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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, June 9, 1981 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

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

The Lord is my light and my salva
tion; whom shall I fear? The Lord is 
the strength of my li/e; of whom shall I 
be ajraid.-Psalms 27: 1. 

Lord, we acknowledge that only a 
foolish person admits no fears as the 
paths of life are walked, and we praise 
Your name that in spite of all that 
would overwhelm, You are yet our 
hope and- source of daily strength. 
Help us to develop a desire for recon
ciliation among peoples and nations 
that Your perfect love will cast one 
fear and distrust and we will learn to 
look to others not with hatred or the 
desire for advantage, but knowing that 
by a righteous faith, we may see light 
and walk in peace. In Your name we 
pray. 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. HARTNETT. 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. HARTNETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 344, nays 
7, present 1, not voting 79, as follows: 

[Roll No. 651 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Archer 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Bailey <MO> 
Batley <PA> 
Barnard 

YEAS-344 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Bllley 
Boggs 

Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton, John 

Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Campbell 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Coyne, William 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Phllip 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
Deckard 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Doman 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Erlenbom 
Ertel 
Evans<DE> 
Evans<GA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithian 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gllman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gradison 
Gramm 

Gray Mica 
Green Mikulski 
Gregg Miller <CA> 
Guarini Miller <OH> 
Gunderson Mineta 
Hagedorn Minish 
Hall <OH> Mitchell <NY> 
Hall, Ralph Moakley 
Hall, Sam Moffett 
Hamilton Molinari 
Hammerschmidt Montgomery 
Hance 
Hansen<ID> 
Hansen<UT> 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hendon 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hiler 
Holland 
Hollenbeck 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnston 
Jones<TN> 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Klldee 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach 
Leath 
LeBoutillier 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long<MD> 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Markey 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin<NC> 
Martin<NY> 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 

Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Mottl 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Napier 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelligan 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Slljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
So lam 

Solomon 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stark 
Staton 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 

Evans <IA> 
Goodling 
Jacobs 

Ottinger 

Albosta 
Applegate 
Ashbrook 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Blanchard 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Brown<OH> 
Burgener 
Byron 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Collins <IL> 
Conte 
Cotter 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Craig 
de Ia Garna 
Dellums 
Dickinson 
Dougherty 

VanderJagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Wllliams <OH> 

NAYS-7 

Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 

Jones <OK> Schroeder 
Mitchell <MD> 
Sabo 

PRESENT-1 

NOT VOTIN0-79 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Fary 
Ferraro 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Forsythe 
Fuqua 
Goldwater 
Grisham 
Harkin 
Heckler 
Hillis 
Howard 
Hunter 
Jones <NC> 
Kemp 
Lee 
Long<LA> 
Lott 
Lowery 
Madigan 
Martin <IL> 
McKinney 
Michel 
Mollohan 

0 1215 

Pepper 
Petri 
Pickle 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Roe 
Rose 
Rousselot 
Santini 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Seiberling 
Smith <NE> 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Trible 
Udall 
Walker 
Washington 
Weaver 
White 
Zeferetti 

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

nounced as above recorded. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
RANGEL) laid before the House the fol
lowing communication from the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
June 9, 1981. 

Hon. THoMAs P. O'NEILL, Jr., 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per
mission granted in the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, I have the honor to 
transmit a sealed envelope from The White 
House, received in the Clerk's Office at 3:45 
p.m. on Monday, June 8, 1981 and said to 
contain a message from the President 
wherein he transmits ~e tenth special mes-

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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sage for fiscal year 1981 under the Im
poundment Control Act of 1974. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

EDMUND L. HENSHAW, Jr., 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 

FOUR PROPOSALS TO RESCIND 
THE BUDGET AUTHORITY 
AMOUNTS-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 
97-58) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 

before the House the following mes
sage from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, with
out objection, referred to the Commit
tee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the Impound

ment Control Act of 1974, I herewith 
report four proposals to rescind a total 
of $114.1 million in budget authority 
previously provided by the Congress. 
The rescission proposals affect pro
grams in the Environmental Protec
tion Agency and the National Endow
ments for the Arts and Humanities. 
These proposals are a part of my con
tinuing effort to help reduce govern
ment spending. 

The details of the rescission propos
als are contained in the attached re
ports. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 8, 1981. 

CUTS THAT HURT 
<Mr. DOWNEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I must 
say I am enjoying watching the 
hubbub over at Treasury between Sec
retary Regan and his former 10-5-3 
lieutenants on the business round
table. 

