 1985, and supe
riority by 1990. 

Because our most dangerous potential ad
versaries have predominantly mechanized 
and armored units, much of our moderniza
tion effort has been designed to defeat that 
threat. I am speaking of such weapons sys
tems as the XMl Main Battle Tank which 
has demonstrated high cross-country mobil
ity, the ability to shoot on the move with in
creased lethality, and superior crew protec
tion. The companion Infantry Fighting Ve
hicle, which can itself defeat other armored 
vehicles, has mobility comparable to the 
XMl tank and gives infantry the option to 
fight mounted or in the traditional dis
mounted role. 

The division Air Defense Gun will replace 
today's totally inadequate systems. The Ad
vanced Attack Helicopter is an all weather 
airborne tank-destroyer of unsurpassed 
quality. And the Blackhawk Utility Helicop
ter will improve tactical troop lift even in 
low density air environments like the 
Middle East. 

Improvements in weapons systems are 
being accompanied by more versatile and 
lethal munitions for delivery by direct sup
port field artillery. 

We have a great potential for improving 
our battlefield performance through what is 
called Electronic Warfare. This can be a 
potent force multiplier. By that I mean an 
element of warfare which increases the 
combat effectiveness of a force by several 
times its normal value. 

Advanced command and control radio 
equipment is being introduced into our tac
tical units. Aerial and ground mounted in
telligence gathering and target acquisition 
sensors have greater accuracy and real-time 
data outposts. 

As you can imagine, the bill for the mod
ernization program the Army is undertaking 
will be substantial. Planned procurement 
for modernization during the 1981-1985 
period is about $33 billion, and an additional 
$50 billion is required for full moderniza
tion. 

To attain the best possible battlefield 
payoff for the dollars we are given, the 
Army is adopting a strategy of selective 
modernization. We are assessing which sys
tems provide the best force multiplier effect 
and buying more of those or accelerating 
their development and production. 

In addressing Army modernization to this 
point I have stressed the need for better 
materiel systems, but there are other di
mensions to modernization. Prior to defin
ing equipment and system requirements, 
there must be a concept of what is to be ac
complished on the future battlefield and 
how that is to be done. Once that is estab
lished, then organizations to accomplish 
these tasks can be designed and necessary 
materiel systems can be indentified, de
signed, and procured. 

Recently, the Army has completed an 
effort of several years' duration to redesign 
the tactical forces to fight on potential bat
tlefields in the coming decade. Because our 
potential adversaries are strongest in 
Europe, that war is the most dangerous sce
nario in which our Army might have to 
fight. Given America's global interest, how-
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ever, there are many other places, in the 
world where we may have to fight on short 
notice. 

We must, therefore, design flexible forces 
able to reinforce Europe or to respond to 
threats in Southwest Asia or elsewhere. Be
cause of the distance from developed U.S. 
bases, rapid deployment can best be accom
plish by air. The urgency of being able to re
spond to such a contingency has spurred 
the Army's effort to improve the force ef
fectiveness of our light infantry divisions by 
still keep them air transportable. 

Here again, technology is seen as offering 
the most promise in providing lightweight 
anti-armor systems, light high mobility ve
hicles, enhanced survivability, and new elec
tronic warfare opportunities. This must be 
done without heavily mechanized units, 
which are difficult to transport quickly over 
long diStances. 

Modernization by the accession of new 
systems must be accompanied by a continu
ous program of maintenance of existing sys
tems and the training and support facilities 
needed to sustain the forces which use 
them. In addition, we must provide our de
ployed forces with adequate stocks of am
munition, equipment to replace combat 
losses, and an adequate stockage of repair 
parts. Current levels in all three areas are 
woefully short today. For years, budget cut
backs have adversely affected these levels. 
This trend must be reversed and funding in
creased. Unless this is done, neither the 
present nor the future Army will be able to 
sustain itself in combat. 

This brings me to the third major task 
facing our Army: Training the force. The 
main function of the Army in peacetime is 
the training of soldiers and units in the 
skills of combat so that when war comes we 
will be prepared to fight and win. The train
ing of our soldiers begins on induction. In 
the Training Centers, the object is to con
vert a civilian into a motivated, disciplined, 
and physically fit soldier equipped with the 
skills needed to fight and survive in combat. 
The soldier must be shown that military 
service is an arduous and demanding experi
ence in which success in battle can come 
only through each individual knowing how 
to do his job as a member of a team. The 
new soldier must be challenged to give his 
best, and higher standards are being re
quired to make basic training tougher. 

Upon graduation from the Training 
Center the soldier is assigned to a fighting 
unit either here in the United States or 
overseas. In the unit, individual skills are 
sharpened and more emphasis is placed on 
teaching the soldier how those skills must 
be integrated into the unit's mission as it 
prepares for combat. It is in our combat 
units that cohesion and stability become so 
important. 

The ambitious modernization program I 
outlined previously carries with it some po
tential pitfalls in the area of training. Revo
lutionary technological advancements often 
outpace the ability of the human mind to 
control them. The potential for this exists 
in tomorrow's Army, where highly sophisti
cated weapons systems, electronic sensors 
and jammers, and necessary support equip
ment will be in the hands of the average sol
dier, nearly half of whom did not graduate 
from high school. Some of this problem can 
be engineered away. Still, there remains a 
substantial training challenge in mating 
man with machine in a way that allows the 
machine to be employed to its full effective
ness. We believe we are meeting this chal
lenge quite well. 
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An associated problem is the expense and 

cost to the environment involved in unit 
training. Fuel and vehicular maintenance 
costs attendant to training have escalated 
sharply in recent years as has the cost of 
conventional ammunition. It is evident that 
new training techniques are necessary. The 
Army is placing greater emphasis on the use 
of training devices and simulations which 
may be as complex as a guided missile train
er or as simple as plastic ammunition which 
can be used close to troop living areas, 
thereby saving the cost of moving to remote 
ranges for small arms qualification. Simula
tions for unit commanders and staffs have 
also been developed. These are generally 
war games played on a mapboard in which 
the commander and staff are given a scenar
io and specific situation and mission. They 
are then required to perform the necessary 
estimates, analyses, and decision-making to 
conduct the battle. 

Even with these advanced techniques, 
actual field training will still be the ulti
mate test short of war, and the Army must 
make the most of field training opportuni
ties. The pinnacle of each mechanized and 
tank battalion's field training will be a trip 
every two years to the National Training 
Center, currently under development at 
Fort Irwin, California. 

At the National Training Center a battal
ion task force will be able to draw equip
ment as though on a NATO deployment, 
then move into the field to perform tactical 
missions. There it will fight against .a well 
trained force using Soviet tactics and repli
cated equipment. In live fire exercises the 
battalion will be able to maneuver against a 
moving target array which will also be de
signed to represent a Soviet force. By 1984 it 
is anticipated that 42 battalions per year 
will rotate through the National Training 
Center. 

Our task to train the Army will provide 
one of our toughest but most exciting chal
lenges. With proper leadership, it can have 
a big payoff. But an adequately manned 
force which has been properly trained and 
equipped with modern weapons is of limited 
value if it cannot be deployed to a theater 
of operations in a timely manner and sus
tained once there. This task is mobilization 
of the force, the fourth and last of the criti
cal challenges. 

Whenever we may be called upon to fight 
there will be some warning time. Initially, 
our response to either a reinforcement of 
NATO or deployment to a contingency area 
would be met with active forces now sta
tioned in the United States. Because of the 
short warning time, force deployment will 
be by airlift, with the initial divisions going 
to Europe and drawing from pre-positioned 
equipment. If they deploy for actual 
combat, their home station set of equipment 
would be reallocated to Reserve units when 
they are mobilized. 

Presently, most of our forward deployed 
forces have insufficient support structure to 
sustain themselves while fighting a high in
tensity war. Consequently, Reserve Compo
nent combat service support units must be 
quickly activated and deployed to provide 
the necessary wartime sustainment. The Na
tional Guard and Army Reserve are now 
more closely involved in national contingen
cy planning than ever before. Nearly 60 per
cent of all Army units scheduled for deploy
ment will come from the Reserve Compo
nents. To further compound the matter, our 
Navy and Air Force presently have insuffi
cient assets to support a prolonged ground 
war in Europe, and recent events in South-
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west Asia have aggravated this shortfall. Be
cause of the absence of pre-positioned 
stocks and equipment in such areas as the 
Persian Gulf, increased reliance on airlift 
and fast shipping will be required to allevi
ate this problem. 

Thus far I have spoken about mobilization 
in terms of raising and deploying forces. Of 
equal importance is the mobilization of the 
industrial base, both the government owned 
factories and ancillary demands. 

The Soviets maintain an active production 
base by turning out thousands of planes and 
armored vehicles every year. Ours is consid
erably less active and does not have the ca
pability to ramp up quickly. 

A collateral problem is the aging of the 
Army's industrial plant equipment, where 
metal cutting and forming tools are exceed
ing their useful service life. Limited suppli
ers for large forgings and castings, the 
shortage of components such as bearings 
and integrated circuits, and a scarcity of 
critical raw materials all detract from what 
little industrial capacity exists. The nation's 
transportation system also must be revital
ized in order to quickly move troops and ma
terial to sea and aerial ports of debarkation. 

These, then, are the four major tasks 
which must be accomplished in this decade 
if we are to have an Army capable of de
fending this nation's interests throughout 
the world. We are a proud Army willing to 
face the challenges ahead, but these chal
lenges are not the private domain of the 
armed forces. They are challenges which 
demand a national consensus. 

As George F. Will has said, "Armies don't 
fight wars, nations fight wars." A fighting 
force with a will to win springs from a col
lective national will. The preparation 
needed to win future conflicts will demand a 
sense of national purpose and a willingness 
by our citizens to make sacrifices for the 
betterment of our collective security. 

You and I and our government must be 
willing to sacrifice something today to 
ensure our security tomorrow. British Air 
Marshal, Sir John Slesser, put it best some 
years ago when he said, " It is customary in 
the democratic countries to deplore expend
itures on armaments as conflicting with the 
requirements of social services. There is a 
tendency to forget that the most important 
social service a government can do for its 
people is to keep them alive and free.' '• 

TRIBUTE TO REESE WALTON 

HON.GLENNM.ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
e Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, in 
August of this year, the city of Haw
thorne, Calif., loses one of its most 
dedicated public servants, as Haw
thorne School Superintendent Reese 
Walton retires after 34 years in the 
city's school district. 

Reese is in a rare position to under
stand the critical importance the 
public school system has in today's so
ciety, for he ha.Shad experience in all 
levels of the educational process, from 
student to superintendent. After grad
uating with a B.A. in history from 
Centenary College in Shreveport, La., 
Reese headed west to teach seventh 
and eighth graders at Hawthorne In-
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termediate School. Three years later 
he moved on to become principal of 
Hawthorne's Washington Elementary 
School, and in 1952 he was promoted 
to the position of administrative as
sistant for the Hawthorne School Dis
trict. Although busy with his career, 
Reese still found the time to complete 
a master's program in education ad
ministration at the University of 
Southern California in Los Angeles, 
receiving his M.S. in 1955. The previ
ous year he had received yet another 
promotion, this time to assistant su
perintendent of the Hawthorne School 
District. He held this position until 
1961, when he obtained his present po
sition-superintendent. 

Mr. Speaker, Reese has been an ex
traordinary asset to the Hawthorne 
School District; however, aside from 
the significance his public role has for 
society's welfare, the private Reese 
Walton has been an exemplary citizen 
of his community. Let me list a few of 
his activities and achievements: 
member of the Centinela Valley 
YMCA Board of Directors, president 
1962-63; member of the Rotary Club 
of Hawthorne, president 1967-68; 
member of the Southwest Community 
Health Clinic Association Board of Di
rectors; member of the Hawthorne 
Chamber of Commerce; permanent di
rector of the Oliver McCammon Me
morial Scholarship Foundation; 
member of the Hawthorne Art and 
Cultural. Society Board of Directors; 
member of the Hawthorne Memorial 
Center Corporation Board of Direc
tors. 

He has also been the recipient of 
several honors and awards, including 
the Hawthorne Junior Chamber of 
Commerce Distinguished Service 
Award for Outstanding Community 
Service in 1955; the Centinela Valley 
YMCA Man of the Year Award in 
1960; and the Hawthorne Chamber of 
Commerce Citizen of the Year Award 
in 1975. The citizens of Hawthorne are 
certainly fortunate that Reese is stay
ing in the city following his retire
ment, so that they will be able to con
tinue to benefit from his service. 

My wife, Lee, joins me in congratu
lating and thanking Reese, along with 
his wife, Jo, their children, Mary Ann 
Martin and Betty Walton, and their 
grandchildren, David and Steven.e 

VELMA GREEN AND TENNESSEE 
VOLUNTEER GIRLS' STATE 
PROGRAM 

HON. WILLIAM HILL BONER 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, on Saturday, May 30, the 
35th annual Volunteer Girls' State 
program, held under the auspices of 
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Tennessee's American Legion Auxil
iary, will convene and will run through 
June 5, 1981. Approximately 500 
young women who are seniors in high 
schools from across Tennessee will 
gather for the instructional week 
which will focus on the development 
of a more effective government, the 
promotion of good citizenship, and the 
importance of leadership. The dele
gates from all 95 Tennessee counties 
are selected on the basis of interest in 
government, character, scholarship, 
leadership, and community participa
tion. The girls will elect officials on 
the city, county, and State levels with 
the election of a Girls' State governor 
as a high point of the week. 

Mrs. William Edgar <Velma) Green 
has served untiringly and unselfishly 
as director of Tennessee's Girls' State 
for the past 25 years. Mrs. Green 
serves as an outstanding role model 
for some 10,000 young women who 
have graduated from Tennessee's 
Girls State under her direction. She 
has demonstrated to them by her own 
community involvement, optimism, joy 
in living, assertiveness, leadership 
qualities, and success that women can 
and must strive for the betterment of 
their government, their lives, and 
their community, State, and Nation. 
In addition to her year-round work 
with Girls' State, Mrs. Green contin
ues to be active in numerous other vol
unteer and community service proj
ects. Mrs. Green is currently the presi
dent of the Lewisburg, Tenn., Pilot 
Club, president of the Marshall 
County Home Demonstration Club, 
and she serves as executive secretary 
for the Marshall County Red Cross, a 
position which she has held for over 
20 years. She is active in the American 
Legion Auxiliary and has served as 
past president of Tennessee's State 
American Legion Auxiliary. In addi
tion, she has served as president of the 
Lewisburg Garden Club and the Mar
shall County Women's Club. Mrs. 
Green has been an involved supporter 
of the PT A for over 40 years and has 
held both State and national offices. 
She is also a member of the Town and 
Country Home Demonstration Club, 
the Federation of Garden Clubs, and 
the Lewisburg Music Club. 

Mrs. Green is married to William 
Edgar Green, Sr., and is the mother of 
two sons, Tom and William Edgar, Jr. 
She has five grandsons, and one 
granddaughter who will be a Volun
teer Girls' State delegate this year. 
The achievements, activities, and lead
ership demonstrated by Mrs. Velma 
Green are exemplary of the attributes 
Girls' State tries to teach its citizens 
and she is to be commended for her 
service.e 
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AID FOR THE STEEL INDUSTRY 

HON. DENNISE. ECKART 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, today 
the House is scheduled to consider 
H.R. 3520, the Steel Industry Compli
ance Extension Act. I wholeheartedly 
support this legislation, for I believe 
that it will provide a much-needed 
boost to our beleaguered steel indus
try. 

The effect of H.R. 3520 is to free up 
capital that steel companies would 
otherwise have to spend for pollution 
abatement. These funds can now be 
used for the modernization of plants 
and equipment. The bottom line, of 
course, is that this will result in more 
efficient plants and more American 
jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is the 
product of a coalition of representa
tives from industry, labor, and envi
ronmental organizations. These 
groups succeeded in reaching a consen
sus as to the best method of aiding the 
steel industry without undermining 
the intent of the Clean Air Act. I sin
cerely hope that this cooperation con
tinues, for without it, the difficulties 
that U.S. steel producers are experi
encing in their competition with Japa
nese and European steelmakers will 
continue.• 

FEDERAL AID TO MASS TRANSIT 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, over 
the years I have addressed my col
leagues on the subject of mass transit 
and the desperate need for increased 
Federal commitment to our public 
transportation network. Such an in
vestment by the Federal Government 
means jobs, increased mobility for all 
Americans, improved quality of the 
environment, a healthier economy, 
and energy conservation. 

The fiscal year 1982 budget revisions 
submitted by the President propose a 
drastic Federal retrenchment in the 
area of mass transit, especially with 
regard to operating assistance. The ad
ministration has proposed that by 
1985, mass transit operating assistance 
will be eliminated. 

I submitted the following statement 
to the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Transportation during its delibera
tions on the fiscal year 1982 budget 
for the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration. The statement indi
cates my concerns about the adminis
tration's cuts in mass transit aid and 
the devastating effects which these 
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budget reductions will have on the 
New York metropolitan commuter 
rail, bus, and subway systems as well 
as other systems across the country. I 
urge my colleagues to consider the 
grave consequences of these budget 
cuts during upcoming deliberations on 
the critical mass transit programs. 

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportu
nity to submit a statement on the fiscal year 
1982 budget for the programs of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Administration. 

1' represent Westchester County, New 
York. One-hundred and sixty-six thousand 
Westchester residents travel the 224-mile 
Hudson, Harlem, and New Haven commuter 
rail lines each day. My district is served by 
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 
the largest public transit system in the 
country. The health of that transit system 
will dictate the economic health of my com
munities and of New York City as a whole. 

SECTION 5 OPERATING ASSISTANCE 

The fiscal year 1982 budget revisions sub
mitted by the President propose drastic and 
disastrous changes in the Section 5 operat
ing assistance program-changes which will 
be devastating for the MT A system and for 
virtually all transit systems across the coun
try. The President has proposed that begin
ning in 1983, operating assistance funds will 
be phased out until 1985 when they will be 
eliminated-a $1.5 billion reduction in Fed
eral spending. This action by the Federal 
Government will result in increased fares, 
reduced services, increased State and local 
taxes, deterioration of the physical condi
tion of our transit systems, traffic conges
tion, pollution, oil import increases and 
urban decay. 

The Federal retrenchment in this vital 
area will force some transit systems to close 
down altogether. For many commuters, this 
drastic change in Federal policy will force 
them back to their cars. For those who con
tinue to ride mass transit-many by necessi
ty-the President's program will mean at 
the very least higher transportation costs 
and less convenience. 

If $1 billion of the President's cut in oper
ating assistance for mass transit had to be 
recovered in the fare box, fares would jump 
an average of 37 percent nationwide, accord
ing to a study of the Regional Plan Associ
ation. The Regional Plan Association pro
jected that fare increases would be roughly 
15 percent in New York and more than 
three times that amount in small cities 
across the country contributing to hardship 
and inflation. The New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority is now projecting 
fare increases for this summer between 20 
and 40 percent! Just this year, fares have al
ready jumped in Chicago, Dallas, Miami, 
Milwaukee, Salt Lake City, Toledo, and 
Washington, D.C. 

The same study by the Regional Plan As
sociation indicates that if fares rose to cover 
the loss of Federal operating assistance, 
transit ridership across the country would 
drop by 11 percent, and 80 percent of these 
former riders would switch to the car. This 
would mean an added 2.4 billion miles per 
year in car travel and the burning of 167 
million extra gallons of gasoline. U.S. pay
ments abroad for oil would rise between 
$445 million and $650 million annually and 
the GNP woud drop by as much a $1.1 bil
lion. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Author
ity, which serves the New York metropoli-
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tan area and my constituents, will receive operation and growth of our cities' mass 
$207.9 million this year in Federal operating transportation networks. 
assistance accounting for 7 percent of the 
MT A's an~ual operating budget. Faced with 
shrinking budgets and rapidly deteriorating 
equipment, facilities, and shops, the MT A 
must turn to the transit rider and to the 
local and State governments to help cover 
Federal cuts in operating assistance. There 
are few other alternatives if the system has 
a chance of survival. 

In a press conference on May 14 in which 
the Chairman of the Metropolitan Trans
portation Authority, Richard Ravitch, re
leased the contents of a letter to Governor 
Carey, Mayor Koch and legislative leaders, 
the Chairman set forth the grim realities of 
MT A's operating deficit. The Chairman's 
letter noted: 

"Without regard to capital financing, the 
size of MTA's operating deficits is stagger
ing. I have attached a memo showing that 
under the circumstances assumed therein, 
our operating deficit could be as much as 
$383 million for the next Transit Authority 
fiscal year, and $68 million for the commut
er railroads, this year. 

"This grim set of numbers reflects not 
only inflation, but unexpected revenue 
shortfalls, new maintenance and power ex
penses, and the apparent phase-out of Fed
eral operating assistance. 

"But let us look beyond our current fiscal 
predicament and place the growth of oper
ating expenses and revenues in long-term 
perspective. MT A's basic operating budget, 
including both the Transit Authority and 
the commuter railroads, has grown to over 
$2.5 billion annually. 

With an assumed 10 percent inflation 
rate, MT A's operating costs will initially in
crease by $250 million a year. In the absence 
of additional subsidies, our inflation-driven 
deficit would, through this decade, require 
automatic fare increases of approximately 
20 percent a year-or twice the rate of infla
tion. This result is not only economically 
unacceptable, but socially unjust." 

Seventeen years ago, in response to a per
ceived need to promote mass transportation 
and in the wake of failing private transit 
systems, Congress enacted the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act. This act was legislated 
to: 

"* • • assist in the development of im
proved mass transportation facilities, equip
ment, techniques and methods • • • to en
courage the planning and establishment of 
areawide urban mass transportation systems 
needed for economical and desirable urban 
development • • • and to provide assistance 
to State and local governments and their in
strumentalities in financing such systems, 
to be operated by public or private mass 
transportation companies as determined by 
local needs." 

Today, with the President's proposal to 
eliminate the Section 5 operating assistance 
program. the Federal government is prepar
ing to abandon its operating support of 
public transit systems, thereby severing a 
major part of its commitment to foster 
public transportation. This action will crip
ple urban economies across the nation. To 
quote, again, the words of the Chairman of 
the New York Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority, "The transit situation • • • rep
resents an equally grave threat to our econ
omy, the social equilibrium and the survival 
of the greatest city in the world." 

I respectfully request the subcommittee to 
reject all proposals to eliminate Section 5 
operating assistance and to support le~els of 
funding which encourage and sustam the 

SECTION 3 DISCRETIONARY CAPITAL ASSISTANCE 

It is my understanding that the Adminis
tration has proposed reduced levels of fund
ing for the Section 3 program, to be 
achie~ed primarily by cutting the amount of 
Section 3 funds allocated for the construc
tion of new rail transit systems and extend
ing existing systems. Further, the President 
has indicated in his fiscal year 1982 budget 
revisions that the "central focus of the Fed
eral transit assistance program in the future 
will be on the maintenance and improve
ment of existing, proven transit systems." 

I have been advised that the President's 
proposed actions with regard to the Section 
3 program will not adversely affect capital 
assistance to the Metropolitan Transporta
tion Authority and to its commuter rail 
system which serves Westchester County. I 
am very pleased by this information since 
Westchester County has benefited immense
ly from the Section 3 program. The critical 
Upper Harlem electrification project, on 
which I have addressed this committee in 
the past, is being funded with $40 million. in 
Section 3 money. The urban areas of White 
Plains and Mount Vernon, New York, are 
depending on federal mass transit capital 
assistance for the construction of critical 
downtown mass transportation facilities. 

While I am relieved that the President's 
decimation of the federal budget will not 
take its toll on capital assistance to my area, 
I must raise my opposition to the proposed 
reductions in Section 3 because the Admin.
istration's action to halt the construction of 
new rail systems and the extension of exist
ing systems means a drastic federal re
trenchment in an area so crucial to the 
future of our national economy and the en
vironment of this entire nation. It is an
other step by the Administration in the de
struction of the social fabric of this country. 

I thank the subcommittee for allowing me 
to express my strong feelings on the subject 
of Federal assistance for urban mass trans
portation. I urge the subcommittee to do 
whatever it can to maintain the Federal 
commitment to mass transit. 

Thank you.e 

SETTING THE RECORD 
STRAIGHT 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, on April 
22 1979, I inserted in the CONGRES
SI~NAL RECORD remarks entitled 
"Paging Rube Goldberg." My remarks 
were directed at the energy policies of 
President Jimmy Carter which I said 
looked like one of those wonderfully 
zany contraptions created by cartoon
ist Rube Goldberg of happy memory. 
In the midst of those remarks I stated: 

And what about this Central Intelligence 
Agency study the President refers to and 
which has been used to back up his funda
mental thesis which is that we are running 
out of energy? For years now we have been 
hearing criticism of CIA studies on subjects 
in which that organization presumably has 
competence-but now we are asked to swal
low a study in a subject about which the 
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CIA has as little expertise as any non
energy-related organization. 

As I recall, my criticism of the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency report was 
viewed with alarm by members of the 
majority who ordinarily wouldn't say 
a pleasant word about that organiza
tion. After all, the CIA study was bol
stering the President's scarcity psy
chology. So anyone who criticized the 
CIA's findings must be wrong. 

It turns out that my criticism was 
correct and the CIA has finally ad
mitted it. As the Wall Street Journal 
noted on May 21, 1981: 

An honest mistake-The CIA has finally 
revised its 1977 estimate of Soviet oil pro
duction, conceding that it was too pessimis
tic back then when it predicted that the 
Russians would be net oil importers on a siz
able scale by 1985. It seems now that the So
viets won't be out competing with other 
buyers on the world market for several 
more years yet. The 1977 estimates, widely 
challenged by independent experts at the 
time, did not enhance the CIA's credibility, 
coming, as they did, when President Car~er 
was trying to scare Congress into adoptmg 
his grandiose energy program. But if the 
error then was more than just mathemat
ical, we assume the CIA has reviewed that 
as well. 

Mr. Speaker, the record is now set 
straight. President Carter's policies 
rested on a foundation of sand. But we 
already know that, do we not?e 

OLDER AMERICANS MONTH-1981 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, May is 
Older Americans month. As we ap
proach the midpoint of this month 
which pays special tribute to this 
country's great national resource-its 
older people-whose wisdom, experi
ence, and knowledge could be of im
measurable benefit to the service of 
humanity, we should note that older 
people are one of this country's few 
valuable resources which is increasing 
instead of decreasing in supply. 
Longer life has become a visible fact of 
everyday life. Today, America can 
boast of 35 million people aged 60 and 
over. Moreover, as a group, older 
Americans are increasing in numbers 
at a rate much greater than that of 
children and youth groups. According
ly, aging in America has become a suc
cess story: the product of tremendous 
improvements in health conditions 
and medical technology. But, as with 
most success stories, there is another 
side of the picture. The demographic 
shift has resulted in short-sighted 
policies and practices which often ster
eotype and segregate older Americans. 
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Service programs have been estab
lished which do not adequately meet 
their needs, and age discrimination 
still exists which leaves this valuable 
resource underutilized and at times 
purposely avoided. 

Age 65 is not synonymous with old. 
Today, age 65 is seen as one of the sev
eral stages of chronological evolution. 
The stage of "senior adulthood" 
begins at about 65 and may last 15 
years; this is followed by a period of 
"elderhood" which may continue into 
the eighties or nineties, even indefi
nitely, if aging is ovecome. The many 
accomplishments and contributions of 
older Americans, both known and un
known, serve as a continuing reminder 
that age need not signify decline and 
dependence. Alexander Fleming devel
·oped penicillin between the ages of 60 
and 70 and thereafter provided hu
manity with the information for utiliz
ing antibiotics. Winston Churchill, at 
the age of 67, carried on the business 
of government during the height of 
World War II, by consistently working 
until 3 a.m. and rising at 8 a.m. 
Konrad Adenauer was well into his 
eighties when he engaged in the diffi
cult task of redirecting postwar Ger
many. Harriet Tubman, the black abo
litionist, continued her freedom fight 
until her death at 93. Albert Schweit
zer continued his dedicated and stren
uous practice of medicine until shortly 
prior to his death at age 90. 

As a member of the House Select 
Committee on Aging since its incep
tion in 1974, chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Federal, State and Commu
nity Services whose primary responsi
bility is the continuous study of the 
effectiveness of services to the elderly, 
and a member of the Select Education 
Subcommittee which has legislative 
jurisdiction over the only Federal 
social services statute designed exclu
sively for the elderly, the Older Ameri
cans Act, I feel a special pride in Older 
Americans Month. 

It is not sufficient to pay tribute to 
great older Americans of accomplish
ment. It is also necessary to provide 
legislation, adequate funding levels, 
and service programs to insure that 
both our Nation and our older popula
tion can benefit from technological ad
vances which have given them longev
ity. For this reason, I am proud to 
have played a key role on May 5, in 
the House Education and Labor Com
mittee's reauthorization hearings 
which not only continued the act's 
programs and services at a funding 
level of about $1.4 billion, but also de
veloped the strongest possible bill. 
The importance of the Older Ameri
cans Act cannot be minimized. The act 
mandates the goal providing the elder
ly with access to the social and human 
services they need to remain independ
ent. In addition, the act is directed to 
provide senior citizens with opportuni-
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ties for full participation in the bene
fits of our democratic society. As the 
population in our maturing society 
shifts from younger to older, the de
mands on social service dollars will in
crease, thereby compelling Federal 
programs to be responsive to the social 
and human needs of our aging popula
tion. Increased longevity has resulted 
in both positive and negative implica
tions for society. A twentieth century 
variation of the "fountain of youth" 
has been created by enhanced physical 
and intellectual longevity. However, 
major problems have been created 
which gerontologists and policymakers 
must face. We must now solve the 
problems of how to improve the lives 
of older Americans and to correspond
ingly insure that these demographic 
shifts are accurately reflected in the 
educational, economic, political, and 
human services systems.e 

SILVER-HAIRED LEGISLATURE 

HON. NICK JOE RAHALL II 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, the 
West Virginia Commission on Aging is 
in the process of setting up a unique 
opportunity for senior citizens in my 
State. In November, the first silver
haired legislature will convene in 
Charleston, W.Va. 

This legislature will be a model 3-
day session, and will be comprised of 
134 representatives, age 60 and over, 
elected throughout the State by their 
peers. 

The silver-haired legislature will pro
vide these individuals with an under
standing of the legislature process. It 
will allow them to devlop a forum for 
senior citizens to set their own legisla
tive priorities, and it .will educate the 
public and Government officials on 
the issues and concerns that affect 
West Virginia's older population. 

The silver-haired legislature concept 
has already proven to be a success in 
eight States, and in some cases, silver
haired legislative bills have served as a 
basis for new State laws. For this 
reason, I would like to thank and com
mend the West Virginia Commission 
on Aging for organizing the silver
haired legislature so that senior citi
zens in West Virginia can have a simi
lar experience. 

The silver-haired legislature concept 
is an excellant forum for elderly citi
zens from diverse social, economic, and 
geographic backgrounds to determine 
their legislative priorities. Because 
they receive training and firsthand ex
perience in drafting bills, determining 
costs, hearing testimony and floor 
debate, the bills tend to be reasonable, 
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realistic, and feasible responses to the 
needs of the elderly. 

At a time when older Americans are 
facing severe hardships due to infla
tion and the elimination of important 
assistance programs, this silver-haired 
legislature will allow them to voice 
their opinions and to make their 
voices heard.• 

NEW YORK COUNTY SURRO
GATE SPEAKS OUT ON CRIMI
NAL LAWS 

HON. JIM JEFFRIES 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, Marie 
M. Lambert, surrogate of New York 
County, New York, delivered a speech 
at the Annual Rapallo Award Lunch
eon in New York City on May 9, 1981. 
Miss Lambert has established herself 
in her profession with many notewor
thy honors. She graduated from the 
New York University Law School not 
only first in her class but with one of 
the highest averages ever achieved at 
the school. She is past president of the 
New York State Trial Lawyers Associ
ation, associate editor of the Trial 
Lawyers Quarterly and Trial Lawyers 
News and a member of the board of 
governors of the Association of Trial 
Lawyers of America. Miss Lambert has 
been honored by AMITA as the 
woman who contributed the most to 
the field of law in the United States in 
1975, Woman of Achievement by NYU 
Alumnae Club in 1976 and received 
the Award of Merit from the New 
York State Trial Lawyers. With this 
background and experience, here re
marks about our criminal laws are es
pecially noteworthy and I would like 
to commend her words to my col
leagues' attention. 

Not only do we celebrate the Rapallo 
Award today but we also pay tribute to the 
State of Israel on the anniversary of its es
tablishment. It is fitting that I should be 
honored today on Israel's anniversary day 
by the Columbian lawyers further establish
ing the solidarity between the Jewish and 
Italian community. 

I am deeply honored today to be in such 
distinguished company and to be the recipi
ent of this award named after one of our 
great Italian-American jurists. I am particu
larly honored because I am the first woman 
to receive it. 

A look at the roster of previous recipients 
of this award constitutes a who's who of 
American jurisprudence and reflects the 
impact which Italian-Americans have had 
on the formulation of law and legal con
cepts. That impact is not surprising when 
one considers that centuries ago, Rome 
stood as the wellspring of legal precepts and 
theory. In the case of Italian-American con
tributions to law, the past is clearly pro
logue. I stand before you as one of a multi
tude of Italian-American jurists who wish to 
offer a new preception and direction to the 
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way in which the law, specifically our crimi
nal laws, are both interpreted and applied. 

In my brief tenure as surrogate, I have 
been witness to a countless number of pro
bate proceedings which indicate the cause 
of death as homicide. In several instances, 
the legend "multiple stabbing" or "multiple 
gunshot wounds" stand as a grim reminder 
that the constitutional promise of life and 
liberty have, for many individuals, been ren
dered meaningless. It is undeniable that the 
primary purpose of government is to pro
vide physical safety of its populace and that 
in this task, it has failed miserably. Tne 
newspapers and telecommunications media 
are daily testaments to the assaults and in
juries which are inflicted on our citizenry. 
Each new assault brings with it details 
which were previously thought to be too 
gruesome and too horrible for us to contem
plate. 

The fear etched on the faces of the chil
dren of Atlanta is but a composite photo
graph of the fear which pervades the daily 
life of each American. Each mugging, rape, 
robbery and murder strikes not only the 
victim but the society at large which sees its 
fundamental principles violated and shat
tered. 

As members of the bar and bench, it is our 
responsibility to define the problem and to 
propose a solution. In that regard, it is im
portant to note that our fellow citizens view 
us, the lawyers and judiciary, as part of the 
problem. At no time in the history of our re
public have lawyers and the legal profession 
been held in such low regard and esteem. 
While some may shrug this off as the mere 
whimperings of a pampered populace, 
others will recognize it for what it is-a 
damning rebuke to the rule of law as we 
have fashioned it. Rightly or not the public 
at large holds our profession responsible for 
the construction of a criminal justice system 
which they view as criminally lacking in jus
tice. Certainly, many of the theoretical un
derpinnings used to justify our present 
system must be re-examined. The first un
derpinning which must be re-examined is 
our overwhelming preoccupation with pro
tecting the rights of the violent criminal. 
Each police activity, whether it includes the 
right to stop and frisk a subject, the right to 
make searches or the right to take a confes
sion has been circumscribed by rules and 
procedures which extend beyond the protec
tion afforded by the constitution. The right 
to counsel, for example, has been extended 
beyond the accusatory stage of a criminal 
proceeding and has been held to apply to 
administrative correctional proceedings. 
Justice Holmes observed in a 1904 dissent 
case, "at the present time in this country 
there is more danger that criminals will 
escape justice then that they will be sub
jected to tyranny." While some may argue 
that it is better to allow ten guilty men to 
go free than to convict one innocent person, 
others may ask how many additional crimes 
those ten men will inflict on an already suf
fering public. What is undeniable is that our 
preoccupation with the rights of criminals 
has led to both justice delayed and justice 
denied. Innumerable delays and adjourn
ments have often resulted in either the dis
appearance or death of crucial witnesses. A 
strict application of the exclusionary rule 
has resulted in the inadmissibility of evi
dence which could have been gathered by 
other sources. Lenient bail policies have re
turned to the streets those violent individ
uals who use them as stalking grounds in 
search of another victim. Lenient sentenc
ing decisions have allowed convicted mur-
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derers to walk out of the courthouse with 
nothing more than the imposition of proba
tion. Just this week, despite the pleas of the 
prosecutor, a 15-year-old received only three 
years probation for the murder of a child, 
recently, a man convicted of manslaughter 
was given only five years probation because 
he was in the judge's words, "a fruitful 
member of society." And six months later 
this same man brutally assaulted, maimed 
and almost killed another young man. As 
Justice Cardozo said in Synder v. Massachu
setts, "Justice, though due to the accused, is 
due to the accuser also. The concept of fair
ness must not be strained till it is narrowed 
to a filament, we are to keep the balance 
true." 

For those accountants who wish to view 
only the bottom line, the figures reveal that 
100,000 felony arrests were made in New 
York City last year. With a population of 
approximately seven million people, that 
means that one out of every seventy citizens 
is the yearly victim of a felony. When you 
extrapolate those figures to ' the longevity 
tables, each person in this room would theo
retically have one felony committed upon 
them during their lifetime. If those num
bers are not disturbing enough, you should 
be aware that these numbers take into ac
count only reported crimes and arrests actu
ally made. Countless rapes and robberies are 
not reported because the victims are too 
ashamed or do not wish to be bothered any
more with making endless trips to court. 
What is equally depressing is that only 
5,000 indictments and approximately 1,000 
convictions have resulted from the yearly 
criminal onslaught. 

The second underpinning which we need 
to re-examine is the belief that all crime 
should be pursued and prosecuted with the 
same vigor. In order to make a dramatic 
impact on crime, we must set priorities and 
vigorously pursue those crimes which we 
view as most heinous. Each passing day re
counts in detail the time, attention and dol
lars spent to apprehend the perpetrators of 
non-violent infractions of the law. While 
the enforcement of securities laws, the anti
trust laws and the Foreign Corrupt Prac
tices Act are important, they pale in insig
nificance besides the need to protect our 
citizenry from murder, rape and robbery. 
Under previous administrations, the FBI 
took an active role in the apprehension of 
bank robbers and car thieves. Today, it is 
the avowed policy of that agency to focus 
on "white collar" crime. Some individuals, 
after viewing the recent abscam convictions, 
might even argue that the FBI is in the 
business of inducing crime. ·our resources 
and our efforts should be focused on the 
elimination of violent crime. In a society 
where limited resources have been allocated 
to the fighting of crime, we cannot afford 
the luxury of spending vast sums of money 
on nonviolent crimes or infractions of the· 
law. 

Finally, we need to re-examine the philos
ophies which have guided our theories of 
punishment. In the past, our correctional 
policies have been shaped in the belief that 
rehabilitation of the criminal is the most 
important goal. Educational programs, 
better facilities and the development of psy
chological and sociological counseling pro
grams have been designed with an eye 
toward turning the criminal into a useful 
member of society. Any review of the fig
ures concerning recidivist crime <that is, 
repeat offenders) shows that these policies 
are not working. While there may be a few 
criminals who can be reclaimed from the 
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junkheap of humanity, the focus of our cor
rectional policies must be on deterrence 
and, even retribution. Why is it wrong to 
say that certain crimes are so heinous that 
society does not have the right to exact ret
ribution? Is the death penalty so inappro
priate when one considers the crimes that 
Richard Speck, John Gacy, Charles 
Manson, David Berkowitz and Sirhan 
Sirhan committed? I, for one, am appalled 
to see the killer of Robert F. Kennedy, a 
man who has changed the course of history, 
get ready to walk the streets after a mere 
fifteen years in jail. I am also appalled to 
see certain criminals achieve celebrity 
status as the press and media vie for their 
attention. Why should any individual be al
lowed a public stage to recount, gory by 
gory detail, the acts which resulted in their 
prosecution? Why must so many of our 
criminals be glorified and the victims vili
fied? A recent example being the late Allard 
Lowenstein whose memory has been defiled 
by a certain press columnist in order to glo
rify and justify the act of the perpetrator. 
Even the dead victim is not free of vilifica
tion. 

If we are to achieve change in our crimi
nal justice system, it is clear that we must 
re-examine the attitudes upon which many 
of our policies have been founded. No 
amount of money can correct a system 
which places such emphasis on the rights of 
criminals rather than victims. Like Gresh
am's Law, any new infusion of funds will 
throw good money down a system which 
neither prosecutes effectively nor punishes 
adequately. After guilt has been established, 
it is time to discard the traditional re
sponses offered by many that crime is a cir
cumstance which results from individuals 
being trapped in a cycle of poverty. Many, if 
not most, of us present here today are only 
one or two generations removed from for
eign soil. Many, like me, can remember 
eating a boiled potato or an onion sandwich 
for dinner during the depression. Yet, the 
result of our deprivations was education and 
hard work, not crime. It is time for our soci
ety to stop uttering mea culpas and to start 
placing the blame where it belongs-on the 
criminal. It is time for our lawmakers to 
stop proposing symbolic change and to start 
addressing the fundamental problems. In 
that regard, the reimposition of the death 
penalty for the murder of our protectors 
would be both a substantive and construc
tive first step. Finally, it is time for all of us, 
the leaders of the legal community to lend 
every effort in support of those who seek to 
reorient our priorities and reestablish our 
goals. Our Nation is the greatest Nation on 
the face of the earth. Its history is marked 
by the fulfillment of principles which we 
hold dear. The first and foremost such prin
ciple is the right to life and to liberty. What 
is liberty if our storekeepers must close 
their doors before sundown and our citizens 
must bolt themselves inside their apart
ments? What is liberty if a casual word or 
glance can anger some psychopath into set
ting a token booth ablaze or shoving some 
helpless victim under the wheels of an on
coming train? What is liberty when every 
article of clothing or property which we don 
must be scrutinized so that it will not make 
us an alluring target to some criminal? The 
ability to live life and to exercise our lib
erties must be viewed through the prism of 
our right to have freedom from fear.e 
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RAY D. NIXON POWERPLANT 

HON. KEM KRAMER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Speaker, today, 
concern for clean air and clean water 
is a greater factor than ever before in 
the design and operation of electric 
power generation facilities, particular
ly coal-fired plants. 

In this light, I would like to call the 
Ray D. Nixon Powerplant, owned and 
operated by the city of Colorado 
Springs, to the attention of the House. 

The Nixon plant attacks the prob
lem of both scarce water and dis
charge problems with a recycling 
system, designed by the engineering 
firm of CH2M Hill, that first purifies 
brackish water and then uses the 
water in the generation process; 95 
percent of the water is recycled 
through a continuous loop system. 

For a 200 megawatt plant, this is a 
substantial achievement, and one 
which resulted in the engineering firm 
of CH2M Hill receiving an honor 
award in the 1981 American Consult
ing Engineers' Council's Engineering 
Excellence Awards Competition. 

For the West particularly, where 
water is scarce, this accomplishment 
may well promise a new approach to 
water use in power generation, and I 
wanted to share this achievement with 
my colleagues.e 

CAP ON MEDICAID 
EXPENDITURES 

HON. EDWARD R. MADIGAN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from North Carolina <Mr. 
BROYHILL) and I have introduced the 
Reagan administration's bill to cap 
medicaid expenditures and further 
amend the medicaid and medicare pro
grams. This legislation, the Health 
Care Financing Amendments of 1981, 
is designed to slow the growth of med
icaid, provide needed flexibility in 
State program management and make 
other necessary changes. 

A copy of Secretary Schweiker's 
transmittal letter appears below. We 
believe that this communication ably 
describes the thrust of the bill, and 
commend it to our colleagues' atten
tion. 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH 

AND HUMAN SERVICES, 

Washington, D.C., May 15, 1981 . 
Hon. THOMAS P. O'NEILL, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Enclosed for consider

ation by the Congress is a draft bill "To pro-
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vide a ceiling on Federal expenditures for 
Medicaid, to increase States' flexibility to 
determine the scope of their Medicaid pro
grams, to make other amendments to the 
Medicare and Medicaid programs, and for 
other purposes." When enacted, the bill 
would be cited as the "Health Care Financ
ing Amendments of 1981". 

The draft bill would set a ceiling on Feder
al expenditures for Medicaid for fiscal year 
1981 and succeeding fiscal years. Federal fi
nancial assistance for Medicaid would be 
limited to $16,399,914,000 for fiscal year 
1981, and $16,995,308,000 for fiscal year 
1982. For succeeding fiscal years, Federal 
funding for Medicaid would change by a 
factor equal to the Gross National Product 
Deflator. Federal funding for automated eli
gibility determination and Medicaid manage
ment information systems would be subject 
to a separate ceiling. Funds for State fraud 
control units, and funds to reimburse 
States' claims for program costs incurred 
before fiscal year 1981, would be outside the 
ceiling. 

In order to enable States to control costs 
to the fullest extent consistent with mainte
nance of program quality, and to assure 
that States would not be forced because of 
the ceiling on Federal payments to absorb a 
greater share of Medicaid costs than under 
present law, the draft bill would repeal or 
modify many State plan and other statutory 
requirements. In addition, the Secretary 
would be authorized to waive other State 
plan requirements where he found that the 
waivers sought would be consistent with 
program goals. 

The amendments proposed by this draft 
bill would greatly increase States' flexibility 
to determine the scope of their Medicaid 
programs and to assure that services are 
provided in an efficient and cost-effective 
manner, while continuing to safeguard the 
access of beneficiaries to an adequate 
supply of quality health services. States 
would be able to tailor their eligibility crite
ria, benefit packages, reimbursement meth
ods, and plan administration to make the 
best use of the resources available to meet 
the needs of their population. To cite only a 
few examples, these amendments would 
permit States to reimburse hospitals, physi
cians, and other providers of services in a 
more prudent manner, to use competitive 
bidding to obtain the most economical serv
ices, and to limit coverage of optional bene
fits to certain groups most in need of them 
(for example by providing influenza immu
nizations only to those groups most at risk). 

In addition, the draft bill would enact re
imbursement and systems reforms to allow 
more efficient and economical administra
tion of the Medicare and Medicaid pro
grams, and would enact amendments de
signed to reduce fraud and abuse in these 
programs. 

The draft bill's provisions are described in 
detail in the enclosed sectional summary. 
We estimate that a net cost of $201,000,000 
for fiscal year 1981 and a net savings of 
$2,133,000,000 for fiscal year 1982 would 
result from enactment of the draft bill. A 
net cost, rather than net savings, for fiscal 
year 1981 results solely from repeal of the 
postponement <enacted by the last Con
gress) from fiscal year 1981 to fiscal year 
1982 of certain periodic Medicare payments 
to hospitals. An estimate of savings and 
costs (by section> for fiscal years 1981 
through 1986 is enclosed. 

We urge that the Congress give the draft 
bill its prompt and favorable consideration. 

We are advised by the Office of Manage
ment and Budget that enactment of this 

10967 
draft bill would be in accord with the pro
gram of the President. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER, 

Secretary.• 

SCOTTS BRANCH ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL OF RANDALLSTOWN, 
MD., VISITS NATION'S CAPITAL 

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speak
er, on Wednesday, May 27, 1981, 74 
young men and women from the 
Scotts Branch Elementary School in 
Randallstown, Md., journeyed to 
Washington for a firsthand look at 
their Nation's Capital. 

These students toured the Capitol 
Building, the Federal Bureau of Inves
tigation, and the Smithsonian muse
ums. 

They were led by the following 
teachers and parents: Mr. Eugene 
Langbehn, Mrs. Janet Steinbach, Mrs. 
Beverly Matthews, Mrs. Jacqueline 
Foote, Mrs. Kathleen Kemp, Mrs. 
Susan Rubin, Ms. Elen Kline, Ms. 
Ruby Darby, Ms. Mae Williams, Ms. 
Foyce Foust, Ms. Esther Finkelstein, 
Mrs. Rona Schrum, Ms. Sharon 
Attaway, Ms. Shirley Prostic, Ms. 
Elaine Harrison, Ms. Marie A. Penn. 

I am delighted these students have 
taken an interest in our Nation's polit
ical process, and I hope their interest 
will continue. 

Students who visited us Wednesday 
are: Elwood Agent, Diane Arnold, 
Davia Bailey, Sharon Butler, Gennady 
Elgart, Jora Foote, Gary Gardner, 
Edward Heard, Adam Henderson, 
Frank Holquist, Gary Hurst, Carla 
Jones, Robert Kemp, Debbie Kushner, 
Kobi Logan, Dean Martin, Janisha 
Matthews, Janisha McDowell, Kim 
Murray, Kelly Nisbet, Larry Perrin, 
Laurie Rubin, Hope Schachter, Steph
anie Smith, Jason Steinhorn, Michael 
Wells, Rochelle White, Jowanda 
Wright. 

Other students are: Jin Bahk, An
thony Bush, Patrick Goonan, Paul 
Harrison, Rufus Heath, Carlos Jones, 
Dwayne Mitchess, Greg Ruck, Scott 
Stansell, Troy Harris, Richard 
Sheppy, Kim Brice, Kim Bridgeforth, 
Trina Brown, Wendy Chatman, Yun 
Cho, Desrie Darby, Erin Fishman, 
Kristie Mathews, Tara Roberson, 
Sherri Hendrix, Rita Lambert, Ber
nard Battte, Michael Brown, Naron 
Bryant, Jimmy Dodson, Timothy 
Gerald, Brian Hargest, Bruce Hen
dricks, Artie Pacheco, Stuart Rubin, 
Jacques Smith, Constantine Spivak, 
Shawn Wagner, Edward Watlers, Lin
wood Franklin, Yolanda Bell, Yolanda 
Budd, Katasha Davis, Peggy Holtz, Ni
chele Penn, Emily Prostic, Melissa 
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Ruck, Laura Schrum, Echelle Rouzer, 
Shallimara Perry .e 

UOSA BILL TO HELP 
CONSUMERS 

HON. STAN PARRIS 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing legislation which 
will correct a situation which plagues 
many of my constituents. 