If we had a dollar for each corporate 
jet bringing in executives to help get 
the administration back on track for 
their tax cuts, the Federal budget 
would be in surplus. You see, the 10-5-
3 plan originated in ·corporate board 
rooms, Mr. Reagan bought it lock, 
stock and barrel, and naturally, it 
upsets these gentlemen when the 
President alters their plan without 
consultation. 

I am enjoying watching because it 
shows how little understanding of the 
legislative process business continues 
to have, how shocked the community 
was that their man, Ronald Reagan, 
would dare rein them in, and finally, it 
gives we opponents of 10-5-3 a chance 
to emphasize its real effect. Simply, it 
eliminates corporate taxes for some in
dustries and takes other industries 
down to levels significantly below that 
of the average family. 

I recognize that my views on taxes 
may seem somewhat old fashioned to 
many of you born again supply siders, 
but I just feel somehow that Exxon 
and A.T. & T.'s tax rate should not be 
too much lower than that of the aver
age working man; 10-5-3 not only in
sures lower rates for corporations than 
for people, it eliminates taxes for a 
good many industries. 

As I look out over the country and 
see so many people affected by budget 
cuts-school lunches, student loans, 
and so forth, it makes me feel good to 
see that these guys from business can 
understand too. It hurts to find out 
that you are going to get a quarter 
trillion dollars less in tax breaks than 
you thought you were going to get. 
Times are hard for all of us. 

TERRORIST LEADERS IN 
. WASHINGTON 

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

Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday I was shocked to receive a press 
release (Information Note No. 3581, 
June 5, 1981) from the United Nations 
Center Against Apartheid, announcing 
a conference on the United States and 
South Africa held at Howard Universi
ty and which listed the speakers as in
cluding ·B. Akporode Clark, chairman 
of the U.N. Special Committee on 
Apartheid; Oliver R. Tambo, presi
dent, African National Congress 
<ANC>; Moses Garoeb, administrative 
secretary of the South West Africa 
People's Organization <SWAPO>; Rep
resentative WILLIAM GRAY, vice-chair
man, Congressional Black Caucus; Dr. 
Robert Cummings, Department of Af
rican Studies, Howard University; 
Canon Robert C. S. Powell, director, 
African Office, National Council of 
Churches; and Randall Robinson, di
rector of Transafrica. 

It is shocking that two high-level 
leaders of Soviet-dominated terrorist 
groups, the African National Congress 
and South West Africa People's Orga
nization, were permitted to enter the 
United States and travel without re
striction. 

While in Washington, Tambo met 
with some Members of the House and 
Senate in an effort to lend an aura of 
credibility to his brutal terrorist orga
nization. 

I understand that this Marxist ter
rorist today plans to visit Atlanta, and 
lunch with its mayor, Maynard Jack
son. That Mr. Jackson, properly occu
pied with directing a manhunt for the 
killers of innocent children in his city, 
should meet with a man who directs 
the murder of innocent people in 
South Africa-both black and white
is an affront to decent people~ 

REPRESENTATIVE BEDELL AP
PLAUDS REPRESENTATIVE BE
REUTER ON O'NEILL MOVE 
<Mr. BEDELL asked and was given 

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

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, I am ex
tremely pleased that Congressman BE
REUTER has decided to actively involve 
himself in stopping the O'Neill irriga
tion project in Nebraska-a waste of 
taxpayers' money which I have been 
trying to stop for several years. His 
help will be very much appreciated in 
our attempt to provide for cost-effec
tive expenditure of taxpayers' hard
earned money rather than voting for 
funding of a pork barrel water project. 

I have been involved in this fight for 
several years and it appears that we 
may finally win the battle. If so it will 
prove that it pays never to give up. 

If O'Neill were completed, the tax
payers would foot the bill to the tune 
of over $4,000 per acre for irrigation of 
farmland that would realize benefits 
of only $400 per acre. 

With our national effort to elimi
nate wasteful and unnecessary Gov
ernment spending, this project is a 
prime candidate to be halted. We have 
a great and easy opportunity to save 
over a third of a billion dollars by 
scrapping O'Neill, which is less than 2 
percent complete. I welcome Congress
man BEREUTER's assistance in this 
effort. 

WHO WANTS TO DESTROY 
ISRAEL? 

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today because so much of a storm has 
evolved about the Israeli raid on the 
Iraqi nuclear powerplant. I thought 
the Members of this body would be en
lightened by a couple of quotations. 
One is from Sadam Hussein on the 
Bagdad Voice of the People on August 
20, 1980. He stated: 

When we reject the Zionist entity's deci
sion to take Jerusalem as its capital, we do 
not mean that we recognize Tel Aviv as its 
capital. We consider it a usurper of the ter
ritory of Palestine and of other Arab terri
tories. • • • Some people may ask if this de
cision is the best that can be taken. No, a 
better decision would be to destroy Tel Aviv 
with bombs, but we have to use the weapons 
available until it is actually possible to re
spond to the enemy with bombs. 