In the early seventies the Environ
mental Protection Agency promulgat
ed standards for the construction of 
waste water treatment plants. These 
standards which were issued during 
the construction of the Upper Occo
quan Sewage Authority's treatment 
plant in Prince William County led to 
over $30 million in cost overruns. Of 
this amount $12 million has not yet 
been reimbursed by EPA and is direct
ly attributable to a burdensome and 
excessive EPA regulation-which has 
now been removed from the books. 

The tremendous cost of the debt 
service associated with this project 
continues to burden the consumers 
served by the Upper Occoquan Sewage 
Authority plant and passage of this 
legislation will benefit those citizens 
by reducing a portion of their water 
bill now being consumed by the costs 
of debt service. 

These people are not seeking any ex
traordinary assistance from the Feder
al Government. Rather they are 
simply asking the Government to pay 
for that part of the cost of construc
tion directly attributable to the ac
tions of the Federal Government 
through the EPA. 

I am most pleased to be joined by 
my colleagues from Virginia, FRANK 
WOLF and J. KENNETH ROBINSON in 
this effort. This legislation has re
ceived the unanimous endorsement of 
all the governing bodies of the politi
cal jurisdiction within the Upper Oc
coquan Sewage Authority. I trust this 
legislation will receive the early and 
favorable attention of the Congress. 

A copy of the bill follows: 
H.R. 3728 

A bill to direct the Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency to make 
grants to the Upper Occoquan Sewage Au
thority to reimburse such Authority for a 
portion of the costs incurred by such Au
thority in constructing its advanced waste 
water treatment plant in the Occoquan 
Reservoir watershed area in Fairfax 
County, Virginia 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency <hereinafter in this Act 
referred to as the "Administrator") shall 
make grants to the Upper Occoquan Sewage 
Authority <hereinafter in this Act referred 
to as the "Authority") to reimburse the Au-
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thority for 50 per centum of the costs in
curred by the Authority jn constructing the 
advanced waste water treatment plant in 
the Occoquan Reservoir watershed area in 
Fairfax County, Virginia, and not otherwise 
reimbursed or paid by the United States or 
the State of Virginia. 

(b) The total amount of Federal assistance 
provided to the Authority under this section 
may not exceed $12,000,000. 

SEC. 2. No grant may be made under this 
Act unless the Administrator receives such 
reasonable assurances as the Administrator 
may require to insure that the Authority 
will use all Federal assistance provided 
under such grant to reduce the sewer rates 
charged by the Authority to its customers 
in Fairfax and Prince William Counties, Vir
ginia, and the cities of Manassas and Manas
sas Park, Virginia. 

SEc. 3. Grants made under this Act may 
be subject to such terms and conditions as 
the Administrator may require to carry out 
the provisions of this Act.e 

"THANK GOD! THEY'RE FREE AT 
LAST" 

HON. BILL FRENZEL 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take amoment to remind 
my colleagues of the deep relief we all 
felt when the 52 former hostages were 
freed this past January. It is too soon 
to forget the emotional high that our 
country experienced following their 
safe return. 

Mr. Kenneth Mutchler of Plymouth, 
Minn., wrote a touching poem com
memorating the sense of pride mil
lions of Americans experienced at that 
time. The poem calls attention to the 
former hostages plight and celebrates 
their release. I would like to share this 
poem with all of my colleagues here in 
the House of Representatives: 

THANK Gon! THEY' RE FREE AT LAST! 

They kept our 52 fellow Americans 
For more than four hundred days. 

They were held in abject contempt 
And mistreated in dastardly ways. 

They said they rubbed America's nose 
In their Iranian mud and grime, 

But those brave hostages stood fast 
Time . .. after time . .. after time! 

They knew in their hearts that we 
Were close and never too far away, 

As they suffered trying humiliation 
Day ... after day . .. after day! 

They were kicked and oft times beaten 
And otherwise very brutally cowed, 

But they remained true Americans 
And still stood tall and proud! 

They were simply innocent pawns 
In a struggle of will and power, 

But they made all America feel proud 
By standing fast in their finest hour!e 
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A POLICEMAN'S PLEA FOR 

HANDGUN CONTROL 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
including in today's RECORD a letter to 
the editor which recently appeared in 
the Herald Statesmen, Yonkers, N.Y. 
Written by New York City police offi
cer Edward J. Lorch, Jr., this letter is 
a plea for effective Federal handgun 
control laws. Perhaps such laws might 
have helped save the life of his col
league, Officer John Scarangella, who 
was the 22d police officer killed in the 
line of duty in the last 3 years in New 
York City. 

I am appalled at efforts to relax the 
1968 Gun Control Act, particularly in 
light of the tragic rise in violent 
crimes and the shootings we have wit
nessed in past months. Indeed, the 
1968 law needs to be strenghtened. 
Under its provisions, to buy a handgun 
a person merely bas to walk into any 
one of 170,000 handgun dealers, fill 
out a Federal form on which he places 
his name, address, and claims that he 
is of sufficient age, not an ex-felon, 
drug addict or mentally incompetent, 
and purchase the handgun. The ease 
with which one can purchase a con
cealable handgun has clearly contrib
uted to the handgun deaths of over 
11,000 Americans in 1980. 

I fully agree with Mr. Lorch's assess
ment of the debate over handgun con
trol: 

The supporters of the "right" to go armed 
claim that people, not guns, kill people. Can 
they look a police widow in the eye and say 
that an effective gun control law couldn't 
possibly have saved her husband's life? I ask 
of the gun lobby one question: If people kill 
people, why give them the means to do it? 

I commend Mr. Lorch's letter to the 
attention of my colleagues: 

PEOPLE KILL WITH GUNS 

On May 5, my brother and the brother of 
the thousands who attended his funeral was 
laid to rest. He was New York City Police 
Officer John Scarangella. Officer Scaran
gella was the 22nd police officer killed in 
the line of duty in the last three years in 
New York City alone. If his death and the 
death of all of the others are to have any 
meaning at all perhaps that meaning may 
be found in an open discussion of the sub
jects which somehow seem most relevant to 
their sacrifices. 

Leading law enforcement officials have 
long called for the kind of effective gun con
trol which can only be the product of feder
al legislation. That their cries have fallen on 
seemingly deaf ears would seem to be due to 
the lack of any real understanding of the 
scope of the problem by both the Congress 
and the people. 

It is apparent that there is no real appre
ciation of just how readily available hand
guns have become. Nor is there an aware
ness of how our society has increasingly 
turned to violence to solve its problems, as 
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evidenced by the ever-increasing number of 
stranger-to-stranger homicides, sometimes 
the result of no more than a minor traffic 
incident. 

The supporters of the "right" to go armed 
claim that people, not guns, kill people, but 
can they really explain away 2,000 deaths, 
triple the number of not many years ago? 
Can they look a police widow in the eye and 
say that an effective gun law couldn't possi
bly have saved her husband's life? I ask of 
the gun lobby one question: If people kill 
people, why give them the means to do it? 

I realize that many supporters of gun con
trol also support the death penalty. This is 
particularly true in the law enforcement 
community. I believe this to be unworthy of 
anyone who truly believes in the sanctity of 
human life. Let it be clear that this is not a 
statement to be construed as in any way 
supportive of concern for the lives of those 
heinous murders now occupying death row. 
I would march in no demonstration for 
them, their crimes put them in that horrify
ing place and their plight is of little conse
quence to me. 

However, the brutalization of society, be it 
through the proliferation of weapons or 
through the use of the death penalty as a 
simplistic answer to much more complex 
problems, easily denied by the throwing of a 
switch or the dropping of a gas pellet, is my 
real concern. Throw the murderers into a 
prison fitting their crime, let them dwell on 
the reasons for their miserable existence all 
the long days of their lives, but let us not 
justify their actions by destroying any life, 
even theirs. Let us not defiantly usurp 
powers which do not belong to man. 

Finally, can we not, as rational human 
beings, simply refrain from killing, just 
today. Perhaps then we will not kill tomor
row and the day after, until today's violence 
becomes nothing more than an historical 
footnote in a society that reveres life.e 

BEN GILMAN: PATRIOT OF THE 
YEAR 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I was 
delighted to learn that our friend and 
colleague, BEN GILMAN, has been pre
sented with the prestigious Patriot of 
the Year Award by the Department of 
New York, Reserve Officers Associ
ation of the United States. 

This award was given to BEN GILMAN 
for his advocacy of a strong, adequate 
military posture for the United States 
in the interest of national defense and 
national security and for his support 
of a well-trained, adequately equipped 
Reserve as an integral part of the total 
force policy of our Nation. 

Congressman GILMAN represents the 
26th Congressional District, State of 
New York, and serves as a member of 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
and the House Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee. 

Prior to his election to the House of 
Representatives, November 7, 1972, 
Congressman GILMAN served for three 
terms in the New York State Assem
bly. 
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During World War II, he served with 

the 20th Air Force, 19th Bomb Group 
and was awarded the Distinguished 
Flying Cross and Air Medal for 35 mis
sions over Japan. 

My congratulations go to BEN 
GILMAN for the years of service to his 
country, in and out of uniform.e 

THE ABORTION DILEMMA 

HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
questions raised by the abortion 
debat~ were pondered, in this fashion, 
by Aristotle. Though the ancient 
Greeks expounded on the properties 
of potentiality versus actuality, 
present-day philosophers, when bored 
with easy answers, still lapse into a 
discussion of "chicken and egg" meta
physics. 

Scientific knowledge has solved 
many questions that have persisted 
throughout history, and much past 
controversy has been satisfactorily 
laid to rest. The question of when life 
begins or even when life ends, howev
er, is not a simple one, and the an
swers cannot merely be proclaimed by 
institutional or individual authority. 
In pursuit of adequate answers to the 
difficult question of abortion, I believe 
we must listen to people from every 
perspective-we must hear from reli
gious leaders, from those who care for 
unwanted children in institutions, and 
from women whose rights to deter
mine questions about their own bodies 
may be frustrated by antiabortion 
laws, but who in the end are really not 
denied a choice. 

I recently received a letter from Rev. 
Father John W. Tucker of St. Marga
ret's Episcopal Church in Miami 
Lakes, Fla., along with a letter from a 
member of his congregation, Mrs. 
Susan Connelly, expressing their views 
on this issue. Reverend Tucker stated 
his view that: 

The Right to Life issue has many moral 
questions. However, I feel that the woman 
has the constitutional rights to determine 
questions about her body. I oppose the an
tiabortion constitutional amendment move
ment. A woman should have the right of 
choice. As it now stands, the law gives the 
woman the right of choice without becom
ing an outlaw. 

Mrs. Connelly wrote about the 
harmful effect that the Reagan ad
ministration's budget cuts will have on 
unwanted children who depend upon 
public funds for their physical, 
mental, and social health. She stated 
in her letter: 

What quality of life will these unwanted 
children have and what services could we 
offer in the future with the tremendous cut
backs in all social programs • • • I cannot 
see bringing more unwanted children into 
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our society when our society has not accept
ed the responsibility for what we already 
have, and on the policies clearly delineated 
by the present administration, the social 
welfare programs in this particular area will 
be even more greatly diminished. 

It is extremely important for those 
of us who make public policy to not 
only understand what the conse
quences of our policymaking will be, 
but also to strive for some reasonable 
consistency when one policy decision 
has implications and perhaps some un
intended consequences as suggested by 
Mrs. Connelly's insightful comments.• 

HISTORIC SUMMERSEAT 

HON. JAMES K. COYNE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. JAMES K. COYNE. Mr. Speak
er, precious few historic buildings in 
this country can match the distinctive 
beauty and rich legacy of Summerseat 
in Morrisville, Pa. 

Summerseat served as an important 
headquarters for the Colonial Army 
during the crucial early days in the 
Revolutionary War. General Washing
ton personally chose Summerseat for 
his headquarters in December of 1776. 

Later in its history, Summerseat was 
owned by both Robert Morris and 
George Clymer, each of whom signed 
the Declaration of Independence. Ac
cording to legend, Summerseat also 
served as the site of a ball honoring 
Marquis de Lafayette. 

A group of distinguished constitu
ents-the Historic Morrisville Soci
ety-will be honoring Summerseat and 
its heritage on Patriots' Day, June 6. 
Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to repre
sent such a unique institution as Sum
merseat in Washington. And it is 
equally gratifying to represent the 
Historic Morrisville Society. They de
serve much commendation for their 
tireless work on behalf of historic 
preservation.e 

TREASURY SECRETARY REGAN 
ON U.S. CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT 
BANKS 

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, the 
Congress will soon have to consider 
new legislation to authorize the new 
U.S. contributions to the multilateral 
development banks-MDB's. Although 
the MDB's are of invaluable assistance 
in helping Third World countries 
become economically developed and in 
furthering this country's strategic for-
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eign policy, support for contributions 
to MDB's has always been lukewarm. 

I believe that the administration's 
position will be crucial for the ulti
mate disposition of the development 
bill, because it has considerable influ
ence over conservatives on this side of 
the aisle and for those on the other 
side of the aisle. Therefore, I want to 
share with all of my colleagues the 
testimony of Treasury Secretary 
Donald Regan before the Appropri
ations Subcommittee on Foreign Oper
ations, in which the Secretary regis
tered the administration's strong sup
port for continued U.S. participation 
in the MDB's. As the Secretary em
phasized: 

The banks are primarily the result of U.S. 
policy initiatives and they have functioned 
successfully for many years-since 1945 in 
the case of the World Bank. During that 
period, they have had bipartisan support in 
the Congress and under both Democratic 
and Republican Presidents. A withdrawal of 
U.S. support would be irresponsible and 
damaging to our national interest. 

I hope that all of my colleagues will 
ponder the Secretary's eloquent words 
and approach this question in a truly 
bipartisan manner, because the admin
istration's position is very worthy of 
support. 

The testimony follows: 
STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD T. REGAN, 

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportuni
ty to speak to the Committee today on the 
Administration's appropriations request for 
U.S. subscriptions and contributions to the 
multilateral development banks. I under
stand that the Subcommittee voted yester
day in favor of the Administration's supple
mental request for fiscal year 1981. We ap
preciate this bipartisan display of support 
for the Administration on these foreign 
policy issues. 

With the Committee's permission I would 
like to summarize the Administration's re
quest orally and to provide- for the record
a more detailed descripti-on. 

The Administration's first priority has 
been to develop a comprehensive domestic 
program to address our own economic re
quirements. The most important contribu
tion we can make to the international econ
omy at this time is to provide the basis for 
healthy, non-inflationary growth in the U.S. 
economy. 

Reductions in the Federal Budget for 
fiscal year 1981 and fiscal year 1982 repre
sent a vital part of the President's Economic 
Recovery Program. The recommendations 
sent to the Congress on March 10 represent 
a practical and realistic basis on which to 
begin our · fight against inflation and to 
reduce the role of government in the 
economy. 

Foreign assistance programs have not 
been spared from the President's budget 
review. Overall these programs have been 
cut back by 26 percent in fiscal year 1982 
from the levels proposed by the previous 
Administration. On this basis, the request 
for budget authority for the multilateral de
velopment banks has been reduced by 34 
percent for fiscal year 1981 and by 38 per
cent in fiscal year .1982. These reductions in 
requests for the banks will be accomplished 
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by deferring a very substantial portion of 
our subscriptions and contributions to 
future fiscal years. 

At the same time, however, we are mind
ful that the banks are common multination
al endeavors, initiated, in most cases, by the 
United States. We, therefore, intend to meet 
our existing responsibilities to the institu
tions and to our fellow members. To lessen 
the serious concern which has been ex
pressed by developed and developing 
member countries about U.S. intentions, we 
have tried to structure the reductions in re
quested budget authority in a way which 
permits bank replenishments to continue 
within their general negotiated framework. 

The United States should play a construc
tive and responsible role in the banks and in 
other international economic organizations. 
To do so, the Administration needs your 
support for the full multilateral develop
ment bank request for fiscal years 1981 and 
1982. 

THE APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST 

The Administration's supplemental re
quest for fiscal year 1918 is for $558 million 
in budget authority and $53.9 million in pro
gram limitations for callable capital sub
scriptions which do not result in outlays of 
funds. This is $540 million less than the 
amount recommended for budget authority 
in January. The request for fiscal year 1982 
calls for $1.5 billion in budget authority and 
$2.6 billion in program limitations for call
able capital. This is $936 million less than 
the amount recommended for budget au
thority in January. Our requests will fulfill 
already negotiated international agree
ments. 

The outlays resulting from budget author
ity enacted in fiscal years 1981 and 1982 will 
occur over the next ten years. Only 4.28 per
cent of the budget authority request for 
fiscal year 1982 will result in outlays in 
fiscal year 1982. 
THE FISCAL YEAR 1981 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST 

I would like to mention briefly the excep
tional circumstances which necessitate the 
supplemental request for fiscal year 1981, 
which the Subcommittee has approved. For 
the Sixth Replenishment of the Interna
tional Development Association-IDA VI
we are seeking $540 million in budget au
thority. To subscribe initially to the African 
Development Bank we propose $18 million 
in budget authority and $53.9 million in pro-
gram limitations for callable capital. · 

The circumstances are particularly critical 
in the case if IDA VI. The failure of the 
United States to agree to participate in the 
replenishment and to make its first install
ment available has already delayed activa
tion of the replenishment by nine months. 
Other donor countries have made advance 
contributions, which were fully committed 
by the end of March, but they indicated 
they will not provide additional support 
until U.S. participation is assured after the 
necessary authorization and appropriations 
are obtained. 

In the case of the African Development 
Bank, the opening for accession to member
ship by the United States and other non-re
gional countries is expected to occur this 
spring. Much of the political benefit would 
be lost, if we were to accede months after 
most of the other non-regional members 
had done so. Moreover, our ability to select 
a U.S. Executive Director could be lost if 
there were a delay until fiscal year 1982. 

Because of these exceptional circum
stances, we are requesting supplemental ap
propriations for fiscal year 1981 for these 
two institutions. 
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ADMINISTRATION VIEW OF THE BANKS 

Over the years the banks have been im
portant financial institutions and they will 
remain so in the future. As we see it, the 
issue for the United States is not whether 
we will continue to participate but rather 
the level of future U.S. support and the 
nature of U.S. participation in the various 
programs. A decision to continue U.S. par
ticipation in the banks, including IDA VI, 
the World Bank General Capital Increase 
and the ~frican Development Bank, is con
sistent with this framework and it is based 
on the following considerations: 

The banks are primarily the result of U.S. 
policy initiatives and they have functioned 
successfully for many years-since 1945 in 
the case of the World Bank. During that 
period, they have had bipartisan support in 
the Congress and under both Democratic 
and Republican Presidents. A withdrawal of 
U.S. support would be irresponsible and 
damaging to our national interest. 

The banks are common endeavors. Their 
operations are shaped through intensive 
consultation among member countries, in
cluding the United States and our major 
allies who are the principal financial sup
porters. Cooperation in these banks is a key 
aspect of our overall relations with Europe, 
Japan and Canada. 

There is also a humanitarian aspect to our 
participation in the banks. Willingness to 
help the needy has been an enduring Ameri
can tradition. The banks provide a cost-ef
fective way for us to continue that tradition 
in concert with other countries. 

Leveraging of relatively small paid-in sub
scriptions with bank borrowings from pri
vate capital markets multiplies economic as
sistance which can be channelled through 
the banks. Put another way, the program 
pay-out for each budgetary dollar paid into 
the hard windows can be very high. 

The programs of the institutions require 
advance planning and continuity. Disrup
tions in our subscriptions and contributions 
and those of other countries would entail 
high program costs for the banks and di
minish their institutional effectiveness. 

In addition, there are very practical com
mercial reasons for continuing our partici
pation as negotiated. Last year U.S. firms 
received MOB contracts totalling about $960 
million. 

These considerations have led us to con
clude that participation in these institutions 
is in our national interest and that we 
should proceed in an orderly way with re
plenishments which have already been ne
gotiated. 

The Administration fully recognizes the 
important support that the banks can pro
vide for the orderly, market-oriented eco
nomic development of a large number of de
veloping countries. The Administration also 
recognizes that the multilateral character 
of the banks and the substantial resources 
at their command make these institutions 
well positioned to help promote growth
spurring economic policies in the developing 
world. 

The economic well-being of the developing 
countries has a significant impact on both 
the international economy and on the U.S. 
economy. While these countries still con
front formidable economic problems, none
theless, they are presently a major source of 
world economic growth. Their growth im
mediately generates increased imports, and 
the non-oil developing countries take more 
than a fourth of our exports of goods and 
services. 
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I also want to touch on the benefits that 

continued U.S. participation in these insti
tutions provides to our foreign policy and 
national security interests. The banks oper
ate in countries throughout the developing 
world, very notably in areas of strategic con
cern to us: 

The U.S. has mutual defense relationships 
with seven of the top ten IBRD recipients: 
Brazil, Turkey, Korea, Thailand, Colombia, 
the Philippines and Mexico. These countries 
alone borrowed $3.6 billion from the IBRD 
in 1980 or nearly half of all new lending 
that year. The cost to the U.S. budget, over 
the years that these loans are disbursed, 
will be about $70 million. 

Seven of the top ten IDA recipients are on 
the periphery of the Indian Ocean: Tanza
nia, Kenya, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, Sudan, 
Egypt and India. All have been subject to 
Soviet efforts to expand influence. The 30 
percent share of IDA lending going to the 
African continent (approximately $1.1 bil
lion in 1980) also complements our objec
tives in that volatile region. In particular, 
we strongly support IDA programs in Egypt, 
Sudan and Kenya which provided $500 mil
lion in 1980. 

Three of the eight Asian Development 
Bank borrowers have mutual defense rela
tionships with the United States: Philip
pines, Korea, and Thailand. They collective
ly borrowed nearly $520 million from the 
ADB in 1979, the last year for which we 
have complete data. This amounted to 
almost 62 percent of total ADB lending in 
that year. 

Six of the top ten African Development 
Bank borrowers maintain important mili
tary supply relationships with the United 
States: Tunisia, Morocco, Kenya, Zaire, 
Gabon and Egypt. More than one third of 
new loans from the AFDB went to these 
countries in 1979. 

The top three Inter-American Develop
ment Bank recipients-Mexico, Brazil and 
Argentina-have important commercial and 
financial links with us. In 1980 the IDB 
made two-thirds of its loans to these three 
countries. Improving U.S. relations through
out Latin America and the Caribbean is an 
important policy objective of this Adminis
tration. 

In their most recent fiscal years, these 
MDBs channelled $7.7 billion in loan com
mitments to the countries I have cited. An 
increase of our bilateral aid program of that 
size is unrealistic. These sums are far higher 
than could have been provided by the U.S. 
alone-or even with its allies-in the ab
sence of the cost sharing and financial le
veraging possible only through the banks. 

FUTURE U.S. PARTICIPATION IN THE BANKS 
The long-term nature of the development 

process, the importance of the U.S. position 
in the banks to other countries and institu
tions, the wide ranging public and Congres
sional commentary on the role and activities 
of the banks and the serious nature of our 
own budget situation have reinforced our 
view that the United States needs to devel
op a long term policy and planning perspec
tive for the banks. It is our intention to es
tablish an effective overall policy frame
work for future U.S. participation in the 
banks and to identify the major policy ob
jectives which should be pursued in any 
future replenishment negotiation. I note 
that the Committee has itself called for a 
thorough assessment in its report on the 
fiscal year 1981 appropriations legislation 
last year. 

Accordingly, the Administration is con
ducting such an assessment of all the var-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ious factors which should bear on U.S. par
ticipation in the banks. No decisions will be 
taken on any of the pending replenishments 
until the Administration's policy review is 
complete. 

The assessment will take into account the 
full range of views that have been expressed 
about the banks in the past. This Commit
tee has been an active commentator on the 
activities of the multilateral development 
banks for many years and has requested re
ports on MDB activities in specific areas of 
concern. You have expressed consistent con
cern that economic assistance through the 
development banks reach the poor, with 
particular emphasis on direct participation 
of local groups, which represent the poor, in 
the planning and execution of development 
projects. The Committee has stressed the 
use of appropriate, capital saving technol
ogy in labor surplus countries. These are im
portant development issues, which will be 
considered carefully in the course of our as
sessment. 

We look forward to discussing the results 
of the assessment with the Committee and 
we will welcome your views. 

CONCLUSION 

This then is the program we set before 
you. It is a program balancing fiscal integri
ty with international responsibility. Our 
cuts have been deep in both fiscal year 1981 
and fiscal year 1982, but we are fulfilling 
our international pledges. We seek your sup
port for passage of this program.• 

WHAT $100 BILLION BUYS FOR 
DEFENSE 

HON. ELDON RUDD 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, our Nation 
has suffered a severe decline in de
fense preparedness over the last 
decade, as the gap between the Soviet 
Union's defense commitment and our 
own has widened. President Reagan 
and this Congress, by substantially in
creasing our defense budget, have 
begun to reverse this decline and 
remedy this dangerous situation. 

A recent editorial in the Phoenix 
Gazette sheds startling light on the 
net value of this spending gap in terms 
of our own national security. I would 
like to share this very relevant per
spective with my colleagues: 
[From the Phoenix Gazette, May 18, 1981] 

WHAT $100 BILLION BUYS FOR DEFENSE 
Since 1973, the Soviet Union's military ex

penditures have exceeded U.S. defense 
spending by $100 billion. By itself, the 
figure may not mean much, and critics of in
creased national defense spending pooh
pooh such comparisons as meaningless. 

Gen. Bryce Poe II, commander of the Air 
Force Logistics Command, put the spending 
gap into some stark perspective, however, by 
making a list of the weaponry the United 
States could have added to its arsenal by 
matching the Soviet spending. 

With $100 billion, the United States could 
have purchased: 

The B- 1 bomber fleet of 241 aircraft. 
The entire MX missile system. 
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Thirteen Trident submarines with associ

ated missiles. 
Seven thousand new XM-1 main battle 

tanks. 
Five hundred advanced attack helicopters. 
Seven hundred infantry vehicles. 
Three hundred tactical airlift planes and 

1,200 new fighter aircraft for the Navy or 
1,800 new fighters for the Air Force. 

Of course, some trade-offs might have 
produced other results. American military 
forces surely would not have lost so many 
skilled personnel if pay had been increased 
during those years so that middle-ranking 
enlisted personnel did not have to rely on 
food stamps to keep families fed. 

Congress is going along with hefty in
creases in defense spending proposed by 
President Reagan. Better late than never; 
the United States obviously has some catch
ing up to do.e 

SALUTE TO LABOR 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I have 
on many occasions addressed this body 
about the many good things that are 
happening in my home district of 
Bronx County. I have on occasions en
tered into the RECORD the accomplish
ment of various individuals who have 
distinguished themselves in the areas 
of education, business, politics, govern
ment, and many other endeavors. Re
cently I spoke on the heroism of the 
individuals caught up in the attempt
ed assassination of our President. 
Today, I wish to comment and salute a 
more subtle heroism, a heroism that 
happens many times in my beloved 
city but goes unmentioned, and unher
alded, the heroism of the unpaid, over
worked hospital employees of New 
York. 

I especially want to point out the 
members of local 1199 of Bronx Leba
non Hospital who recently, because of 
the deadlock of the State legislature 
over the budget for this fiscal year, 
went unpaid for 2 weeks but stayed at 
their posts and administered to the 
needs of the thousands of sick people 
who depended upon them as their 
only source for medical services. These 
hard working men and women who 
depend on their weekly pay for all of 
their needs, had to sacrifice necessities 
because they have no savings or extras 
to carry them over during hard times, 
yet, in spite of these adversities they 
thought only of the help needed by 
their fell ow man. My good friend Leon 
Davis, president of 1199 is also to be 
congratulated because of the leader
ship, patience, and concern exercised 
by him and his capable assistants in 
seeing this continuing emergency 
through. 

Bronx-Lebanon Hospital, which dis
penses quality health services for this 
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district, could not have endured were 
it not for the unstinting and dedicated 
services of a young, dedicated, and 
most energetic director, Mr. Fred Sil
verman. Mr. Silverman for the past 
several years has kept this institution 
afloat on the heavy seas of financial 
distress. He has done this through 
hard work, his conviction of the hospi
tal's need, and by establishing a good 
working relationship with all of the di
verse compartments of his institution 
and the people it serves. All have 
heard of the difficulties experienced 
by the people of the South Bronx of 
New York City, these problems experi
enced every day by the workers of 
1199 and other professionals such as 
Fred Silverman. 

It is because of people like the work
ers of 1199, Leon Davis, Fred Silver
man, and so many other unsung 
heroes that the South Bronx like the 
majestic mystical bird phoenix shall 
rise again and regain its place in the 
history of our great city.e 

REAL CUTS AND REAL PAIN 

HON. WILLIAM R. RATCHFORD 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker, 
there have been dazzling arguments 
on both sides of the social security re
visions presented 2 weeks ago by the 
administration. Proponents of the cut
back plan say it is the strong medicine 
an ailing retirement program needs; 
opponents say it is the wrong medi
cine, in the wrong dosage, at the 
wrong time, and that it will abruptly 
and unfairly affect the life plans of 
millions of older Americans. 

To keep the arguments from becom
ing too cold and statistical, I ask my 
colleagues to take a moment to read 
the following letter I received the 
other day from Mrs. Evelyn Bobenski, 
a woman who lives in my district, ~nd 
who speaks in the clearest voice of the 
real pain these proposed cuts would 
bring. There can be no plainer argu
ment against the proposed drastic re
duction next year in early retirement 
benefits. 

This is what Mrs. Bobenski wrote: 
I have paid social security since 1936-

worked to help pay for a house we bought; 
worked to help put two boys through col
lege. 

My husband has heart trouble, so I have 
to work. 

I will be 62 July 27, 1982. 
I stand at a machine all day, for $3.75 an 

hour, waiting for the day to collect social se
curity. 

How do you think I feel?e 
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PLASTIC BOTTLE WAR 

HON. TONY P. HALL 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
•Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thought the Members of the House 
would be interested in seeing an 
informative article that appeared in 
the March 1981 issue of Business 
Week relating to the metric packaging 
of soft drinks. 

I believe this article clearly demon
strates that some companies, especial
ly in the soft drink industry, are find
ing it to their economic advantage to 
make the conversion to metric. 

The article follows: 
PLASTIC'S NEW ENTRY IN THE BOTTLE WARS 

A new generation of machines that make 
plastic bottles will start bringing soft drinks 
to market in half-liter <16.9-oz.) size later 
this year, touching off a fresh round of com
petition in the huge market for containers. 
The prospect of big new inroads for plastic 
already has can makers laying defensive 
strategies, while plastic makers are predict
ing a turnaround for their depressed busi
ness and glassmakers are worried about a 
price war. 

The half-liter soft drink bottle is made of 
the same polyethylene terephthalate <PET) 
as is the successful 2-liter bottle already on 
supermarket shelves. Coca-Cola Co. has 
been testing the half-liter size in four Ohio 
markets since November. "This little baby is 
dynamite," says a spokesman. Adds John 
Sculley, president of Pepsi-Cola Co.: "Every
thing we learned from the 2-liter suggests 
that the half-liter will be just as successful." 
A huge market. By June both Cincinnati 
Milacron Inc. and Van Dorn Co. will be 
shipping machines that at least triple the 
running speed of blow-molding equipment 
which can now turn out 2,400 2-liter bottles 
an hour. Japan's Nissei ASB Machine Co. is 
already shipping a slower machine. Accord
ing to machinery makers, the new machines 
cut costs to the point at which half-liter 
plastic bottles can compete with 16-oz. non
returnable glass bottles, which cost about 
8.5¢. 

The market is huge. For soft drinks alone, 
glass-bottle makers shipped 3.8 billion 16-oz. 
nonreturnables last year and the market for 
returnables is even larger. Dwarfing glass, 
however, is the 12-oz. soft-drink can market 
of 26 billion units. A 50 percent operating 
rate last year has producers awash in excess 
PET resin capacity, but both Celanese Corp. 
and Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. predict 
that plastic's ability to expand into these 
new markets could balance demand for 
their resin with its supply. 

A price war? "There could be some impact 
on the can share" of the market by plastic 
bottles, concedes Jay R. Gottlieb, managing 
director of beverage metal packaging for 
American Can Co. But the immediate target 
of the plastic bottles would appear to be 
glass. Says one glass company official: "I 
think you're going to see a price war. I don't 
think the glass industry is going to give up 
this market without a substantial fight." 
Responds John E. Maczko, marketing super· 
visor of PET bottle resin for Celanese Plas
tics & Specialties Co.: "There is no doubt 
that the half-liter PET bottle is here; it's 
going to stay, and no matter what glass 
does, it's unlikely to stop it." 
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Still, some container-industry executives 

believe that rising resin costs and more effi
cient glassmaking machinery will make it 
hard for PET to compete. The half-liter bot
tles will only nick the market this year. Ex
ecutives at Owens-Illinois Inc., the largest 
U.S. glass-bottle maker and a leader in plas
tics as well, believe that the new container 
has yet to prove itself. There is a problem 
with carbonation retention, and the light 
weight and durability that brought consum
ers flocking to the 2-liter PET bottle are less 
important for smaller sizes. 

"There's a lot of [development] work 
being done," says Charles K. Sewell, presi
dent of Dorsey Corp.'s Sewell Plastics Inc., a 
mtl.jor bottle molder. "We expect to be in 
the marketplace with a lot of bottles some
time in 1981." e 

UNITED STATES CAS.TS VOTE 
FOR PROFIT 

HON. SAM GEJDENSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
find it deeply disturbing that the ad
ministration decided to vote against a 
United Nations' code which would set 
guidelines on the marketing of infant 
food formula. The United States was 
nearly the only country to vote 
against this code at the U.N. World 
Health Assembly this week in Geneva. 

Millions of infants every year suffer 
from malnutrition and disease-and 
many die-from the improper use of 
breast milk substitutes. Mothers in 
poor, developing countries are led to 
believe by aggressive advertising tech
niques that infant formulas are better 
for their babies than their own milk. 
For instance, one company employs 
salespeople in white uniforms to dis
tribute free samples to pregnant 
women. After using the samples, these 
women can no longer produce their 
own milk and must purchase the sub
stitute. 

Unable to afford sufficient amounts 
of the formula, poor women often 
dilute the powder. Infants become 
malnourished and often develop seri
ous complications from the use of con
taminated water. The U.N. code rec
ommends that countries outlaw direct 
advertising, prohibit distribution of 
free samples and limit exaggerated 
claims. However, the code is only a 
recommendation and would leave each 
nation free to develop its own appro
priate regulations. The code in no way 
attempts to interfere with free trade 
and the rights of these companies to 
sell this product-it only attempts to 
set up guidelines on the marketing of 
infant formulas. 

Three American manufacturers have 
lobbied fiercely against this code, ar
guing that there is no direct link be
tween bottle formulas and disease. 
They say that mothers in the Third 
World Countries-of whom many are 
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illiterate-are not following the direc
tions carefully. 

I think the administration, by this 
action, is sending a very negative mes
sage to the Third World. It is a mes
sage which says to the world that the 
United States is more concerned about 
the profits of three companies than 
the lives of millions of children.• 

INTRODUCTION OF 
TRATION OMNIBUS 
TION ON VARIOUS 
PROGRAMS 

ADMINIS
LEGISLA
HEALTH 

HON. EDWARD R. MADIGAN 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am pleased to introduce H.R. 3724, 
the administration bill "to extend and 
amend various health authorities, and 
for other purposes." Mr. BROYHILL, 
the distinguished ranking minority 
member on the Energy and Commerce 
Committee, joins me as a cosponsor. 
Because the administration's proposal 
provides for ' several substantive 
changes to existing law, we would 
expect that some opposition will sur
face. Accordingly, we view the bill as a 
starting point for discussions with the 
various affected principals whose con
cerns are entitled to be heard. 

An explanation of. the bill, which is 
comprehensive in scope, is embodied in 
Secretary Schweiker's May 15, 1981, 
letter of transmittal to the Speaker. 
The Secretary's explanation follows: 

The draft bill would authorize appropri
ations through fiscal year 1984 for health 
services research, health care technology ac
tivities, health statistics activities, Natkmal 
Research Service Awards, immunization 
programs, and assistance to medical librar
ies, and would enact changes to provisions 
of law concerned with health emergencies 
to permit a rapid and effective response to 
such emergencies. 

The draft bill would in addition promote 
improved efficiency and management of 
Public Health Service programs. The draft 
bill would provide the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services with greater flexibility 
to provide additional special pay to Public 
Health Service Commissioned Corps physi
cians only if such pay were actually needed 
to recruit and retain physicians in certain 
specific locations and in certain specialties 
in which extraordinary recruitment and re
tention difficulties have been experienced. 
The Administration believes that Public 
Health Service physician requirements can 
be met under a more flexible and targeted 
approach and at less cost to the taxpayer 
than under the approach of current law, 
which maintains artificially high special pay 
levels for Commissioned Corps physicians. 
The draft bill would also eliminate Federal 
payment for institutional support services 
in connection with National Research Serv
ice Awards. 

We estimate that total costs of 
$216,742,000 for fiscal year 1982 would 
result from the draft bill's enactment. De
tailed cost estimates and summary of the 
draft bill's provisions are enclosed. 
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We urge the Congress to give the draft 

bill its prompt and favorable consideration. 
We are advised by the Office of Manage

ment and Budget that enactment of this 
draft bill would be in accord with the pro
gram of the President.• 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN ARGENTINA 
AND U.S. POLICY 

HON. WILLIAM M. BRODHEAD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. BRODHEAD. Mr. Speaker, the 
attention given recently to the case of 
Jacobo Timerman points up the seri
ousness of the human rights situation 
facing Jews in Argentina, and it also 
demonstrates how dramatically U.S. 
policies on human rights have shifted 
since the current administration took 
office. 

There is compelling evidence that 
the Argentine Government has grossly 
violated the human rights of its citi
zens, such as Jacobo Timerman, who 
dared to disagree with its policies and 
decrees. In his recent book, Timerman 
has pointed to another aspect of re
pression in Argentina which has been 
less widely known-the fact that is pe
culiarly anti-Semitic. This was a factor 
in the vicious treatment of Timerman 
himself, and he and others have tesU
fied that anti-Semitism is widespread 
in Argentine society. I and many of 
my colleagues have spoken out against 
anti-Semitism and repression wherever 
they occur. Jacobo Timerman's ac
count of the situation in Argentina 
should cause us to pay particular at
tention to these problems in that 
country. 

It is especially ironic · that just as 
public awareness of this situation is in
creasing, the administration has come 
forward and requested that the cur
rent prohibition against U.S. arms 
sales to Argentina be repealed. One 
justification for the request, offered 
by Secretary of State Alexander Haig, 
has been that the United States and 
Argentina share common values. 
There is no question that Argentine 
society is very advanced in many re
spects, and there is no question that 
the Government of Argentina, like our 
own, is opposed to Soviet-inspired tur
moil in the Western Hemisphere. How
ever, it is difficult to see how much 
further the similarities extend. Liter
ally thousands of Argentine citizens 
have disappeared without explanation 
over the past 5 years. My own efforts 
to obtain information from the Argen
tine Government about two young 
Jewish citizens, Ruben Haber and 
Deborah Benshoam, who have been 
imprisoned but never formally 
charged with any crime, have met 
with no cooperation. It is clearly 
wrong to say that a government which 
has regularly abused those rights 
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which are the foundation of our own 
society has values in common with 
ours. Certainly, there is no justifica
tion for providing that government 
with the arms that will help it perpet
uate the vicious practices which have 
made life a nightmare for so many 
people. 

Jacobo Timerman has stated that 
the outspoken human rights policy of 
the previous administration was re
sponsible for saving thousands of lives 
in South America. He has said of the 
anti-Semitism in Argentina that 
"nothing equal to it has taken place in 
the Western world since 1945." The 
United States should not even appear 
to condone such a situation. In my 
view, the administration's apparent 
willingness to turn away from a policy 
of attempting to promote human 
rights in countries that wish to obtain 
assistance from the United States will 
not serve our foreign policy interests 
in the long term, and the cost in 
human terms to those whose rights 
are abused cannot be calculated. I 
hope that the message Jacobo Timer
man has brought will not be lost on 
those formulating foreign policy for 
the administration.• 

THE RE-EMERGENCE OF 
SWEATSHOPS 

HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, no feature of our modern in
dustrial system has been more abhor
rent than the notorious garment 
sweatshops which flourished in the 
early years of this century. Through 
Federal and State fair labor laws, we 
thought that we had ridded our cities 
of this scourge. Tragically, we are now 
learning that the sweatshop has re
turned. Once again, tens of thousands -
of workers-especially women and 
children, and particularly undocu
mented aliens-are suffering the kinds 
of exploitation which we thought we 
had relegated to the history books. 

The revival of sweatshops in the 
needle trades has been condemned by 
responsible garment manufacturers, 
trade unions, and public officials, in
cluding Secretary of Labor Raymond 
Donovan. But Mr. Donovan has, in a 
unilateral and thoroughly unjustified 
action, announced his intention to 
eliminate one of the key regulatory 
provisions against sweatshops-the 
prohibition on industrial homework. 

At hearings last week conducted by 
the Subcommittee on Labor Stand
ards, of which I am the chairman, we 
heard industry, labor, and consumers 
alike denounce this proposal. No one
not industry or labor-had advocated 
such a sweeping abolition of labor pro-
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tections at the very time that sweat
shops are reviving. 

No one-not · industry or labor-be
lieves, as the Secretary contends, that 
abolition of the homework restriction 
will enhance the Government ability 
to enforce the law. 

Every witness who testified, with the 
single exception of the departmental 
representatives, argued strenuously 
that removal of the homework ban 
would, in fact, stimulate the prolif era
tion of sweatshops, a view endorsed by 
departmental experts with whom my 
office has spoken. The Secretary's pro
posed action, in the words of Kurt 
Barnard, spokesman for the 5,500-
member Federated Apparel Manufac
turers, will guarantee "the uncon
trolled proliferation of at-home sweat
shops [which will] foster the exploita
tion of unregistered aliens and ad
versely affect every American taxpay
er • • • [It] would literally pull the 
rug out from under the entire Ameri
can apparel industry-union and non
union alike." 

Much of the public attention which 
has been focused on the revival of 
sweatshops is due to the outstanding 
series by Merle Linda Wolin, "Sweat
shop," published earlier this year in 
the Los Angeles Herald-Examiner. Ms. 
Wolin's 16-part story was the result of 
an 8-month investigation, including 
undercover work as a Brazilian seam
stress. 

Ms. Wolin's series has already won 
two major journalism awards, the 
Mark Twain prize, and the Associated 
Press regional award for investigative 
reporting in class I newspapers. She 
deserves much more, because her 
series has achieved one of the highest 
goals of responsible journalism-en
lightening the public about an inhu
man and intolerable situation which 
demands change. That process of 
change has already begun with last 
week's hearings, and I want to credit 
Merle Wolin with providing a major 
stimulus to that action. 

I want to share one segment of this 
series which summarizes many of the 
problems and the players in this crisis. 

The article follows: 
PROBLEMS IN THE GARMENT INDUSTRY 

<By Merle Linda Wolin) 
What stands in the way of cleaning up 

California's rapidly growing $3.5 billion gar
ment industry, centered in Los Angeles and 
officially recognized as "the dirtiest in the 
state"? 

After an intensive eight-month investiga
tion, which included a month's undercover 
work posing as an illegal garment worker, 
the Herald Examiner discovered that the 
garment industry's major problems revolve 
around the manufacturers, not the contrac
tors. These people, the manufacturers, con
trol the purse strings of the industry yet are 
not held legally accountable for the health 
and labor conditions under which their gar
ments are made. 

But the manufacturers are not the sole 
cause of all the problems. Everyone contrib
utes to them-from the workers, contractors 
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and retailers to the regulatory agencies, 
prosecutors, judges and the unions. 

Also not to be forgotten are the effects of 
imports, organized crime and the recession. 

Here is a quick rundown of the problems 
in the industry, some structural, some eco
nomic, some attudinal. Taken together, 
these elements make it nearly impossible 
for the business to run lawfully without vio
lations. The human degradation and eco
nomic injustices call out for solution-dras
tic and immediate. 

THE WORKERS 

The backbone of the work force-an esti
mated 90 percent of the 125,000 workers in 
greater Los Angeles <which is 75 percent of 
the estimated total number of workers in 
California)-is undocumented labor, easily 
exploited illegal workers who are unfamiliar 
with U.S. laws and afraid to fight back. 

Out of 20 basic non-agricultural industries 
in California, this worker earns conserva
tively 30 to 400 percent less than employees 
in other industries. 

THE CONTRACTORS 

An estimated 3,500 in the state. It is easy 
to go into business: all that is needed is a 
$21 business tax and registration permit, a 
few machines and a roof overhead. 

In sewing factories, most of which are 
small and employ less than 50, contractors, 
known as "glorified workers," do the bid
ding for manufacturers. They hire workers 
and run the operations where garments are 
sewn. They alone bear the burden of labor 
and health code violations. <More than 80 
percent of them are in violation.) 

There is a surplus of contractors. Many 
are undercapitalized. In the words of state 
Labor Commissioner James Quillen, many 
are "flakes" unfamiliar with U.S. law and 
the garment business. They see engaging in 
unfair competition <a direct result of hiring 
undocumented workers) as the only way to 
keep their shops afloat. They regularly un
dercut legitimate shop owners, often forcing 
them out of business. The attitude: any
thing to get the work. 

The most frequent complaint of contrac
tors is that manufacturers do not pay them 
enough to cover costs and make a profit. 
After they complete a job, they often find 
there is little money left to pay themselves 
a decent wage and, the way it goes, even less 
for the workers. 

An estimated 30 percent of contractors go 
out of business each year. 

MANUFACTURERS 

There are approximately 600 in the state, 
400 in Los Angeles. This group designs gar
ments, cuts cloth, hires sewing contractors 
and sells the product. Once the garment is 
delivered to them, manufacturers ship it, on 
order, to retailers. 

Manufacturers are not legally held ac
countable in any way for what goes on in 
their contractors' shops. Unlike other indus
tries where the person who provides the 
service negotiates price with his potential 
client, here it's the other way around. The 
price is dictated by the manufacturer, who 
takes full advantage of the unfair competi
tion. 

The bulk of the profits in the industry is 
believed to be made by the manufacturers. 
Double-digit profits are the rule; a triple
digit markup is not uncommon on imports. 

This group has been under some competi
tive pressure from imports-valued by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce at nearly $6 
billion in 1979 and growing-though no one 
seriously believes they are forced to under
pay contractors to keep pace with foreign 
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apparel makers. <And certainly there seems 
to be no difference in price between foreign
made apparel and that made in the United 
States.) 

RETAILERS 

Everyone who sells garments to the 
public, from the owner of the local boutique 
to the corporate presidents of enormous de
partment stores. Most claim they know 
nothing about the violations other than 
what they read in newspapers. 

Retailers believe they are far too removed 
from the production end of the industry to 
get involved with what they call "policing." 
Their buyers shop the world from fancy 
showrooms. Though they are required to 
make sure all purchases meet the standards 
of the Federal Trade Commission, none are 
required to ask about the conditions under 
which the garments were made. 

This group also makes handsome profits, 
though usually not as much as the manu
facturers. Uniformly, they claim they want 
greater local and state enforcement of the 
health and labor codes. 

REGULATORY AGENCIES 

State and federal labor departments, 
county health departments, city fire depart
ments, city building and safety depart
ments, and the state agency administering 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act
all entrusted, among their many duties, 
with keeping the law in the garment indus
try. 

California's most active agency, the $1.2 
million Concentrated Enforcement Program 
of the state's Department of Industrial Re
lations, focuses on violations of wage and 
hour, worker's compensation insurance, and 
industrial homework in "marginal" indus
tries, like this one. Under federal and state 
law, their jurisdiction extends only to the 
relationship between employer-employee, 
not between employer-employer, which is 
considered to be the legal relationship be
tween a manufacturer and a contractor. 

The CEP is therefore, legally unable to 
hold manufacturers responsible for unfair 
business dealings with and by contractors. 
<This is ironic, however, since the National 
Labor Relations Act recognizes the depend
ence of contractors on manufacturers in cer
tain situations, such as collective bargain
ing.) 

The CEP's work, impressive as it is, is ex
tremely limited by a shortage of investiga
tors-30 for the entire state. These is no re
alistic way they can police violations. Offi
cials complain about a lack of support from 
the courts-there are inordinate delays in 
prosecution; deals worked out with prosecu
tors frequently result in both "slap on the 
wrist" fines, and grace periods of up to two 
years for employers to pay back wages. 

Since the program began in 1978, officials 
have collected nearly $5 million in fines and 
back wages for workers, an amount they be
lieve is only a fraction of what workers are 
actually due. 

Officials at the CEP believe a legislative 
restructuring of the industry is the only 
way to actually stop violations. 

The county Health Department, with only 
six full-time investigators, also is limited in 
its ability to clean up the industry. Since 
October 1979, officials have been vigorously 
issuing health licenses to all the shops they 
can find. By the end of October they had 
found 2,746 shops. Of an estimated 1,500 
that have been investigated, 1,187 have been 
cited for one or more violations. Seventy
three cases have made it to the city attor
ney's office for adjudication. 
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Health officials claim the garment indus

try is "dirtier" than any other in the state. 
The U.S. Department of Labor's Employ

ment Standards Administration in Los An
geles coordinates the work of at least six 
compliance officers, an educational pro
gram, and since 1974, three task-force inves
tigations in the industry. 