That is a quotation from the Presi
dent of Iraq. 

A leading Iraqi paper, AI Tawrah, on 
October 4, 1980, stated: 

The Iranian people should not fear the 
Iraqi nuclear which is not intended to be 
used against Iran but against the Zionist 
enemy. 
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I ask you, ladies and gentlemen of 

this House, to pose an analogous situa
tion. Let us imagine that Mexico were 
building a nuclear reactor. Let us also 
imagine that Mexico were a hostile 
power to the United States, and that 
its President and leading newspapers 
had threatened to use their military 
means to destroy us. Let us imagine 
that we had tried for a year through 
diplomatic means to reduce this threat 
to our very existence, and were unsuc
cessful. Given that situation, what 
would the United States do? 

I ask the ladies and gentlemen of 
this House to contemplate this anal
ogy before condemning Israel for its 
action against Iraq. 

CONGRESSMAN GARCIA INTRO
DUCES COMPANION LEGISLA
TION TO H.R. 2121, THE SUR
PLUS SCHOOL CONVERSION 
ACT 
<Mr. GARCIA asked and was given 

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

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing companion legislation 
to H.R. 2121, the Surplus School Con
version Act, which I introduced earlier 
this session. H.R. 2121 provides funds 
to local educational agencies for the 
renovation of underutilized school 
buildings. The companion legislation I 
am introducing today is a result of a 
recent General Accounting Office 
report recommending a Federal policy 
requiring Federal agencies with grant 
construction programs to consider the 
use of vacant schools in lieu of new 
construction. 

In this era of twin and sometimes 
conflicting concerns of economy and 
environment, I believe this measure 
makes sense. According to the Catalog 
of Federal and Domestic Assistance, 24 
Federal grant programs in fiscal year 
1979 were authorized to provide fund
ing for brick-and-mortar construction 
projects. Funding authorizations for 
these programs totaled over $5.8 bil
lion. Many of these programs provide 
funds for a wide range of construction 
projects, including social service, 
health centers, libraries, low-rent 
housing, police stations, vocational 
education training schools, recreation 
facilities, small infirmaries, nursing 
care homes, and day care facilities. 

However, the Federal agencies re
sponsible for administering the pro
grams do not require State and local 
jurisdictions that request funding for 
new construction to routinely consider 
the feasibility of renovating available 
vacant or underutilized schools to 
meet their needs. Such a requirement 
could increase the opportunities for 
making effective use of vacant schools 
and result in significant savings to the 
Federal Government. 

Because there may be opportunities 
for substantial cost savings by using 
more vacant schools in lieu of new 
construction, the GAO believes, and I 
concur, that an evaluation of the feasi
bility of using such schools should be 
required before construction funds are 
awarded to grantees. Also, since the 
opportunity spans many Federal pro
grams, I believe there should be a Fed
eral policy requiring Federal agencies 
with grant construction programs to 
consider the use of vacant schools in 
lieu of new construction. 

BlAGG! REACTION TO ISRAEL 
ACTION AGAINST IRAQ 

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

Mr. BlAGG!. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration's condemnation of Israel 
was unfortunately too hasty when one 
considers the real and present danger 
posed to Israel by the Iraq atomic re
actor. Our own intelligence reports in
dicated that the reactor could have 
been operational within a matter of 
weeks and could produce offensive 
weaponry. The Israeli action was more 
in self defense than an offensive 
attack which would not be in violation 
of U.S. law. It is important to consider 
the fact that Iraq has been at war 
with Israel and the President of Iraq 
has threatened to use the nuclear 
bomb against Israel. A strong and sov
ereign Israel is critical to a stable 
Middle East which in turn is vital to 
our national security. Considering tra
ditional Arab hostility to the very ex
istence of Israel-I maintain that their 
action was necessary for their own in
ternal security. 

REAL ISSUE IN ISRAELI RAID IS 
PROLIFERATION OF ATOMIC 
WEAPONS MATERIAL 
<Mr. MARKEY asked and was given 

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the real 
issue is not whether we should con
demn or praise Israel for Sunday's 
attack on the Iraqi nuclear reactor. 
The real issue is the proliferation of 
atomic weapons material caused by 
the export of sophisticated nuclear 
technology by the United States and 
Western European countries. 