In practice, they only go after contractors 
although federal law does allow them to 
obtain an injunction against a manufacturer 
to prohibit the shipment of goods out of 
state. 

Since last year, this federal agency has 
cited at least 64 shops, and is now in the 
process of collecting $658,000 for 1,372 work
ers in federal court. 

All other agencies, those of the city and 
Cal-OSHA, maintain a relatively low profile 
in the industry. Why? The fire, building and 
safety departments believe the violations 
under their jurisdiction are not inordinate 
or "life-threatening." Cal-OSHA believes it, 
too. Though mandated by federal law to in
vestigate health and safety hazards in all in
dustries, this agency gives first priority to 
construction and heavy manufacturing, the 
industries with the highest percentage of 
lethal hazards complaints. 

PROSECUTORS AND THE JUDICIARY 

The city attorney, the state labor commis
sioner and federal attorneys under the so
licitor of labor all prosecute in the garment 
industry. Cases are heard either in munici
pal or superior courts or in federal district 
courts. 

Since September 1979, in response to a 
major expose of the industry which was 
televised here by KNXT, the city attorney 
has given special priority to garment cases. 

Today, the city attorney's office pros
ecutes 100 percent of the cases referred to 
them by the regulatory agencies. In the last 
year, the office obtained convictions on 
more than 95 percent of all cases: 38 health 
and safety, 20 homework and 116 minimum 
wage. 

City attorneys say they have the laws but, 
unfortunately, they are dependent on inves
tigators to bring them cases-and there are 
severe shortages of investigators. City At
torney Burt Pines said, "If <they) referred 
10 times as many cases, we would prosecute 
them." 

These lawyers also complain that local 
judges do not mete out stiff sentences in 
white collar crime cases. Only rarely will a 
judge impose jail time. 

Judges, according to the lawyers, are 
equally reluctant to severely penalize con
tractors who appear indigent. 

Other major sources of aggravation for 
city attorneys: Their star witnesses, the vic
tims, frequently do not show up at trials be
cause they are undocumented workers 
afraid to testify. Also, under the law, manu
facturers go scot-free. 

At the federal level, the four attorneys 
who work for the solicitor of labor pros
ecute cases involving the industry. Since Oc
tober 1979. they have obtained court orders 
against defendants in 15 of 17 cases heard. 

Besides a shortage of investigators, their 
major complaints stem from the attitudes of 
federal judges who seem unwilling to 
impose business sanctions against manufac
turers. For example, the "hot goods" injunc
tion, mandated by law in 1938, has never 
been used in California. And today it takes 
judges so long to issue temporary restrain
ing orders against the shipment of illegally 
made goods going out of state that by the 
time an order arrives, the garments have 
disappeared. 
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UNIONS 

Three try to organize in the garment in
dustry: the International Ladies' Garment 
Workers Union, the Amalgamated Clothing 
and Textile Workers Union, and United 
Garment Workers Union. Their presence is 
barely felt-only 20 percent of all garment 
workers in the state work under a union 
contract. 

Union officials cite several basic reasons 
for this: 

It is difficult to organize the large pool of 
ethnically divided surplus labor, most of 
which is comprised of undocumented work
ers afraid of losing their jobs and being de
ported. 

The National Labor Relations Board 
delays the adjudication of disputes. These 
delays work to the advantage of the employ
er and make it difficult for workers to orga
nize. 

Anti-union sentiment in Los Angeles as 
manifested by the police and the courts. 
Union officials often complain about the in
timidating effects of what they call the pro
employer "labor liaison squad" of the Los 
Angeles Police Department and the local ju
diciary's use of temporary restraining orders 
to effectively halt union activity. 

IMPORTS 

Apparel imports compete directly with 
California-manufactured goods. In 1979, 
$5.876 billion worth of foreign-made goods 
were sold in the U.S., a whopping 426 per
cent increase over 1969, though the average 
rate of annual growth of imports in the last 
four years was only 4. 7 percent. 

Since 1973, the U.S. Labor Department's 
office of foreign economic policy estimates 
that 125,000 jobs have been lost in the ap

. parel industry, a 10 percent decrease in the 
industry's employment. 

Why are jobs being lost? Economists in 
Washington said it is both because U.S. 
manufacturers are doing business "off
shore," and because of competition from 
what they call "low wage" countries. 
<Hourly wage in the Korean apparel indus
try, for example, is approximately 55 cents, 
including all benefits.) 

Surprisingly, some of the regulations of 
the Federal Tariff Commission seem to en
courage U.S. manufacturers to go abroad. 
Under section 807, manufacturers who cut 
their garments and then send them off
shore to be sewn are exempt by two-thirds 
from paying the regular tariff on imported 
goods. In 1979, the U.S. government lost ap
proximately $90 million from this tariff 
"discount" given to manufacturers whose 
dollar volume of imports under this section 
was up more than 14,000 per.cent in the last 
nine years. 

Though many manufacturers claim that 
rising prices in the United States make it in
creasingly difficult to compete with imports, 
the fact is most garments sold in this coun
try are still made domestically and that 
California's garment business is one of the 
fastest growing industries in the country, 
expanding at an annual rate of 13.9 precent. 

The volume of the apparel business in 
California increased 120 percent between 
1970 and 1977. Within years, the industry 
here is expected to surpass that of the $13 
billion New York industry, the largest in the 
United States, whose annual growth rate is 
only 8 percent. 

ORGANIZED CRIME 

It is difficult to ascertain to what extent 
the Mafia has infiltrated the garment indus
try in California. FBI officials here believe 
the industry is rife with mob activity, a pat-
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tern long observed in the industry in New 
York. 

During the recent federal trial of five re
puted leaders of the Los Angeles Mafia, in
formant Aladena "Jimmy the Weasel" Fra
tianno revealed that the mob considered a 
plan to extort money from Los Angeles busi
ness owners in the garment industry. 

One of the men on trial was Louis Tom 
Dragna, 61, owner of Roberta's Manufactur
ing located in the industry's California 
Mart. He is said to be a longtime mafioso 
whose uncle, Jack Dragna, was the boss of 
the family in the 1940s and '50s. 

In November, Dragna was convicted in 
U.S. District Court in connection with a 
scheme to shake down pornographers in the 
city. 

Another figure mentioned during the 
trial, but only accused of associating with 
the mob, was Vic Werber, owner of Vic 
Werber Associates, a ladies' sportswear firm 
also located in the California Mart. 

The 1978 report on organized crime by the 
state attorney general listed Werber, con
victed in 1976 of loan sharking, as a crony of 
mobsters. 

THE RECESSION 

Business has been affected in the garment 
industry-though not as badly as other in
dustries. 

The California Employment Development 
Department reported that from their 
sample of garment industry employers who 
gave estimates of employment from Janu
ary to December 1980, 6,300 fewer workers 
had jobs in the Los Angeles County gar
ment industry than in 1979, the year of the 
lowest rate of increase in employment since 
the recession in 1974. One CEDD analyst 
called this slump "a significant decline, not 
the highest, but right up there with the top 
five losers in the <county's) manufacturing 
sector: automobiles, lumber, primary metals 
and rubber and plastic products." 

Dun and Bradstreet, the leading interna
tional credit rating bureau, keeps records of 
all U.S. apparel manufacturers who have 
gone bankrupt or lost creditors-records 
that provide another indicator of the reces
sion's possible effects. 

Rowena Wyant, a vice president in the 
firm's New York business economic division, 
explained in a telephone interview that 
from January through July 1980 there was 
a 23.9 percent increase in failures of apparel 
and textile manufacturers over correspond
ing months in 1979. She said the increase of 
failures was the highest since the 1974 re
cession but noted that the nation's apparel 
manufacturers were not as hard hit as other 
manufacturers. <Transportation equipment 
and metals suffered rises of failure of 148 
percent and 90 percent respectively.>• 

FREEDOM 

HON. JAMES K. COYNE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. JAMES K. COYNE. Mr. Speak
er, it is indeed my privilege, Mr. 
Speaker, to rise today on behalf of a 
patriotic American, a distinguished 
constituent, and an inspired poet
Mrs. Dolores A. Tull of Middletown 
Township, Pa. 
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Mr. Speaker, like every American, 

Mrs. Tull was awed by the return of 
our hostages from Iran several months 
ago. Mrs. Tull was so moved, in fact, 
that she dedicated a poem to the 
return of the hostages and their 
legacy. It is a lovely, powerful poem, 
Mr. Speaker; every American should 
cherish its words. That is why I am in
cluding it into today's RECORD. 

FREEDOM 

CByD.A.Tull) 
Freedom's habor is anchored in men's souls, 
Freedom's voice is a living sound, 
Freedom's heart beat is endless, 
Freedom is not Free. 
Freedom's fire is disciplined by obedience, 
Freedom's way of life is treasured, 
Freedom's price is untold, 
Freedom requires: respect, honor and is sub-

missive, 
Freedom is not Free. 
Freedom's blood is noble, 
Freedom's enemies are torture, hate and 

envy, 
Freedom's cost is daily paid, 
Freedom is not Free. 
Freedom is Liberty's grace, 
Freedom is spring's waters, 
Freedom is restrained by caring love, 
Freedom's will is to live strong with justice, 
Freedom's land is at HOME in AMERICA, 
Freedom is an attribute bestowed by GOD, 
Freedom is not Free but is freely given.e 

REAGAN'S SOCIAL SECURITY 
PLAN 

HON. ANTHONY TOBY MOFFETT 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, all re
sponsible Members of the House of 
Representatives recognize the need for 
reforming our Nation's social security 
system; and, the President should be 
congratulated for addressing this very 
complicated and difficult issue. How
ever, President Reagan's proposed 
changes to the social security system 
may be an example of the cure being 
worse than the disease. Alternative 
cures are available which will keep the 
social security system solvent without 
causing the enormous economic 
damage to retirees that would occur if 
the Reagan proposals were adopted. 

Last Wednesday, the House Demo
cratic Caucus adopted the following 
resolution, which I drafted, that ex
presses the concerns and guiding prin
ciples of those of us who will be work
ing against the Reagan social security 
proposals while trying to construct 
fairer, more reasonable alternatives: 

Resolved, That President Reagan's pro
posals regarding social security benefits for 
workers who retire at age 62 represent an 
unconscionable breach of faith with the 
first generation of workers that had contrib
uted to social security for their whole lives. 
These proposals would immediately reduce 
benefits to workers who retire at age 62. 
Many have worked at back·breaking jobs 
and have made irreversible plans to retire 
and begin a new phase of their lives. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
It is simply not fair to change the rules 

without notice. Our Speaker has promised 
to do everything in his power to see that 
these rules are not broken, so that those on 
the verge of retirement can be assured that 
they will receive their full benefits. 

We express our appreciation to Repre
sentative Jake Pickle and the Democrats on 
his Social Security Subcommittee for their 
attention to this matter. 

We will support reasonable and fair ac
tions to protect the solvency of the social se
curity system, but we will not destroy the 
program or a generation of retirees in the 
process. 

I am happy to see that the Reagan 
social security reform package has al
ready come under careful scrutiny by 
both the Congress and the American 
public, and I recommend the following 
article for those who desire more in
formation on the issue. The article 
clearly points out that, while there is a 
crucial need for reforming the social 
security system, the Reagan proposals 
are needlessly extreme and punishing, 
and better alternatives exist. 
[From The Washington Post, May 17, 1981] 

REAGAN'S SOCIAL SECURITY PLAN: LESS FOR 
MORE 

The first thing to be said about Social Se
curity reform is that it is inevitable. The 
second thing is that President Reagan's pro
posed Social Security cuts are a serious mis
take-grossly inequitable, larger than neces
sary and not even consistent with his own 
"supplyside" economics. 

The most blatant flaw in the proposal is 
its punitive treatment of future retirees. 
The proposal amounts to a whopping 30 
percent benefit cut for those who will retire 
between ages 62 and 65. That does not mean 
a 30 percent cut merely for three years, but 
for the rest of their lives. 

One reason these early retirees now get 
only 80 percent of "normal" payments is to 
spread the benefits over their longer aver
age retirement. The Reagan proposal would 
slash this to 55 percent, from the current 
average of $370 a month to $250. 

As is now the case, benefits would stay at 
this much lower level throughout the retire
ment years. The accumulated loss to an 
average worker retiring at 62 would amount 
to $23,000 in today's dollars. 

Another reason for reduced early retire· 
ment benefits is to discourage early exits 
from the labor force. This hasn't worked 
very well; at present, 70 percent of all 
people who retire do so between 62 and 65. 
The Reagan proposal could well stem this 
early retirement tide, as it is intended to do. 

Few older persons can afford to absorb 
income losses of the magnitude he is sug
gesting. Even under current standards, 14 
percent of all older persons live in poverty. 
Millions more are kept out of poverty only 
by Social Security benefits. Many such 
people, therefore, would be forced to stay at 
jobs-if they are still able to hold jobs. 

The inequity of all this is striking. Nobody 
else is being asked to take a financial cut of 
this scope in the name of fiscal austerity. 
Why should those retiring next year get far 
smaller benefits than those retiring this 
year? Both groups worked just as long and 
paid roughly the same payroll taxes. 
Indeed, future retirees will have paid much 
higher taxes than today's retirees because 
of continually rising Social Security tax 
rates. What we end up with is this: The gen
eration that has paid the highest taxes in 
history is left with the lowest benefits. 
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President Reagan, of course, has vowed 

not to cut benefits of retired persons; they 
were to be regarded as among the "truly 
needy." That promise has now been inter
preted, in very literal terms, to refer only to 
those already retired. The disingenuity of 
classifying today's retirees as "truly needy" 
and tomorrow's as not so is self-evident. 

Nor are the Reagan arguments for this 
attack on future retirees very compelling. 
the administration is quick to point out, for 
example, that life expectancy has increased 
since 1935. In 1935, a 62-year-old had a life 
expectancy of 14 years; today it is 16 years. 
Hence, today's workers allegedly can post
pone retirement for a couple of years with
out shortening their retirement. 

But longer life expectancies are a poten
tial source of extended retirement as well as 
of additional work. There is no reason to 
deny older persons either option. The 
Reagan proposal, in fact, effectively com
pels people to overcompensate for increased 
life expectancy and accept shorter retire
ment. 

The president's benefit cuts are also de
fended on the basis of increased work incen
tives. Under present law, workers aged 65 
and over lost 50 cents in Social Security 
benefits for every dollar they earn above 
$5,500 a year. This 50 percent marginal tax 
on earnings, added to normal income and 
payroll taxes, leaves older workers facing 
some of the highest tax rates in the coun
try. The administration proposes to phase 
out this "earnings limitation," thereby pro
viding greater iilcentives to continued em
ployment. 

Strangely, its incentives for continued em
ployment are not extended to those 62 to 
64. Under present law, such persons lose 50 
cents in benefits for every dollar earned in 
excess of $4,800 a year. Yet the administra
tion has not proposed to end this stringent 
earnings limitation. Potential early retirees 
confront only the stick, not the carrot. 

Even if better incentives were available to 
those 62 to 64, though, not all of them could 
work. Job loss, long-term unemployment 
and declining health are also important fac
tors in early retirement. These people would 
be left out in the cold by the Administration 
proposal. Whatever the merits of denying a 
viable retirement option to people who can 
continue working, they don't apply to older 
persons without employment possibilities. 

The question here is not whether Social 
Security must be reformed. The Social Se
curity Trust Fund will be overwhelmed by 
the coming "senior's boom." This is not a 
forecast; it is a demographic certainty. The 
post-war "baby boom" will start retiring 
after the year 2010. By the year 2025 the 
aged population will be twice as large as it is 
today. If the Social Security system is to 
survive, either benefits must be reduced or 
early retirement trends changed. 

But the president's proposal, while re
sponding to both short-term budget pres
sures and long-term Social Security deficits, 
is not the way to go. The price it exacts is 
too high in terms of intergenerational in
equity, increased hardship among the poor 
and insufficient work incentives. 

At a minimum, any benefit reductions 
must be spread more evenly. There is no 
reason to hold tomorrow's retirees hostage 
to Reagan's campaign promises. There are 
more equitable ways of sharing the budget
cutting burden, including across-the-board 
reductions in Social Security's cost-of-living 
adjustment and smaller penalties for early 
retirement. 
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Alternative mechanisms for encouraging 

delayed retirement should also be explored. 
At a minimum, the earnings limitation 
should be lifted for workers 62 to 64 so that 
they, too, have an incentive to continue 
working. This kind of voluntary, "supply
side" approach would certainly be more con
sistent with the president's economic philos
ophy than the punitive reforms now pro
posed. 

Finally, the administration and the Con
gress should consider permanently distin
guishing older workers from actual retirees. 
One-fifth of all "retirement" benefits now 
go to older persons still working. Should 
they really be included on the roster of 
Social Security beneficiaries? If we restrict
ed retirement benefits to retired persons, 
there would be no Social Security crisis. 

Older workers could be compensated for 
their lost benefits with general employment 
tax credits. This clear separation of workers 
and retirees would allow us to respond to 
the unique needs of each group. We could 
provide increased incentives for workers 
without sacrificing the economic security of 
retirees. 

Although the president's proposals are 
deeply flawed-and poorly timed, because 
they will deflect debate from his broader 
economic program-they do have some 
merit. Until now, few politicians have been 
willing to "take on" Social Security reform. 
The president's initiatives will embolden 
Congress to debate this difficult issue. 
Hopefully, the debate will result in reforms 
that both encourage employment of older 
workers and minimize inequities.e 

THE SENSELESS LOSS OF LIFE 
IN NORTHERN IRELAND 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 
e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to protest the failure of the British 
Government to initiate steps that may 
have prevented the deaths of four 
hunger strikers in Northern Ireland. 
The intransigence of the British Gov
ernment in this matter clearly led to 
this senseless loss of life. Also, regreta
bly, despite President Reagan's own 
St. Patrick's Day message, in which he 
offered "the good offices of the United 
States to those who wish fervently for 
peace" in Northern Ireland, our Gov
ernment has done nothing to urge the 
British to seek a humanitarian resolu
tion in this matter. 

As a member of the Ad Hoc Congres
sional Committee for Irish Affairs, I 
joined several of my colleagues in con
tacting Prime Minister Thatcher and 
President Reagan to urge actions to 
save the lives of these hunger strikers. 
I protest their failure to even attempt 
to work for a peaceful outcome. 

These deaths have sparked a new 
wave of violence in Northern Ireland
violence that could have been averted. 
At the same time, other hunger strik
ers have replaced the original four in 
protesting conditions in Belfast jails. 
Before another must die, and before 
the violence spreads even more, I call 
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again on the British Government to 
renew its efforts to develop a frame
work for lasting peace in Northern Ire
land. I also call on our Government to 
work actively toward peaceful resolu
tion of the critical situation in North
ern Ireland.• 

SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM 

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, we must 
now confront one of the most pressing 
and most difficult issues which the 
97th Congress must face-social secu
rity reform. The social security system 
has contributed substantially to the fi
nancial well-being of the Nation's el
derly, but there is no doubt it is in 
peril and it is imperative that we act 
soon to meet the program's short-term 
financing requirements. 

We have an immediate problem in 
meeting projected benefits in the next 
2 years. In 1978, the old age and survi
vors insurance <OASD fund paid out 
$5 billion more than it received, and in 
1979, $2.8 billion more than it re
ceived. If we do nothing, the system 
could go broke as early as fall 1982. 
The decreasing ratio of workers to re
tirees, which is now 3.25 to 1, is ex
pected to decrease to 2 to 1 by the 
years 2000 to 2010. Therefore, we must 
also consider long-term financing 
problems, as we study for financing 
the program. 

President Reagan has proposed a 
number of changes to the social secu
rity program which will affect retire
ment, survivor, and disability benefits, 
and change certain technicalities in 
the program. There are three major 
proposals. One, delay the indexing of 
benefits to the cost of living from July 
1982 until October 1982, and continue 
to index benefits in October in future 
years. Two, the President has pro
posed substantially reducing benefits 
for people who retire before age 65. 
Currently, a worker who retires at age 
65 receives 100 percent of the primary 
insurance amount <PIA), and a worker 
who retires at age 62 receives 80 per
cent of the PIA. Under the President's 
plan, a person retiring at age 62 would 
receive only 55 percent of the PIA, to 
encourage people to remain in the 
work force longer. Three, the Presi
dent has proposed a reduction in the 
replacement ratios used to compute a 
worker's benefit. This means that all 
future retirees would receive a smaller 
benefit in relation to earnings, or that 
their benefits would be reduced an 
average of 7 percent. 

We should not further reduce bene
fits for those who retire early, and we 
should oppose any changes which 
would affect workers who are near re-
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tirement age who cannot change their 
plans, like those who are already 
locked into contracts which set a re
tirement age for them in advance. 

The proposals to substantially 
reduce benefits for early retirees and 
to encourage workers to delay early re
tirement would certainly affect the 
majority of workers in my State of 
Maine. Maine is made up primarily of 
blue-collar workers who perform phys
ically demanding work for below aver
age wages. Lobstermen, woodcutters, 
papermill workers, shipbuilders, and 
people in other popular Maine voca
tions retire earlier than white-collar 
workers, due to the arduous physical 
strains of their jobs. The majority of 
workers in Maine elect early retire
ment and accept the reduced benefit. 
There were 168,494 old age and survi
vor beneficiaries in Maine as of De
cember 31, 1979, and the average 
monthly benefit was $248.20-close to 
the State's SSI benefit. A further re
duction of benefits for early retirees 
would either force these people to 
work longer and endanger their 
health, or would force them to accept 
inadequate benefits which would push 
them below the poverty level, requir
ing many of these proud people to 
apply for public assistance. 

Many Maine workers try to return to 
less physical jobs to supplement their 
social security benefits, but the jobs 
are few, and we are all familiar with 
the problem of age discrimination 
which older workers face. For these 
reasons, I do not think it is fair to use 
the social security program to bring 
about changes in the work patterns of 
our citizens. I do not think it is fair to 
penalize working class citizens who 
have spent the greater part of their 
lives paying into the program by forc
ing them to choose between more 
work or inadequate benefits. Any 
action taken toward encouraging 
people to work longer should be part 
of a long-range plan that would not 
affect those who are already in the 
system, as we should not jeopardize 
their future well-being. 

Of course this issue deserves careful 
attention because we do face a crisis. 
All options to slow the growth of the 
program and secure the financial 
status of the trust funds must be ex
amined closely. Reforming social secu
rity in an equitable manner is a diffi
cult task, and we must realize that 
whatever changes Congress approves 
will probably meet with some criticism 
from certain sectors of the population. 
While we must face the fact that the 
program is due for reform, we must 
also keep our promise to current recip
ients who depend on their benefits 
and cannot plan for new sources of 
income, and to those who are quickly 
approaching retirement age. We must 
be sure that any action we take will be 
fair and equitable to all participants. 
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We must not' abandon the social secu
rity program and its past years of suc
cess in the midst of our current eco
nomic problems, but must work harder 
to assure its continued success in the 
future.e 

FORT GARRISON ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speak
er, on Thursday, May 28, 1981, 80 
young men and women from the Fort 
Garrison Elementary School in Pikes
ville, will journey to Washington for a 
firsthand look at their Nation's Capi
tal. 

These students, lead by their teach
ers, Mrs. Carolyn Hubberman, Mrs. 
Anita Rozenel, and Mr. Ted Antona
kos, will tour the Capitol Building, the 
Library of Congress, the National Ar
chives, the Federal Bureau of Investi
gation, and the Bureau of Printing 
and Engraving. 

I am delighted these students have 
taken the opportunity to visit with us, 
and I hope their interest in our Na
tion's political process will continue. 

Students who will visit us Thursday 
are: David Ash, John Crain, Brian 
Fruman, Jonathan Guth, Stephen 
Hettleman, David Jacob, Jordan 
Kroop, Gregg Levin, John Morrow, 
Mark Mower, Steven Sackey, Jona
than Seaman, Kenneth Tepper, Hatim 
Youssef, Kimberly Adams, Joanne 
Bass, Jennifer Becker, Leslie David, 
Robin Margolis, Edana Menkes, Karen 
Oppel, Mary Rottenberg, .Emily Ser
pick, Jody Spector, Michele Uhlfelder, 
Jennifer Wunder, Monica Sanches, 
Richard Barnstein, Robert Bowman, 
Jeffrey Greenebaum, Gil Grodzinsky, 
Brain Kowitz, Eric Kronthal, Jon 
Lefko, Alan Moskowitz, Jonas Needle
man, Jeffrey Rosenfeld, Keith Simon, 
Andrew Trivas, David Weinstock, 
Jason Wexler, Lynn Berkowitz, Jill 
Green, Amy Grossblatt, Heather 
Hoover, Wendi Kellman, Carol Kenne
dy, Lisa Koenigsberg, Elizabeth 
Reamer, Lisa Silverstein, Elise Song, 
Stacey Steinhorn, Lori Wasserman, 
Bruce Auslander, Michael Bennet, Mi
chael Caplan, Craig Diamond, Scott 
Ferber, Kevin Grodnitzky, Duane Ma
simore, Brian Nelson, Jason Oletsky, 
Matt O'Mansky, Carl Schwartzman, 
Jordan Segall, Allan Siegel, Joshua 
Wolfe, Deborah Abosch, Deborah 
Cohen, Karen Finkelstein, Julie Free
man, Jennifer Goodman, Pam Hamer
off, Karen Hofkin, Lauren Mills, Linda 
Needle, Michele Schwartz, Jill Sirody, 
Inci Ulgur, and Caroline Bakere 
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REFORM OF FEDERAL 

REGULATORY PROCESS 

HON. THOMAS A. LUKEN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, over the 
past few years, each of us in the House 
of Representatives has become in
creasingly aware of the urgent need 
for congressional oversight and reform 
of the Federal regulatory process. No
where in the vast realm of the Federal 
bureaucracy is the need for congres
sional scrutiny better illustrated than 
with respect to the Federal Trade 
Commission. 

During the discussions and hearings 
on the FTC authorization bill in the 
96th Congress, I, as a member of the 
House Subcommittee on Consumer 
Protection and Finance, became acute
ly aware of the unprecedented at
tempts of the FTC to extend its regu
latory activities, particularly with re
spect to its rulemaking proceedings, 
into areas that are and have been reg
ulated at the State and Federal level. 

One of the most questionable and 
controversial areas of expansion by 
the FTC in recent years has been its 
involvement in activities of State regu
lated professions. Even though it has 
never been given express authority by 
Congress to do so, it has increasingly 
sought to usurp State responsibility, 
override State laws, and preempt State 
regulation of State regulated prof es
sions. 

The Commission has even gone one 
step further in assuming jurisdiction 
over nonprofit professional associ
ations related to those same profes
sions, totally disregarding a rejection 
by both the House and Senate Com
merce Committees during the 95th 
Congress of their attempt to enact a 
specific statutory mandate for such 
authority. 

Today Mr. Lee and I are introducing 
a bill to temporarily restrain such un
authorized activities, through the im
position of a moratorium, until Con
gress determines what appropriate 
role, if any, the Commission should 
have with respect to State regulated 
professions. 

This proposed legislation represents 
a necessary, rational and moderate ap
proach to resolving the problem of 
FTC intervention into traditionally 
State-oriented policy and enforcement 
activities. Although the legislation 
would apply to only a limited number 
of professions-specifically those 
which have a generally higher stand
ard of self-regulation in the public in
terest and for only a limited period of 
time-I consider it a fair and effective 
middle ground between those who 
would write the Commission out of the 
profession regulation business and 
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those who would allow it to go along 
as it has been unchallenged. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congress most cer
tainly has a duty to define the param
eters of FTC authority with respect to 
State regulated professions. but absent 
the specific granting of any such au
thority, it has a corresponding duty to 
allow the States and the professions 
involved from continued interference 
while hearings are held in both houses 
of Congress and a judgment is. made. I 
strongly urge that this crucial issue re
ceive a complete hearing before Sena
tor KASTEN's Subcommittee on Con
sumer of the Senate Commerce, Sci
ence, and Transportation Committee 
and Chairman Jim Florio's Subcom
mittee on Commerce, Transportation, 
and Tourism of the House Energy and 
Commerce Committee. 

I think it is important to point out 
to my colleagues that this issue has 
been considered before, in the form of 
an amendment to the FTC authoriza
tion bill a year ago February. While 
that Senate floor effort fell two votes 
short of being agreed to, it did succeed 
in demonstrating substantial degree of 
interest in and concern over the FTC/ 
State-regulated professions matter. 

It is my hope that this bill can serve 
as a vehicle for the House of Repre
sentatives to now address that same 
issue. Indeed, we have the obligation 
and responsibility to resolve such fun
damental questions of State-Federal 
jurisdiction, particularly when there 
has been such a sweeping assertion of 
Federal dominance without any real 
clear authority to justify it. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congress is not the 
only one concerned about this unau
thorized expansion of FTC jurisdiction 
and authority. Several State attorneys 
general and even the U.S. Court of Ap
peals in the District of Columbia have 
voiced concern about the FTC regula
tory overriding efforts. In a case relat
ing to an FTC opthalmic goods and 
services rulemaking, the U.S. Court of 
Appeals remanded a trade regulation 
rule to the Commission stating that 
"The FTC's proposed preemption of 
State law is almost as thorough as 
human ingenuity could make it." 

And in referring to its "enforcement 
of the State's power, the Court repri
manded the Commission for" • • • 
asking it to assume that despite recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court, States 
will act against the interests of their 
citizens and in defiance of the dictates 
of the Constitution." 

I do not know who is right absolute
ly or what the final resolution might 
be. But I do know that the FTC has, 
understandably, been "backing off" on 
its own in this area recently-which 
ought to suggest something-and that 
some awfully convincing arguments 
have been made to demonstrate a pat
tern of overzealous activity in the im
.mediate past. 
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In my capacity as a member of the 

Energy and Commerce Committee
and as chairman of the Small Business 
Subcommittee with jurisdiction over 
the FTC-I have a genuine personal 
interest ·in taking the leadership initia
tive in this important area. And to
gether with Mr. Lee as a member of 
the relevant Energy and Commerce 
Authorizing Subcommittee, I want to 
encourage my colleagues to join in the 
effort to fully examine the relation
ship between the States, the prof es
sions and the FTC. 

As an interim measure, it seems to 
me that a moratorium approach 
makes sense and should be tried to 
give someone other than the regula
tory bureaucracy the benefit of the 
doubt for a change. I want to stress to 
my colleagues that this bill is simply a 
vehicle for Congress to work its will 
and, if enacted, would operate only 
until Congress reaches a substantive 
determination. In the meantime, more 
than adequate regulatory and enforce
ment functions relative to the prof es
sions would continue by the States 
themselves, the Justice Department 
<as spelled out specifically in the legis
lation) and, of course, through private 
actions. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would welcome 
the comments and support of other 
Members who share my concern over 
congressional responsibility to clarify 
the FTC's role in this manner. I look 
forward, in fact, to the opportunity to 
assist in fashioning that clarification 
once a moratorium is in place and we 
can move ahead unencumbered by the 
emotions which have accompanied 
this issue previously. If that can 
happen, then this bill will have served 
an extremely worthwhile purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, for the convenience of 
my colleagues I am inserting the text 
of this proposal in the RECORD follow
ing my remarks. 

H.R.-
A BILL To place a moratorium on activity 

of the Federal Trade Commission with re
spect to certain professions and profes
sional associations until the Congress ex
pressly authorizes such activity 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
the Federal Trade Commission shall not in
vestigate, issue any order concerning, pre
scribe any rule or regulation with respect to, 
or take any other action against any State 
regulated profession until the Congress 
takes the actions specified in subsection (b). 

(b) The prohibition established in subsec
tion (a) shall apply until the Congress 
enacts legislation which expressly provides 
that-

< 1 > the Commission has jurisdictional au
thority with respect to professions; and 

<2> the authority of the Commission pre
empts the authority of States to regulate 
professions. 

SEC. 2. Any decision, finding, or other ad
ministrative action made or taken by the 
Commission which-
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( 1) occurs during the period beginning on 

May 28, 1981, and ending on the date of en
actment of this Act; and 

(2) is based in whole or in part on any ac
tivity specified in subsection <a> of the first 
section of this Act; 
shall, upon the enactment of this Act, be va
cated and have no force or effect. 

SEC. 3. Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued as placing a moratorium upon, or 
otherwise affecting, the enforcement of any 
cause of action by the Attorney General of 
the United States arising under the Sher
man Act <15 U.S.C. 1 et seq.) or the Clayton 
Act <15 U.S.C. 12 et seq.) 

SEc. 4. For purposes of this Act: 
< 1) The term "Commission" means the 

Federal Trade Commission. 
(2) The term "professions" means organi

zations, associations, or other categories of 
professionals. 

(3) The term "professional" means any in
dividual engaged in the performance of 
work-

< A> requiring advanced knowledge in a 
field of science or learning customarily ac
quired by a prolonged course of specialized 
intellectual instruction and study in an in
stitution of higher learning <as distin
guished from knowledge acquired by a gen
eral academic education, from an appren
ticeship, or from training in the perform
ance of routine mental, manual, mechanical, 
or physical activities>; 

<B> requiring the consistent exercise of 
discretion and judgment in its performance; 

<C> which is predominantly intellectual 
and varied in character <as distinguished 
from routine mental, manual, mechanical, 
or physical work>; and 

<D> which is of such character that the 
output produced or the result accomplished 
by such work cannot be standardized in re
lation to a given period of time. 

<4> The term "State regulated profession" 
means any profession which is subject to 
any licensure, certification, or regulation by 
a State. 

SEc. 5. Provisions of this Act shall take 
effect on the date of enactment of this 
Act.e 

LEV GENDIN-REFUSENIK 

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, a man 
named Lev Gendin turned 40 last week 
in a country he has been trying to 
depart for the last decade-the Soviet 
Union. Lev lives, as best he can, in 
Moscow, but his wife, Aviva, lives in 
Israel. She fled the Soviet Union in 
1972, 4 months after they were mar
ried. Aviva has not seen her husband 
since then, but she has worked tire
lessly for his freedom. 

Lev was dismissed from his job in an 
agency of the tractor machine-build
ing industry in November of 1971, on 
the objectionable grounds that he had 
applied for permission to emigrate to 
Israel. From then on, Lev has not been 
able to find work in his area of exper
tise, engineering, but has found em
ployment only in menial jobs. He has 
continued to apply for permission to 
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emigrate, and each request has been 
denied. His last denial brought with it 
the threat that he would be sent to Si
beria, not Israel. 

In May 1974, Lev was attacked and 
beaten into unconsciousness by strang
ers. Later that year, he was arrested in 
a train station, jailed on a pretext, and 
incarcerated in a solitary cell. He is 
the subject of frequent surveillance 
and persecution by the KGB, the Sovi
et's secret police, and has spent a total 
of 160 days behind bars. What is his 
crime? He wanted to go to Israel. 

Lev Gendin is one example of the 
thousands of refuseniks in the Soviet 
Union, Jews denied permission to 
leave the country and then penalized 
for even expressing the interest. 

We must not allow this callous disre
gard for individual rights and human 
dignity to · continue in the Soviet 
Union. We must constantly apply pres
sure on behalf of Lev Gendin and all 
the other oppressed refuseniks who 
share his desire for freedom• 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM 
RESERVE 

HON. ALBERT GORE, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, the strate
gic petroleum reserve is a vital nation
al security asset. Unfortunately, Con
gress and the administration have 
dropped SPR into a budgetary quag
mire that threatens to seriously 
damage the program. The Senate be
lieves it has found a way out by enact
ing an off-budget approach that is 
nearly identical to current SPR fund
ing. The difference is that the SPR ac
count would be disguised off budget. It 
is a sleight-of-hand approach that mis
represents the amount of total Federal 
spending. 

This view was recently buttressed in 
two distinguished journals in an arti
cle for U.S. News & World Report by 
Marvin Stone and in the Oil and Gas 
Journal. I commend these articles to 
the attention of my colleagues: 

[From U.S. News & World Report, June l, 
1981) 

$3 BILLION WELL SPENT 
<By Marvin Stone) 

It's time to stop playing politics with the 
nation's Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

This costly but vital project is supposed to 
protect the U.S. against a sudden cutoff of 
foreign oil by stockpiling enough to tide us 
over an emergency. The danger of such a 
cutoff is very real, especially if the tension 
now building between Israel and Syria flares 
into a new Mideast war. 

Despite compelling reasons, neither Con
gress nor the White House seems willing to 
spend the 3 billion dollars needed to pur
chase oil for the reserve in 1982. Unless the 
nation's leaders show more resolve, the oil-
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stockpiling program-already lagging 
badly- will fall further behind schedule. 

The idea of a Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
grew out of the 1973-74 Arab oil embargo 
that forced American motorists to line up 
for gasoline and left the U.S. economy in 
shambles. In 1975, President Ford asked 
Congress to approve a billion-barrel stock
pile, enough oil to replace the nation's 
import needs for 90 days. The first 500 mil
lion barrels were to be stored by 1982. 

So far, only 135 million barrels have been 
stored in salt-dome caverns along the Louisi
ana-Texas coast. That would be about a 
month's supply if all imports were halted. 
The delays have been blamed on oil short
ages, bureaucratic mismanagement and op
position from foreign oil producers. 

Perhaps the most important reason, how
ever, is the escalating cost of oil. The price 
of a 42-gallon barrel of oil has risen from 
$10.38 in 1975 to around $36 today. In 1975, 
a billion-barrel reserve was estimated to cost 
6 billion dollars. Now, the estimate is 47 bil
lion dollars for a scaled-down reserve of 
750,000 barrels. 

President Reagan, attempting to keep a 
campaign promise to build up the reserve, 
asked for 3.9 billion dollars for the program 
in 1982. That would have enabled the gov
ernment to buy about 230,000 barrels a day. 

However, under pressure to trim federal 
spending and move toward a balanced 
budget, both the House and Senate have 
voted to reduce appropriations for the re
serve by 3 billion dollars next year on the 
assumption that members will agree on 
some other financing method. 

There is a wide variety of alternate plans 
now floating around on Capitol Hil. 

The Senate Energy Committee has voted 
to borrow the money by selling government 
bonds, a bookkeeping gimmick that would 
not show up in the regular budget. 

Senator Nancy Kassebaum CR-Kans.) 
wants to force major oil importers to con
tribute five days' worth of imports each 
year to the reserve in exchange for a 10 per
cent fee. 

Representative Phil Gramm CD-Tex.) has 
introduced legislation that would allow the 
government to sell "oil bonds" to private in
vestors. Each bond would be worth the price 
of a barrel of oil and could be redeemed at 
the end of 10 years or during an emergency 
at the then-prevailing price of oil. 

Another scheme would allow the govern
ment to borrow the 3 billion dollars from 
the 17 billion earmarked for the new U.S. 
Synthetic Fuels Corporation. 

Although both Treasury Secretary 
Donald Regan and Budget Director David 
Stockman have testified that a straightfor
ward appropriation would be the best way 
to fund the reserve, the White House· has 
remained strangely silent. Without leader
ship from President Reagan, there is a real 
danger that Congress will not be able to 
reach agreement on a plan for financing the 
reserve. 

It may take a certain amount of political 
courage to spend 3 billion dollars on oil that 
may never be needed at a time when pro
grams such a Social Security, school lunches 
and prenatal care are facing sharp cuts. But 
the consequences could be much worse-for 
the administration and Congress- if an
other catastrophic oil shortage ever sends 
A;mericans back to the gasoline lines. 

[From Oil and Gas Journal, May 11, 1981] 
GET SPR OFF DEAD CENTER 

"The U.S. Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
appears to be the only element of national 
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energy policy enthusiastically endorsed by 
both political parties, conservatives and lib
erals, all segments of the petroleum indus
try, and the public. 

"But despite all this support, the program 
is bogging down and the fill rate threatens 
to dwindle to a trickle if not to zero. The 
SPR is in dire danger of a crippling blow 
from budget-cutting axes wielded by Con
gress and the administration. 

"Both the Senate and the House appear 
set either on chopping appropriations for 
the SPR to · a sadly inadequate level or 
adopting one of many schemes for private 
or federal off-budget financing. 

"There are lots of good reasons why 
direct, on-budget funding of SPR oil pur
chases should continue-even though it 
might make the worthy and difficult 
budget-cutting efforts still tougher. Fore
most is that the SPR is vital to U.S. defense 
and national security. That is why it was 
created. We have no quarrel with those who 
contend that the existence of an adequate 
strategic reserve of oil would contribute 
more to U.S. security and defense posture 
than some of the costly military items 
which will be funded in the budget. And 
there's no question that U.S. diplomatic and 
political independence would be enhanced 
in dealings with producing countries which 
will be supplying U.S. oil imports. 

"Off-budget financing schemes, on the 
other hand, tend to mask the value and the 
costs of any given program. They would dis
guise-but not reduce-the costs to the 
country. They would tend to add to regula
tory complexity while undermining econom
ic and market efficiency. And finally they 
would tend to uncouple the important con
nections between government control and 
government responsibility. 

"And then there are the proposals in Con
gress that the SPR be funded in some way 
by the private sector-in this case, the oil 
industry. That's about like asking the steel 
industry to finance the military's tank-pro
duction program or the electronics industry 
to fund U.S. space ventures. And it ignores 
the staggering contribution the oil industry 
already is making to the U.S. Treasury. . 

"One of these proposals, a bill introduced 
by Sen. Nancy Kassebaum CR-Kan.), veils 
its impact on the industry with a proviso for 
'paying back' firms contributing to the re
serve. 

"Her proposal would require importers of 
75,000 b/d or more of crude to contribute oil 
to the reserve at the annual rate of five 
times their daily average imports. The gov
ernment would pay these firms 10% a year 
for 11 years for the contributed oil or until 
the oil were withdrawn. This proposal has 
been flayed by oilmen as discriminating 
against large importers, confiscatory, and as 
a means of forcing some companies to make 
interest-free loans to the government. 

"Union Oil Co. of California correctly de
duces that the Kassebaum bill would pro
vide incentives to evade and would foster in
efficiency. If it became law, Union says, the 
government could expect a 'proliferation of 
74,000 b/d broker/importers' who would 
suddenly get rich. 

"Union contends with much logic that 
payment for the SPR fill should come from 
general fund revenues provided by the so
called windfall profits tax on crude oil. Con
gress bought the WPT in part on grounds it 
would provide greater energy security, 
paying both for development of synfuels 
and the SPR. The Reagan administration, 
convinced that huge block grants isn't the 
way to go on synfuels·Cwe agree), will spend 
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relatively little of the WPT proceeds for 
synfuels development. The administration 
wants the SPR filled but is waffling on how 
to fund it-declining so far to take a posi
tion in committee hearings. The funding 
should be from WPT revenues, and this 
should be nailed down quickly. 

"Crude prices are soft, OPEC resistance to 
a U.S. SPR is evaporating, and no one 
knows when the next world crude crisis 
might come. It's time to get off dead
center."e 

SUPPORT FOR PAYMENT-IN-LIEU 
OF TAXES PROGRAM 

HON. ELDON RUDD 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, when this 
body recently passed legislation 
amending appropriations for the bal
ance of fiscal year 1981, $108 million 
were rescinded from the payment-in
lieu of taxes program. The full House 
did not have the opportunity to debate 
this matter which will substantially 
affect counties deprived of a property 
tax base by Federal lands. In my State 
of Arizona, where more than 70 per
cent of the land is federally owned, 
many counties will be financially dev
astated by this rescission because 
these funds have already been budg
eted for this year. 

I wish to share with my colleagues 
the resolutions of the Pinal County 
Board of Supervisors in support of the 
program, and urge the House confer
ees to restore the funds and fulfull the 
commitment which the Federal Gov
ernment has made to these local gov
ernments. 
A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF PAYMENTS-IN

LIEU OF TAXES ENTITLEMENT LEGISLATION 
Whereas a payments-in-lieu of taxes pro

gram, to recognize the tax immunity of Fed
eral lands, has been recommended by the 
Public Land Law Review Commission, the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations and the National Association of 
Counties; and 

Whereas the Congress has stated its in
tention to make payments-in-lieu of taxes as 
a policy in the Federal Land Planning and 
Management Act of 1976; and 

Whereas the Congress enacted Public Law 
94-565 to provide a fair and equitable for
mula for payments-in-lieu of taxes after 
thorough study and hearings; and 

Whereas rescissions and appropriation 
cuts that have been proposed or enacted vir
tually every year have jeopardized the ef
fectiveness of this important program, with 
the effect that the Federal Government is 
not fully honoring its property tax commit
ment as other landowners must; and 

Whereas sufficient funds are available 
from royalties and revenues derived from 
the tax exempt public lands to provide 
secure funding for the payments-in-lieu of 
taxes program: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Pinal County Board of 
Supervisors, Florence, Arizona, in Regular 
Continued Session, this 18th day of May, 
1981, supports legislation to provide pay-
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ments-in-lieu of taxes funding as an entitle
ment program utilizing mineral leasing roy
alties and revenues derived from the public 
lands; and be it further 

Resolved, That the National Association 
of Counties is hereby requested to actively 
pursue such entitlement legislation. 

Attest: 

JAMES J . KARAM, Jr., 

Chainnan. 
JIMMIE B. KERR, 

Member. 
WM. " BILL" MATHIESON, 

Member. 

CHARLES A. GUINN, 

Clerk.• 

SMALL TOWNS AND BIG 
COMPANIES 

HON. BERKLEY BEDELL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, last 
Friday the Wall Street Journal ran a 
very interesting article entitled "Man
agers Find Move to Cities Hard to 
Take." The point of the article is that 
large corporations increasingly are 
finding that their middle-level manag
ers do not want to be transferred from 
plants in smaller towns to corporate 
headquarters in big cities. 

This article is of particular interest 
to me for two reasons. 

First, the Journal chose as its focus 
the case of a constituent of mine, Mr. 
Ronald Bauermeister. When Land 
O'Lakes decided to close up an execu
tive office it had in my district in 
Spencer, Iowa, Ron turned down an 
option to relocate to corporate head
quarters in Minneapolis-St. Paul. The 
article notes Ron's ties to the local 
community and his involvement in a 
number of local organizations in Spen
cer. 

The second reason this article inter
ests me is because it presents another 
aspect of an issue explored by the 
House Small Business Committee in 
hearings I chaired last year. The 
Small Business Subcommittee on Anti
trust examined conglomerate mergers 
and their effects on small business and 
local communities. 

One matter that we examined in the 
course of our hearings was the adverse 
impact on smaller communities of 
large corporations moving executives 
in and out of town. We looked at this 
problem from the community's per
spective, but the Journal article raises 
the equally valid issue of the strains 
this puts on the managers. 

At this point in the RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to insert the full text 
of the Journal's article and an excerpt 
from the report of the House Small 
Business Committee: 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, May 22, 

1981] 
MANAGERS FIND MOVE TO CITIES HARD To 

TAKE 

<By Lawrence Ingrassia) 
For Ronald Bauermeister, living in Spen

cer, Iowa, is more important than continu
ing his corporate career. 

So this summer, when Land O'Lakes Inc. 
moves the executive offices of its Spencer 
Beef division to corporate headquarters 
near Minneapolis-St. Paul, the vice presi
dent of finance will resign and stay behind. 

Others will leave the northwest Iowa town 
to stay with Land O'Lakes, but many will be 
doing so reluctantly. "We aren't ready to 
move to a big town, but the job situation 
here is almost nil," a middle-level manager 
says. 

With companies opening and closing of
fices all the time, the unwanted transfer is 
an occupational hazard for a lot of em
ployes. But the problem is especially vexing 
for small-town executives, who often grow 
roots in a community that are deeper than 
their ties to a corporation. The roots such 
managers put down can make the transfer 
problem equally vexing for their employers. 

FIVE MINUTES FROM WORK 

In the close-knit society of a town such as 
Spencer (population 12,000), executives are 
apt to be on a first-name basis with much of 
the community, and they often help run the 
town as well as their company. Mr. Bauer
meister, for instance, is a director of a sav
ings and loan association and has been 
active in the YMCA, the Rotary Club and 
his church council. His house is a five
minute drive from his office. Going to the 
city would mean saying goodbye not only to 
long-time friends but a way of life. 

It also would mean a lot more expense. 
The Spencer Beef middle manager who is 
reluctantly transferring to the Twin Cities 
area will have a smaller house than his 
Spencer home, at a $20,000 higher cost. His 
auto insurance bill will rise $600 a year. 

Transferring to a metropolis also can be 
ego-shattering for a middle manager. "In a 
small- or medium-sized town, he's Mr. In
dustry; his family is treated that way, and 
he is treated that way," says a spokesman 
for Union Carbide Corp. "In Manhattan, he 
gets lost on the commuter train with guys 
making four or five times as much as he is, 
riding a dirty car." 

I LEAVE NEW YORK 

Union Carbide is well-acquainted with the 
problem. It has had so much trouble getting 
managers to transfer from small-town 
plants to corporate headquarters in New 
York City that it is moving its head office to 
Danbury, Conn. 

"Carbide has plants scattered around the 
country, and many Carbide employes tend 
to be small-town persons," says Robert 
Stahl, a relocation consultant whose clients 
include the chemicals company. "As they 
move up the corporate ladder, they're asked 
to move to the Big Apple. Many don't want 
to, so Carbide ends up transferring its fifth 
choice instead of its first." 

Land O'Lakes, which will keep a slaugh
tering plant in Spencer, has offered trans
fers to all 68 employes of the unit's execu
tive office. Just 41 have agreed to move, in
cluding 30 of the 39 management people. 
Management people usually are more will
ing to transfer, in part because it is harder 
for them to find a comparable job at home. 

THE WRITING ON THE WALL 

Mr. Bauermeister, who is 45 years old, is 
staying behind even though " the job I have 
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is the best job I've ever had." A trip to Min
neapolis-St. Paul convinced him and his 
wife that Spencer is a better place to raise 
their three sons. " I know they have good 
schools," he says, "but some people visited 
one and there was graffiti on the walls. 
There's nothing wrong with that, but it 
doesn't exist in Spencer, Iowa." 

Mr. Bauermeister grew up in a small town, 
and 14 years ago he left an Omaha account
ing firm for Spencer Beef because he 
wanted to live in a small town again. He is a 
CPA, so to stay in Spencer, he will go to 
work for a local accounting firm or set up 
his own office. He expects his income to 
drop as much as 25%. But, he says, "our 
family sat down and talked it over. We came 
to the realization that money isn't the most 
important thing in life to us." 

To overcome such resistance when closing 
an office, some corporations offer special 
compensation to small-town employes who 
will transfer to a big city. One that does so 
is Champlin Petroleum Co., a subsidiary of 
Union Pacific Corp. Champlin is moving its 
accounting and data-processing offices from 
Enid, Okla., <population about 50,000) to 
headquarters in Fort Worth, texas (popula
tion 382,000 ). 

Besides its standard benefits for all trans
ferred workers, Champlin has arranged for 
a bank to make mortgage loans at l l 7/s% to 
transferring employes, well below the going 
rate of 14%. And for the next three years, 
transferees will get a mortgage differential 
payment on the entire amount of their new
home loan instead of just on the amount of 
principal they owed on their Enid house. All 
270 workers at Enid were offered transfers, 
and 150, including about 75% of managers 
and professionals, agreed to move. 

But like most companies, Champlin isn't 
offering a cost-of-living equalizer. As Dale 
Schueffner, manager of the Minneapolis 
office of Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co.'s ex
ecutive-search practice, explains, "Compa
nies can't disrupt their internal salary struc
tures by paying a premium to get somebody 
to move in from a small town. If they did, 
they'd have mutiny on their hands from 
present emplo~1ees." 

Besides employes and their employers, the 
small towns themselves can find a mass 
transfer wrenching. Pillsbury has begun 
moving some offices of Green Giant Co., 
which it bought in 1979, from Green Giant's 
hometown of Le seur, Minn., to Minneapo
lis. With such a transfer, says Bruce Olness, 
president of Le Seur State Bank, "what you 
really lose is way beyond salaries. You lose 
the ability to get things done and your 
brain trust." 

[Excerpts from Report of the Committee on 
Small Business] 

CONGLOMERATE MERGERS-THEIR EFFECTS ON 
SMALL BUSINESS AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES 

A. THE CONGLOMERATE AND THE COMMUNITY 

"Absentee control changed the corpora-
tion's view of the surrounding community. 
Communities were viewed as locations. for 
plants which were appropriate only so long 
as the location provided economic advan
tages. When such a location was no longer 
economically rational, the plant was closed 
and facilities built elsewhere. 

"This economic calculation creates a fun
damental conflict between the calculus of 
corporate welfare and local community wel
fare. Local municipalities are viewed as po
tential obstacles to the free flow of capital 
and use of productive resources. Thus, com
panies with little or no stake in the mainte-
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nance of community life will see local gov
ernments as entities which may provide fa
cilitating actions for the company or set up 
constraints which are perceived as nuisances 
for the business. 

"Prof. ROBERT STERN." 
The Subcommittee heard testimony about 

five communities that experienced the take
over of a major local business by a conglom
erate corporation. This testimony provided 
the members of the Subcommittee with in
formation and insight that laid the founda
tion for discussions with subsequent wit
nesses. The following sections will summa
rize the testimony from community wit
nesses as well as the thoughts of others on 
the effects of conglomerate mergers upon 
the local community. 

The conflict between the conglomerate 
corporate structure and a community stems 
from their differing economic and social re
quirements. 

Local business and civic leaders view their 
primary function as facilitating a strong, di
versified economy that provides jobs and a 
secure tax base to assure the public services, 
such as a school system, a sanitation system 
and recreational facilities that enhance the 
quality of community life. When a commu
nity's economy is controlled by leaders who 
live in the community, the balance between 
social and economic requirements is deter
mined by those with vested interests in the 
community. 

The process by which a large conglomer
ate corporation allocates its resources con
flicts with the structure that determines re
source utilization at the community level. 
Conglomerate corporations find themselves 
involved in a number of diverse activities at 
a large number of locations. Because of this, 
large conglomerates have a high degree of 
capital mobility. That is, they have many 
choices between types of activities and com
munities in which to invest their capital. 

Large conglomerate corporations admit
tedly attempt to allocate their capital and 
management resources in a manner that 
seeks to maximize their shareholders' 
return on investment. This pressure towards 
profit maximization requires conglomerate 
managers to play their many investment op
tions off against each other. Within a con
glomerate, product lines, production facili
ties and even communities compete for the 
attention and resources of the parent corpo
ration. The conglomerate corporation tends 
only to allocate resources and attention to 
those units that best serve its own self-inter
ests. Sociologist Robert Stern of Cornell 
University told the Subcommittee: 

"There are many places in which you find 
that corporations make decisions without 
very much concern about the impact on the 
local community. The communities are 
simply viewed as locations, and as soon as 
the economic advantage of locating there 
disappears, the plant also disappears, or at 
least the corporation begins to consider 
moving the facility. " 

Alfred Dougherty, director of the Federal 
Trade Commission's Bureau of Competition, 
told the Subcommittee that conglomerate 
corporations have created a new set of rules 
for an investment game that is played solely 
for their own benefit: 

"A conglomerate- lacking community loy
alty and playing an investment game with 
rules different from those that non-con
glomerate companies have traditionally fol
lowed-can simply write off a line of busi
ness, a plant, a work force, or a whole com
munity and can turn its attention else
where, leaving others to pick up the pieces." 
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Mr. Dougherty's comments take on added 

significance as it becomes apparent that 
many of the country's largest corporations 
are playing the "conglomerate game." 
Harold Williams, chairman of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, told the Sub
committee: 

" It has become acceptable to treat corpo
rations as the sum of their properties and to 
assume that corporate control may change 
hands with no greater concern about the 
consequences that accompanies an ex
change of property deeds in a game of mo
nopoly. 

"But, a corporation is more than the ag
gregate of its tangible assets-and more 
than the equity of its current sharehold
ers-it is an institution with a complex of in
terpersonal and contractural relationships 
that create legitimate interests in the corpo
ration among employees, suppliers, custom
ers, communities, and the economy at 
large."• 

A TRIP TO THE NATION'S 
CAPITAL 

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speak
er, on Wednesday, May 27, 1981, 58 
young men and women from Dundalk 
Elementary School in Dundalk, Md., 
journeyed to Washington for a first
hand look at their Nation's Capital. 

The students, led by teachers and 
parents, Mrs. Shepherd, Mrs. Medura, 
Mrs. Strine, Mrs. Ewing, Mr. Streck
fus, Mrs. Minor, Mrs. Denny, and Mrs. 
Logston, toured the Capitol Building 
and visited the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation or the Smithsonian 
Museum of Natural History. 

I am delighted these students have 
taken an interest in our Nation's polit
ical process, and I hope their interest 
will continue. 

Students who visited us Wednesday 
are Robert Amon, Mark Bergamy, 
David Chapman, Kenneth Ewing, 
John Haites, Patrick McKay, Josef 
Morales, Solamon Speed, Lawrence 
Rao, Gary Yoqng, William Lock, Jen
nifer Asplen, Wendy Bean, Victoria 
Denny, Christy Doonan, Lisa Flem
ming, Chonte Harris, Jennifer 
McBrayer, Nicole Medura, Angela 
Minor, Renee Moor, Lisa Shell, Melis
sa Shepherd, Sandi Smith, Mary Lou 
Streckfus, Lisa Strine, Jeanette 
Wilson, Tami Wlajnity, Torrell Allen, 
Ralph Baker, Scott Brady, James 
Browne, Brian Burke, Mark Davis, 
Brain Dillow, Stephen Makres, Mi
chael Minutelli, Kenneth Mondie, 
Harry Respass, Scott Stulich, Adam 
Sonntag, Melanie Avig, Michelle Bar
nett, Paula Eckloff, Stephanie Free
man, Sharonda Gardner, Wendy 
Hurst, Leslie Lating, Victoria Parrish, 
Rhonda Reynolds, Tiffany Sewell, 
Gina Shipp, Barbara Smith, Sindi 
Smith, Kristine Sutterfield, Johnnie 
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Tracey, Crystal Watson, Macella 
Wright.e 

THE CONTINUING REPORTS ON 
WISE SOCIAL INVESTMENTS 

HON. ANTHONY TOBY MOFFETT 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of continued full funding, 
as a separate function, for title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educ
tion Act. Recent reports indicate that 
title I has been a significant factor in 
the growing educational successes of 
disadvantaged children. The success of 
this vital education program is a prime 
example of the kind of wise social in
vestment the Federal Government 
makes in its greatest natural resource, 
the youth of America. 

As we all know, the administration 
intends to cut education programs by 
at least 25 percent-local officials re
spond that the impact of these cuts 
will be much greater then the adminis
tration percentages. President Reagan 
had made our economic woes a No. 1 
priority, which every one of my col
leagues must agree is justified. The ad
ministration wants to reinvigorate the 
economy, spur development, and con
trol inflation. We all agree that this is 
essential for the stability of the 
United States. In addition, the admin
istration wants a strong national de
fense. Again, we all concur that this 
must be so. What the administration 
fails to see, or to understand, is that a 
well-educated population is the very 
backbone of a stable economy and a 
stong national defense. And, a firm 
foundation for a successful education 
begins at the nursery school and ele
mentary school level. 

Title I serves disadvantaged children 
who might otherwise not receive the 
attention they need to build that firm 
educational foundation. As the follow
ing New York Times article points out, 
" there is a growing body of evidence 
that early intervention can reverse de
clines and lead to dramatic increases 
in the achievement levels of disadvan
taged pupils." 

I believe that Federal dollars spent 
on programs such as title I are a real 
investment in the health and stability 
of this Nation and I urge my col
leagues, on both sides of the aisle, to 
read the following article and well con
sider their ax-wielding approach to 
putting our economy back on the 
track. 

EARLY REMEDIAL TEACHING CITED AS A 
SUCCESS 

<By Gene I. Maeroff) 
Sixteen years after the passage of Title I 

of the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act, a law that has fundamentally al
tered attitudes and practices in remedial 



May 28, 1981 
education, there is a growing body of evi
dence that early intervention can reverse 
declines and lead to dramatic increases in 
the achievement levels of disadvantaged 
pupils. 

The latest indication of a breakthrough 
came from the National Assessment of Edu
cational Progress, the federally sponsored 
monitor of changes and trends in the na
tion's schools. It disclosed last month that 
large gains in reading were made in the 
1970's among 9-year-old black students 
across the country, and the improvement 
was attributed to compensatory education 
programs of the sort financed through Title 
I. This finding echoed earlier reports favor
able to Operation Head Start and other 
projects aimed at preschool children. 

Studies favorable to Title I have been 
completed recently by the National Insti
tute of Education, the Educational Testing 
Service and Stanford Research Institute. In 
Ypsilanti, Mich., a continuing study spon
sored by the Carnegie Corporation has dem
onstrated the value of preschool education 
for the disadvantaged and in some urban 
school systems, including New York City, 
compensatory programs have reduced the 
proportion of children reading two or more 
years below grade level. 

Carried through Congress on the wave of 
euphoria that surrounded the Johnson Ad
ministration's Great Society, Title I has 
poured $29.5 billion into elementary and 
secondary education, providing the person
nel and materials for the neediest students 
to get extra attention in the basics, particu
larly in reading. 

BUDGET CUTS PROPOSED 

Now, however, as part of its budgetary re
trenchment, the Reagan Administration 
proposes to reduce Federal expenditures for 
elementary and secondary education, in
cluding those provided by Title I, by 25 per
cent. Moreover, the Government would 
eliminate the requirement that Title I funds 
be used only to supplement and not replace 
local dollars. In fact, under the proposed 
block grant approach, state agencies would 
not have to spend the money on poor 
children. 

Education Secretary T. H. Bell said that 
the proposed budget cuts were based "on a 
belief that educators will by and large try 
their best to serve students well rather than 
a belief that such officials are not to be 
trusted or that their views have not been af
fected by Federal goals over the last 15 
years." 

Remedial education has now demon
strated, according to many authorities, that 
progress in reading is possible among disad
vantaged pupils if enough time is spent on 
the task in the formative years, particularly 
when students are instructed individually 
and in small groups. Title I has been the 
prod in persuading educators to give prior
ity to reading, providing a proving ground 
for theories and techniques that are now ac
cepted features in most of the nation's 
schools. 

With Title I as the centerpiece, a growing 
assortment of Federal, state and local pro
grams has been assembled to concentrate on 
ameliorating learning deficiencies before 
their cumulative effect become irreversible, 
which sometimes seems to happen by the 
time students reach high school. The record 
of remedial education at the secondary level 
has been far less satisfactory. 

Sixteen states have created their own re
medial education programs, many of which 
have been extended to all students who are 
lagging, regardless of economic background, 
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which is the criterion by which the Federal 
Government distributes Title I funds. 

The public schools in New York City, for 
instance, annually get $163 million in Title I 
funds and $60 million from a state program. 
Pupils with Special Educational Needs. 
There are 4,693 teachers and 4, 785 parapro
fessionals in the city working exclusively in 
remedial education with their salaries paid 
entirely by the two remedial programs. 
· The effects of budget cuts could be far
reaching because Title I has affected not 
only students who are directly involved but 
virtually all pupils as a result of changes it 
has inspired. 

Reading instruction was once almost en
tirely in the hands of generalists-classroom 
teachers responsible for the teaching of 
reading along with all other subjects. Now, 
there are thousands of specialists, experts 
who augment the work of the regular teach
ers to give designated children up to an 
hour a day of additional attention in read
ing. 

ANNUAL MONITORING REQUIRED 

In addition, the diagnostic-prescriptive 
methods that experts have developed to 
analyze reading ability and to aid remedial 
students have now spread to the teaching of 
all youngsters. A host of new materials has 
emerged to assist teachers in tailoring in
struction around the strengths and weak
nesses of pupils, often breaking the reading 
process into separate parts so that students 
can work on their particular deficiencies. 

The Title I mandate calling for the moni
toring of programs has led to testing at the 
beginning and end of the school year, which 
has provided a kind of accountability not 
always present in regular programs, though 
there is concern about narrowing the cur
riculum too closely to boost test scores. 

In addition, the hiring of paraprofessional 
aides to help teachers, a feature of many 
Title I projects, has spread beyond remedial 
education, as has the use of the parent advi
sory councils that are required for Title I 
programs. 

A typical remedial classroom is run by 
Marie O'Neill and her two aides, Doris Sil
verstein and Ruby Giles, at Public School 
173 in Washington Heights, a neighborhood 
at the northern tip of Manhattan. They see 
80 children a day, all first graders, who 
come in groups of about 15 from their regu
lar classes to receive 45 minutes of reading 
instruction to supplement the 45 minutes of 
reading that they get in their home room. 

AN INDIVIDUAL APPROACH 

During an afternoon last week, Mrs. 
O'Neill wheeled a portable blackboard into 
the long, narrow room, a converted storage 
closet now painted a bright yellow, and 
began drilling 10 of the children on phonics. 
She asked the pupils to pronounce the 
sound of each letter of every word as she 
printed it, then asked them to blend the 
sounds into words and finally to read the 
sentences. 

Meanwhile, Mrs. Silverstein had taken 
three other youngsters into the hall, where 
she was pronouncing words and asking them 
to print the letters that created the sounds. 
Mrs. Giles was absent this particular day. 

After 20 minutes, the three children re
turned to the room and Miss O'Neill had all 
the pupils work in small groups as she and 
Mrs. Silverstein circulated among them, 
providing individual attention. 

Three of the pupils put on earphones, sit
ting silently around a tiny table listening to 
a cassette and following the story in their 
books. Four others worked in pairs, facing 
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each other, taking turns showing flash cards 
on which they had to pronounce the sounds 
of the letters. Two sprawled on the floor, ar
ranging cards with pictures and sentences so 
that they could get a better understanding 
of what educators call "sequencing," the 
ability to recognize logical order. Another 
child assembled. a puzzle in which each piece 
was keyed to the first letter in an animal's 
name. 

"Many of our children come to school 
with limited backgrounds," said Mrs. 
O'Neill, who began her career in 1959 as a 
first-grade teacher and shifted into her spe
cialty after extensive graduate study in the 
teaching of reading. "Most of the children 
have had no nursery school, and 31 of the 
80 first graders in this program did not even 
attend kindergarten." 

Statistics from big-city school systems 
show that many of the remedial students 
never make up the disadvantages in their 
background, but for those who do, Title I 
and other compensatory education pro
grams are apparently the key experiences in 
bridging the gap.e 

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 3671 

HON. COOPER EV Ar~S 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. EVANS of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
last week I introduced a bill <H.R. 
3671) which would give the President 
the emergency powers to deal with 
what is becoming a serious problem to 
this country's economy; namely, the 
disintegration of the savings and loan 
industry. As I know my colleagues are 
aware, this problem is a complex one 
and there have been many proposed 
remedies such as placing reserve re
quirements on money market funds 
and the lifting of interest ceilings on 
savings accounts. While these actions 
may help alleviate the situation, I do 
not believe they go to the heart of the 
problem. Reserve requirements on 
money market funds will not provide 
enough incentive to get savers to put 
their money back in savings accounts, 
and raising the interest on savings will 
create a hardship on savings institu
tions that have long-term, low-interest 
loans on their books. 

Why should the Federal Govern
ment be in the position of giving emer
gency assistance to the savings and 
loan industry? The answer is that we 
need to keep this industry viable be
cause it is a primary source of residen
tial mortgage money in this country. 
Without these institutions, the eco
nomic crunch on our housing industry 
will worsen and the dream of home
ownership will all but disappear. 

The problem facing the savings and 
loan industry is not simply that savers 
are putting their money in higher 
yielding money market certificates. 
Savings institutions are operating at a 
severe deficit because of the combined 
effect of the decline in savings along 
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with their increasingly unprofitable 
long-term mortgage portfolios. In my 
own district, the cash growth in sav
ings at savings and loans has experi
enced a drop of 91 percent between 
the fourth quarter of 1980 and the 
first quarter of 1981. The average cost 
of money to the savings and loans has 
risen from 9.32 to 10.38 percent while 
the average mortgage portfolio yield 
has increased from 9.49 percent to 9.56 
percent. As a result, these institutions 
are consistently posting losses, and 
mortgage money is virtually nonexist
ent in my district. I do not believe that 
this example is unique, but rather it is 
the norm throughout the country. We 
may well be approaching a crisis of un
precedented proportions in the savings 
and loan industry. 

I believe that an effective way to 
give some relief to the industry and 
stimulate housing at the same time is 
to allow the savings and loans to dis
pose of their low-interest rate mort
gages. To do this there must be an in
centive for someone to buy these un
profitable long-term obligations. 
Giving a tax break to purchasers of 
these mortgages would provide them 
with the incentive they need to buy 
the mortgages and it would provide an 
influx of badly needed cash to the sav
ings and loans which they in turn 
could use for making new mortgage 
loans at current market rates. 

My bill does not mandate any finan
cial assistance to the savings and loan 
industry. It allows the President, upon 
his determination that the industry is 
in such need of emergency assistance, 
to permit investors in the secondary 
mortgage market to purchase residen
tial mortgages from savings and loans 
and not to be taxed on the interest re
ceived from these mortgages. The 
President would also have the authori
ty to determine limits on the interest 
rates and maturity dates of the mort
gages that could be purchased under 
this program. The legislation limits 
the effectiveness of this program to a 
period of 6 months, commencing on 
the date that the President puts it 
into effect. It further limits this au
thority to a one-time use. If the Presi
dent were to activate this program, it 
would expire at the end of 6 months 
and Congress would have to authorize 
any further action. 

I realize that there is no perfect so
lution to the problems facing the sav
ings and loan industry. My bill, if en
acted and implemented, would cost the 
Federal Government more than $1 bil
lion in lost revenues. That is why I 
have sought to make this an emer
gency power of the President rather 
than having Congress mandate the 
program. In this era of reduced Gov
ernment spending, such an action 
would not be popular and would only 
be taken as a measure of last resort to 
help the troubled savings and housing 
industries. I would urge my colleagues 
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to consider this or some other form of 
emergency measure before it is too 
late.e 

PEGGY STUART-COOLIDGE 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 28, 1981 

• Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, this past 
May 7, a great and talented woman, 
Peggy Stuart-Coolidge, passed away. 
Peggy Stuart-Coolidge is the only 
woman composer from the United 
States to be honored abroad. Aram 
Khachaturian invited her to send 
some of her music to Russia and then 
invited her to be present when the 
Moscow Symphony performed her 
work. Instead of one piece, the full 1 % 
hours were devoted to her music alone 
and people from the American Embas
sy in Moscow were special guests. 

She was honored by the Polish and 
Soviet Composers Society. Prince 
Bernhard of the Netherlands selected 
her work from international competi
tion for the World Wild Life Society 
and honored her when the work was 
presented in London. 

Ms. Coolidge had works presented 
and performed in Italy, the Nether
lands, Great Britain, Norway, Sweden, 
Poland, Hungary, Germany, Austria, 
Canada, and Japan and given awards 
in all of these countries, but never 
once received one here in her own 
country. 

As a special contribution to world 
understanding she did a documentary 
on communication through music in 
Japan, Hong Kong, Thailand, and 
India. 

It is an honor and pleasure for me to 
share the following article outlining 
some of the accomplishments of this 
brilliant American composer: 

PEGGY STUART-COOLIDGE 

Peggy Stuart-Coolidge is believed to be 
the first American woman composer of sym
phonic works to be heralded by an album 
devoted solely to her own compositions. En
titled "American Reflections," the recording 
was released by Vax Productions in June 
1976. 

The former Peggy Stuart of Boston, Mas
sachusetts, began composing at the age of 
nine. She is now one of the few American 
women composers with international stand
ing, since her works have been performed in 
Italy, the Netherlands, Great Britain, 
Norway, Sweden, Poland, Hungary, Ger
many, Austria, Canada, and Japan. At the 
invitation of the Union of Soviet Compos
ers, Miss Coolidge was invited to Moscow in 
1970, where her works, submitted to the 
Union, resulted in a concert devoted exclu
sively to her compositions, introduced by 
Aram Khachaturian. The Coolidges were 
later advised that no other American com
poser had been accorded the honor of a one
composer concert in the Soviet Union. She 
was awarded the Medal of the Soviet House 
of Workers in Art. From 1970 on, perfor-
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mances of her works multiplied over West
ern Europe, including East Berlin. 

She is unique in the fact that while she 
was in these countries for performances of 
her music, she was continually assimilating 
their musical attitudes and absorbing their 
culture. This is clearly visualized in the doc
umentary film that was made of her experi
ences with the musical communities of 
Tokyo, Hong Kong, Thailand and India. 
The sequences include visits to a narcotic re
habilitation center orchestra, playing and 
singing for children at a convalescent home 
in Hong Kong, attending performances by 
refugees from the Peking Opera and folk 
dances performed in the foothills of the Hi
malayas, as well as a performance of an or
chestra of Tibetan lamas accompanying 
prayer chants. 

Married to Joseph R. Coolidge, a writer 
and editor, Miss Coolidge has pursued with 
her husband their dedication to conserva
tion and the environment as members of 
the World Wildlife Fund. At the request of 
the president of the organization, Prince 
Bernhard of the Netherlands, the Coolidges 
created a narrative composition entitled 
"The Blue Planet" which was first present
ed at the International Congress of the 
World Wildlife Fund in Bonn in 1972. The 
ten minute composition has become the 
musical motto for the organization. The 
theme was subsequently performed in San 
Francisco in November 1976 as part of the 
program of the Fourth International Con
gress of the World Wildlife Fund. 

Miss Coolidge was represented on the first 
program of the Eleventh Annual American 
Music Festival at the National Gallery of 
Art in Washington in April 1977. Conductor 
Richard Bales selected Miss Coolidge's "Pio
neer Dances" for the program. 

Miss Coolidge's most ambitious achieve
ment is the completion of a full length 
ballet, "An Evening in New Orleans," with a 
fictional scenario by Joseph Coolidge, based 
on the historical hero Jim Bowie in the year 
1832. 

In May of 1978 Miss Coolidge's "American 
Mosaic" was performed by the American 
Wind Symphony Orchestra of Western 
Pennsylvania, Robert Austin Boudreau, con
ductor. The overture, commissioned by the 
orchestra, had its premiere performance in 
Pittsburgh and remains a part of the or
chestra's standard repertoire. 

Miss Coolidge studied with one of the last 
pupils of Leschetizky, Heinrich Gebhard, 
teacher also of Leonard Bernstein. She stud
ied composition privately with Raymond 
Robinson, then head of Boston University's 
Music Department and with Quincy Porter 
of the New England Conservatory. 

Highlights of Miss Coolidge's career in
clude: 

Presented symposia for the Polish and 
Soviet Composers' Society in Warsaw and 
Moscow on the subject of the overlap of se
rious and popular music. 

Composition of a film score for "A Silken 
Affair," starring David Niven. 

Incidental music for a New York produc
tion of Sean O'Casey's "Red Roses for Me," 
starring Martyn Green, and incidental 
music for Richard Lortz's Broadway play 
"Voices," starring Julie Harris and Richard 
Kiley. 

"Pioneer Dances" heard in the album of 
Miss Coolidge's compositions is included in 
the repertoire of the United States Marine 
Orchestra for performance at the White 
House. 

As an unofficial cultural ambassador in 
other countries, she has been praised on the 
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floor of the Senate by former Congresswom
an Margaret Chase Smith. Senator Tom Mc
Intyre of New Hampshire arranged for a 
flag to be flown for a day over the National 
Capitol in her honor with the citation " ... 
for furthering better understanding among 
nations through the universal language of 
music". 

"Pioneer Dances" performed at Carnegie 
Hall in 1975 in celebration of the 15th anni
versary of Norwegian Immigration, King 
Olaf present. 

"American Mosaic" commissioned by the 
American Wind Symphony Orchestra of 
Western Pennsylvania, Robert Austin Bou
dreau, conductor, premiered on May 20th 
1978 in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

REVIEWS 

"I consider her one of the most brilliant 
composers in America."-Aram Khachatur
ian, September 14, 1977. 

"Richly melodic, brightly orchestrated 
music, expertly written in the American 
idioms pioneered by Copland and Gershwin 
and immediately enjoyable on first hearing 
for anyone who likes those composers. 
There are touches of jazz in the 'Rhapsody' 
and the 'Spirituals,' a charming folk-music 
flavor on the 'Pioneer Dances', a haunting 
evocation of mountain landscapes and a 
lively depiction of a county fair in 'New 
England Autumn.' "-Joseph McLellan, 
Washington Post, May 22, 1977. 

"Brilliant orchestration, slightly modal 
harmonies and rhythmic insistence ... Coo
lidge's 'Pioneer Dances' -a rollicking stomp, 
a quiet dreamy piece, and a fiddle tune-are 
spirited, nicely worked out pieces.''-Joan 
Reinthaler, Washington Post, April 18, 
1977. 

"Also bears strong affinities to the serious 
contributions of Morton Gould ... strongly 
appealing ... intriguingly orchestrated."
Paul Kresh, Stage Review, January 1977. 

"Here she has recorded her 1965 piece 
'Rhapsody': many moods mostly as mellow 
as a ripe pineapple and with just that touch 
of tang, realized in full orchestral sound. 
'New England Autumn' advances mellow 
into nostalgia although injected with a 
measure of gaiety. 'Pioneer Dances' contin
ues the folk flavor of bygone times still 
fresh in memory. And then there are Miss 
Coolidges's own 'Spirituals' 0969) at times 
yearning, at times triumphant, which fit 
into the complimentary texture of this col
lection." -Christian Science Monitor, 
August 20, 1976. 

"Bright, optimistic . . . plainly the work 
of a practiced professional."-Irving 
Lowens, Washington Star, April 4, 1977.e 

THE SPREAD OF ATOMIC BOMBS 

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

•Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most pressing problems facing 
mankind is the spread of atomic 
bombs to a multitude of countries 
around the world. I am extremely con
cerned about the direct link between 
commercial nuclear power technology 
and the ability to acquire an atomic 
bomb. I would like to insert in the 
RECORD for the benefit of my col
leagues a recent editorial in the Wall 
Street Journal which articulates the 
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dilemma which nuclear trade and com
merce in the peaceful atom has cre
ated for world security. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 11, 
1981] 

NUCLEAR CURRY 

The Reagan administration, with good 
reason, is striving for a rapprochement with 
Pakistan by offering that country a hefty, 
long-term package of military and economic 
assistance in order to counterpoise the 
Soviet threat in Southwest Asia. What, 
however, should be the U.S. response if, as 
seems likely, Pakistan detonates a nuclear 
bomb? 

Sen. Alan Cranston recently disclosed U.S. 
intelligence information that Pakistan is 
building a horizontal tunnel in the Baluchi
stan Mountains near Afghanistan for a 
probable test of a nuclear warhead "by the 
end of the year, most likely by the end of 
1982." Other intelligence information and 
news reports reveal that Pakistani physi
cists, while working in European nuclear
energy programs, acqliired knowledge to 
produce plutonium-the essential compo
nent of a nuclear bomb. French and Swiss 
companies have supplied the necessary 
technical hardware, and Libya's col. Kha
dafy has provided funding for the project 
and subsidized the purchase of uranium 
supplies from Niger. 

Pakistan's zeal for a nuclear bomb is the 
consequence of the "peaceful" nuclear bomb 
exploded by its neighboring adversary, 
India, in 1974. At that time, India used a Ca
nadian reactor and U.S. heavy water to pro
duce its bomb. Unlike Canada, which imme
diately cut off nuclear trade with India 
after the 1974 explosion, the U.S. has con
tinued to supply India with nuclear fuel de
spite its refusal to permit international in
spection of all its nuclear facilities and to 
disavow further fabrication of nuclear weap
ons. According to intelligence sources, India 
is poised to explode another nuclear device 
at its Pikaran test site, and the Reagan ad
ministration is considering curtailment of 
additional fuel shipments to India, though 
there is no guarantee that India will not use 
the U.S.-supplied fuel in its possession to 
construct additional bombs. 

The U.S. should not send any additional 
uranium to India until it accepts "full-scope 
safeguards" and ends its bomb program. But 
it should be made plain that the U.S. is not 
abrogating its agreement, but that India has 
violated our mutual contracts. The U.S., 
which is India's largest trading partner, 
could use economic leverage to dissuade 
India from pursuing its nuclear program by 
holding back this year's $250 million in eco
nomic assistance and by seeking similar pro
hibitions from such international organiza
tions as the World Bank. 

As for Pakistan, the U.S. should of course 
try to preserve that nation's nuclear-weap
ons virginity, but it is rather late in the 
game considering the lack of sanctions 
against India. It is not clear whether we 
could do more to contain the spread of nu
clear weapons by ostracizing Pakistan than 
not doing so. It already has the money, 
technology and uranium to produce a bomb, 
plus the incentive of the Indian program. 
And the biggest danger is not a Pakistani 
bomb but an "Islamic bomb," with Pakistan 
sharing its technology with its Libyan bank
rollers, who in turn might pass it along to 
the Palestine Liberation Organization. 

Thus the U.S. faces difficult and painful 
choices in its anti-proliferation policy, 
choices that might have been avoided if the 
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U.S. had not set out on its Atoms for Peace 
Program, had imposed sanctions promptly 
after the Indian explosion, and had other
wise conducted anti-proliferation policy 
with a seriousness that has been sadly lack
ing.e 

YOU'RE IN GOOD HANDS 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 28, 1981 

e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to insert into the RECORD 
the following article written by Loren 
Stell for the Westchester Gannett 
Newspaper chain which appeared on 
Sunday, May 10, 1981. 

The article, an interview with Dr. 
Barry Commoner, reveals Dr. Com
moner's great wisdom and provides im
portant insights to solving our· energy 
problems. 

I off er this article for my colleagues' 
attention: 

BARRY COMMONER WANTS THE POWER IN 
YOUR HANDS 

<By Loren Stem 
Up to now, money-saving solar energy has 

been directed at people who can afford a 
$25,000 mortgage increase. But many lower
income families have an option they haven't 
heard about. 

There are millions of row-houses up and 
down the East Coast that could take advan
tage of cogeneration and solar energy. What 
we're going to do is develop an optimal 
energy system. 

Before deciding to run for president last 
year, Dr. Barry Commoner took a long 
survey of the political thicket. He saw 
Jimmy Carter wandering, lost. He feared 
the havoc of Ronald Reagan's budget ma
chete and military spending. Only a new 
party, he believed, could begin the natural 
process that would return the nation to its 
place in the sun. 

That he captured less than 1 percent of 
the vote doesn't bother him. He says his 
campaign firmly established the Citizens 
Party, dedicated to the proposition that 
Americans don't have to be impoverished by 
the high cost of energy or by the mistakes 
of reckless corporations chasing profits. 

As Reagan arrived in Washington, the en
ergetic Commoner, now 63, bobbed up in his 
native New York city, where he has begun 
to offer new prescriptions for our energy 
ills. 

The engine for change is the sun, now the 
only feasible long-term hope, according to 
Commoner. He says the nation-and the 
world-must make the "solar transition" to 
renewable fuels. He is opposed to the alter
native offered by nuclear proponents: breed
er reactors that are supposed to make more 
nuclear fuel than they burn. Such reactors, 
Commoner says, are too expensive, too com
plicated, too unreliable and too dangerous. 

A biologist, Commoner has long been an 
environmentalist leader, having started his 
Center for the Biology of Natural Systems 
in 1966 at St. Louis' Washington University. 
His book, "The Closing Circle," sums up 
many of the findings of his early work. 

The environmental studies led to Com
moner's interest in the energy crisis, which 
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resulted in his most recent volume, "The 
Politics of Energy." 

Commoner didn't get much coverage in 
last year's campaign until he used barnyard 
terms in a radio spot to criticize Reagan and 
Carter policies. That was too bad, because 
his views are startling in their common
sense simplicity. 

Working out of his center, now based at 
Queens College, . Commoner plans to apply 
the "solar transition" to a block of row 
houses. He will first install a cogenerator
an engine that can provide space heat while 
making electricity-and later add solar 
panels and photovoltaic cells. 

The implications of the project are broad. 
If it is practical on a wide scale, the nation 
would have to bum less of its scarcest fuels. 
In addition, each American family would 
gain far more control over its energy pro
duction and costs. Commoner's ideas could, 
in short, truly return power to the people, 
as he explains: 

Question. Can New York really cut down 
its appetite for energy? 

Answer. Absolutely. In Queens, we are in
troducing energy-saving and solar processes 
into areas where poor people live- because 
the poor suffer most in the energy crisis. Up 
to now, steps taken to introduce money
saving solar energy have been directed at 
people who can afford a $25,000 increase on 
their mortgage. But thousands of lower
income families have an option they haven't 
yet heard about. 

Question. To make the "solar transition?" 
Answer. Right. Cogeneration-the produc

tion of electricity without throwing away 
the heat made in the process-is the key to 
an energy-efficient system. 

People can form small energy co-opera
tives out of a group of row houses. In a row 
house, you've got a group of houses with 
just one wall between their basements. Our 
idea is to put a cogenerator in one building 
that would produce electricity and heat for 
the entire row-house block, delivered by a 
single pipe driven through the interconnect
ing walls. 

Once that's set up, the savings start imme
diately, because in generating your own 
electricity, you are also producing free heat. 
Then you can begin to introduce solar sav
ings in three different ways: by putting heat 
collectors on the roof and adding it into the 
circulating hot water from the cogenerator, 
installing photovoltaic cells when the price 
comes down, and finally by the substitution 
of ' methane produced from garbage or 
sewage for the natural gas burned in your 
cogenerators. 

Question. These cogenerators are just con
verted auto engines? 

Answer. Yes, four-cylinder Fiat engines, 
which have been converted to burn natural 
gas instead of gasoline. In Europe, they're 
very popular and are often used banded to
gether. There is no reason why such units 
couldn't be made in the U.S. You would 
have to design the whole thing, but it's not 
terribly complicated. 

Question. Why did you pick row houses, 
rather than high-rises? 

Answer. The practicality of cogeneration 
in high-rise apartment buildings is known in 
Europe and here. Several huge complexes in 
Brooklyn and Queens already have cogener
ation units. But you have more difficulty in
troducing solar energy, because tall build
ings have relatively little roof space. 

There are millions of row houses up and 
down the East Coast that could take advan
tage of cogeneration and solar energy. What 
we're going to do is develop on optimal 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
energy system-and also a way of evaluating 
any given set of row houses with respect to 
their structure-so that any metropolitan 
homeowner group can compute how big a 
cogenerator has to go in, what the relative 
advantages would be, what value solar heat
ers would add, and so on . . . 

Row houses are ideal in the city. In the 
suburbs, one-family houses in small neigh
borhoods could be connected by pipes in 
ditches. Although no one I know of in the 
suburbs has built such a district-heating 
system, neighborhood cogeneration will 
eventually be economical too, especially be
cause suburban houses have more roof area 
available for solar devices. 

Question. If everyone begins producing 
his own electricity, how would that affect 
the utility companies? 

Answer. Wall Street is no longer looking 
at utilities as a good investment and very 
soon neighborhoods might start out-compet
ing them in producing cheap energy. In a 
solar transition, of course, utilities every
where are going to be in trouble. It is very 
unlikely that they can maintain a central
ized power grid as a private enterprise. They 
probably should all go into public owner
ship. 

Question. Until that happens, how would 
your row-house cogenerators hook up to the 
utility system? 

Answer. The mathematics will have to be 
worked out. You could keep the size of the 
row-house cogenerator down, and when 
there is a peak demand for the use of elec
tricity-in the middle of the summer-you 
may buy some from Con Edison. 

On the other hand, you may choose to 
have a congenerator big enough so that you 
could always meet your peak demand. Then 
you're bound to have extra electricity in the 
winter. So you'd sell it. Con Edison wouldn't 
like that, but they'd have to buy it. There 
are rules about that now. 

Question. What other projects are under
way at the center? 

Answer. We have come up with a method 
of analyzing urine to determine whether a 
person has been exposed to carcinogens. 
Here we hope to test childrens' urine- since 
they are not industrially exposed and not 
smoking- in order to get a picture of the 
distribution of carcinogens in the general 
environment. 

We plan to test kids in the city and the 
supurbs, particularly northern New Jersey 
where there are heavy levels of pollution. 

Also, we are trying to research whether 
it's possible to pump up the sludge that's 
been dumped offshore all these years in the 
New York Bight and convert it into meth
ane. 

Question. Aren't you going to have to sign 
up a billionaire to help you get these proj
ects off the ground? 

Answer. It's going to be very hard, because 
the research money we have been using has 
largely depended on the federal govern
ment. Now Reagan has decided that the De
partment of Energy should be reduced to 
exploring nuclear power- precisely the 
wrong thing to do. 

Question. Would you say that you hope to 
make New York self-reliant? 

Answer. Certainly not. It's out of the 
question. Self-reliance is a trap in some 
ways. When I testified before Congress, I 
calculated that there just isn't enough solar 
area in Manhattan to support the people 
who live there. New York will always have 
to depend on imported energy. 

Question. That might take a whole Middle 
East oil field. 
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Answer. Not necessarily. The imported 

energy should be solar energy. The impor
tant thing to do now in New York and other 
big cities is to set up systems that will readi
ly accept imported solar energy. That's why 
natural gas is so important. Because the 
natural-gas pipe system can also accept 
methane gas from biomass, such as farmers' 
compost or garbage. There is a plan to pipe 
methane from the Pelham Bay Park landfill 
to Co-Op City, for instance. This is a form 
of renewable solar energy. Our studies have 
shown that the most efficient and economi
cal way to cogenerate electricity and heat 
locally is with methane gas. 

Question. Why not generate electricity 
centrally as we do now? 

Answer. The main reason is that the most 
energetic way to transmit energy-that is, 
with the least loss-is by piping gas. Trans
mitting electricity over distance is very 
wasteful. It has to overcome resistance in 
the lines. More, when you conduct electric
ity from a central power plant, you are pro
ducing an awful lot of heat at one place and 
it's difficult to get enough people to live 
around a plant to make efficient use of that 
heat. Beyond that, the biggest expense is 
the amount of capital needed for central 
plants, especially for nuclear-produced elec
tricity. 

Question. Not a lot of people are heading 
to Three Mile Island. 

Answer. That's right. When people learn 
that decentralized production of electric
ity-through cogenerators-makes sense, 
then the need for methane and natural gas 
becomes obvious. 

With people living close together, you 
have to have a fuel for their cogenerators 
that won't pollute. And natural gas and 
methane do not pollute-back to the row
house project. 

What we are doing makes sense today 
simply based on the economics of cogenera
tion. Eventually, my idea is that surplus 
methane produced from biomass plants 
above ground could be pumped the other 
way back underground into natural gas 
tanks. 

Question. You've come a long way from 
where your started-with air, earth and 
water-to this overriding concern about 
energy. 

Answer. Our environmental research led 
us to energy. The pollution problems came 
about because of faults in our production 
system-the way in which we produce cars, 
fabrics and food. In many ways, energy is 
the most crucial element in redesigning our 
system of production. Without energy, no 
production takes place. If you reduce my 
concern to one central theme, it's not pollu
tion or energy, It's reorganizing the system 
of production. That explains why I went 
into politics. We will need profound political 
reorganization to confront the problems of 
energy and pollution. 

Question. Besides talking about corporate 
mismanagment due to the goals of simply 
making profits, you've written that pollu
tion- and the huge debt it's incurred-also 
makes political reorganization a necessity. 

Answer. Absolutely. Take the business of 
toxic wastes. There are at least 5,000 Love 
Canals all over the country. How large a 
problem they present can be seen from the 
superfund Congress voted to begin the 
cleanup. A lot of taxpayers' money has been 
unnecessarily wasted. How did this happen? 

Basically it happened because of the de
velopment of the petrochemical industry 
after World War II, which proceeded to put 
a burden on the environment. It was 
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cheaper for the companies to just dump 
waste, rather than to detoxify the poisons. 
But cleaning it up now is a lot more expen
sive than preventing it in the first place 
would have been. 

The question has never been asked, when 
these decisions are made, "Is this going to 
be good for the people of the country?" 

No, the essential decision is made by a cor
poration asking only one question, "Is this 
good for our corporation, for our profits? 
And if it is, we'll do it." Then later we dis
cover whether it is good or bad for the coun
try. 

In "The Closing Circle" I wrote that a 
series of decisions made by the auto compa
nies, the utilities and the petrochemical in
dustry-decisions good for short-term prof
its-were bad and unprofitable for the coun
try. This raises the basic issue: How do we 
prevent such corporate short-sightedness? 

Question. This was part of your concern 
when you were campaigning for the Citizens 
Party? 

Answer. Right. We are heading for very 
serious economic problems. We've got an 
auto industry that is deteriorating; we've 
got a subway system in New York-and 
mass transit all over-that's in bad shape; 
we've got inflation and unemployment. 
Clearly, we have to rebuild the economy. 

The energy crisis leads to various opportu
nities to rebuild in a much more efficient 
way. For example, we could have our auto 
system on alcohol, as in Brazil, which is 
moving into total alcohol fuel. The Ford 
factory there is building 100 percent alco
hol-fueled cars. People are buying them as 
fast as they can build them. Imagine if we 
did that here? 

Question. Then the energy crisis may ac
tually lead to an economic upswing? 

Answer. Perhaps. But it's going to take 
major capital investment, and I don't see 
any way of getting the capital unless we cut 
drastically the capital we're wasting in mili
tary production. 

There's a very simple, fundamental point 
that's very hard to get across to the pundits 
and the media. It is that the rate of infla
tion-the ability of an economy to grow-is 
directly releated to the percent of the econ
omy that goes into military production. 

It's no accident that the highest rate of 
inflation in any industrialized country is in 
Israel, because the Israeli economy has been 
so heavily turned toward the military. 
Among the large countries, the U.S. has the 
highest rate of inflation. And, of the large 
countries, the U.S. has the highest percent
age of its budget going into the military. 

At the other end of the scale are Japan 
and West Germany. They're in great eco
nomic shape because they cleverly lost 
World War II and for many years were held 
back by the treaties from investing in the 
military. This simple fact-that big in
creases in unproductive military spending 
pushes inflation higher-is being ignored to
tally by the Reagan administration. 

Question. How did your campaign audi
ences respond when you spoke this way? 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Answer. A lot of them would say at first: 

"My God, the Russians will overrun us if 
you take this stance. The huge military ex
pense is justified, because we are in danger." 

I'd tell them another way to look at it is 
to remember what we were told by the ad
ministration at the time of the Vietnam 
War-that we had to get involved because of 
this threat to the U.S. because of Soviet and 
Chinese expansion. We listened, got in
volved and lost. And even though we lost, 
we haven't been threatened. If it's true, as 
any objective military expert will tell you, 
that the government in Vietnam is not a 
threat to the U.S., it means the entire trage
dy-the huge expenditure in Vietnam
served no purpose relative to our security. 

Question. Estimates range as high as $200 
billion, I believe. 

Answer. And thousands of lives. And, in 
some ways even more importantly, Vietnam 
destroyed the credibilit~ of the government 
so much so that the people have now elect
ed a president who is basically an anarchist. 

Question. How are you defining anarchist? 
Answer. Reagan I consider to be, in a 

sense, an anarchist. He tells us the big prob
lem is the government. That's what anarchy 
is about. Anarchists claim that if you do 
away with the government, everything will 
be all right. And, as you might imagine, I 
consider that bad, because government 
allows us to improve civilized life. 

Question. Out in the hustings when you 
were trying to get elected . . . 

Answer. I wasn't trying to get elected. 
That was not my mandate or intention. We 
were organizing a party ... And the Citi
zens Party is established now. Of course, the 
election was very strange in many ways. Na
tionally we received .27 percent of the vote. 
You say that's very little. But it's not an ac
curate measure of our constituency. 

Wherever we had a local candidate, the 
vote was enormously higher. In Missouri, 
where we had write-in campaigns, two local 
candidates ran. One got 10 percent of the 
vote and the other got 19. This makes me 
believe that our true constituency is about 
10 percent. 

Question. What are some of the issues 
that the Citizens Party will be keeping 
alive? 

Answer. Well, expenditures on public en
terprises-water, sanitation, garbage-have 
been neglected. The propaganda against 
public expenditures has had a disastrous 
effect on the quality of these systems and 
therefore on the quality of life. There is no 
way we're going to have a decent standard 
of living without paying attention to these 
things. For example, maintenance and de
velopment of the whole New York City 
water supply has been neglected, as has 
been the mass-transit system. 

Question. Have you a vision of what a 
solar New York would be like? 

Answer. One of the things that would be 
immediately apparent would be the neigh
borhoodness of the city. Clearly what would 
be happening would be the establishment of 
local co-operatives. They would begin ini-

10987 
tially around the business of producing 
energy and you can see how the thing would 
spin out. 

You might have a row-house cooperative 
or a block association covering one block or 
10 square blocks. An issue in the neighbor
hood newsletter might be, since there would 
likely be an excess of energy generated at 
the co-op power stations, "Hey why don't we 
buy some electric cars for the neighborhood 
that all members could use to go shopping?" 
The batteries would sop up the extra elec
tricity and members would be provided with 
a convenient service. 

The cars and the generating plant would 
provide jobs for local people. And out of 
that might come the notion of also buying 
an electric truck to go outside the city to a 
farmers' co-operative to pick up food where 
it's freshest. 

Eventually, perhaps, some food co-ops 
might link up with the energy co-ops. These 
new associations of consumers would invade 
the territory which is now thought to be the 
province of the utilities and the supermar
kets. Maybe a few windmills would whirl 
and garbage collection would gain in 
status-it would be an important resource 
for methane for the cogenerators. 

Question. Is it possible, using some of the 
logic in The Closing Circle, to say our gov
ernment has to learn to close its own circle? 

Answer. I don't usually equate bilogical 
and social issues. Science deals with mole
cules, not people. . . . What I was talking 
about in the book was the origin of life. The 
way in which it happened was that we had 
organic matter laid down chemically on the 
surface of the earth. The first living things 
arose as users of. the organic matter. That's 
where they got their energy from. And if 
nothing else had happened, life would very 
soon have gone right down the drain-using 
up all the earth's organic matter. 

But photosynthesis arose, a natural means 
of constantly re-creating organic matter, as 
in plants, through solar energy-thus clos
ing the circle. If it weren't for that closed 
circle, we wouldn't be here today . . . Our 
system of production is now dealing with 
our resources in this unilateral way-burn
ing up non-renewable organic matter like 
oil-and failing to recognize the need to fit 
into this balanced system. We now have to 
restore the integrity of the system. 

Question. I still wonder if you can't 
extend your metaphor? If the profit motive 
can be seen as a linear kind of phenom
enon-unwittingly using up the earth's re
sources without replacing them-then 
shouldn't enlightened government "close 
the circle" and create a kind of "human 
photosynthesis''? 

Answer. It's not inevitable that we will 
succeed as nature does. But I would agree; 
what we must have is a government that 
recognizes the need for concerted social 
action as a way of sustaining individual 
human lives.e 
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