Why should we blame Israel when 
the real culprits are the French and 
the Italians who supplied Iraq a coun
try with enough oil to build an oil
fired electricity plant on every oasis in 
this country with a nuclear research 
reactor which uses highly enriched 
uranium which can be converted easily 
and directly into an atomic bomb? 

Before we judge Israel too quickly, 
Mr. Speaker, we should remember 

that they are in a state of war with 
Iraq because Iraq has never agreed to 
sign the Middle East cease-fire. In ad
dition the President of Iraq has stated 
publicly that the nuclear reactor and 
its bomb-grade fuel would be used 
against Israel. In sum, Israel had its 
back against the wall, and from their 
point of view had no alternative but to 
destroy the Iraqi reactor. 

I am introducing today, Mr. Speaker, 
a sense-of-the-Congress resolution call
ing on President Reagan to seize this 
opportunity to completely reexamine 
U.S. nonproliferation policy and the 
controls that we required for the 
export of nuclear powerplants. I hope 
that all my colleagues will join with 
me in cosponsoring this resolution and 
that the failure of the current interna
tional nonproliferation policy will be 
ended and that tighter restrictions 
and prohibitions on any nuclear ex
ports will be our policy in the future. 

THE ONLY QUESTION: ARE THE 
SOVIET UNION AND CUBA 
BEHIND WHAT IS HAPPENING 
IN EL SALVADOR? 

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

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, news sto
ries the last 2 days about the situation 
in El Salvador raise questions about 
last February's white paper issued by 
our State Department. 

I am concerned, not by what is in or 
is not in the newsstories and the white 
paper, but the effect this might have 
in diverting our attention from the 
central issue of what is happening in 
that Central American nation. 

One question can be asked about El 
Salvador-and only one question need 
be asked. That is, does anyone serious
ly doubt that the Soviet Union and its 
client-ally Cuba are behind what is 
happening there? 

Accuracy is important in anything 
we do, and I deplore as much as 
anyone any misstatements or misrep
resentations that pop up in any 
report-whether a State Department 
white paper, or a newspaper's so-called 
expose story that turns out later to be 
a fraud. 

But in reading through the accounts 
of alleged inaccuracies in the El Salva
dor white paper, I see nothing to dis
pute the State Department comment 
of yesterday afternoon: "We stand by 
the conclusions of the white paper." 

Mr. Speaker, let us not be drawn off 
the main point by a campaign of nit
picking, and that is: Are the Soviet 
Union and Cuba behind the effort to 
expand international communism in 
El Salvador or not? Of course they 
are. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of 
rule I, the Chair will now put the 
question on each motion on which fur
ther proceedings were postponed in 
the order in which that motion was 
entertained. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 3240 by the yeas and nays; and 
H.R. 3239, by the yeas and nays. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for the second electronic 
vote. 

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICA-
TIONS AND INFORMATION AD
MINISTRATION AUTHORIZA
TION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

unfinished business is the question of 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill, H.R. 3240. 

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

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado <Mr. 
WIRTH) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3240, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 369, nays 
12, not voting 50, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Hailey <MO> 
Bailey <PA> 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Blaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonlor 
Bon.ker 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 

[Roll No. 661 
YEAS-369 

Campbell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
Deckard 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Doman 
Dougherty 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 

Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Erlenbom 
Ertel 
Evans <DE> 
Evans <IA> 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithian 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Gray 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hagedorn 

Hall <OH> McCloskey 
Hall, Ralph McCollum 
Hall, Sam McCurdy 
Hamilton McDade 
Hammerschmidt McEwen 
Hance 
Hansen <UT> 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hendon 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hiler 
Holland 
Hollenbeck 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 
Johnston 
Jones<NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Jones<TN> 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach 
Leath 
LeBoutillier 
Lee 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lent 
Levltas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Long <LA> 
Long(MD> 
Lowery 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Markey 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NC> 
Martin<NY> 

·Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McClory 

Brodhead 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Evans<GA> 

McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller <OH> 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell <MD> 
Mitchell <NY> 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Mottl 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Napier 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelligan 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Parris 
Patman 
Patterson 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rosten.kowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Savage 

NAYS-12 
Evans <IN> 
Fascell 
Hansen <ID> 
Jenkins 

· Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smlth<AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith <OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stark 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Trible 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

McDonald 
Pashayan 
Paul 
Solomon 

NOT VOTING-50 
Albosta 
Ashbrook 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Bouquard 
Brown<OH> 
Burgener 
Byron 
Carman 
Carney 

Chappell 
Collins <IL> 
Conte 
Cotter 
Courter 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
DeN ardis 
Dickinson 
Edwards <OK> 

Fary 
Ferraro 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Forsythe 
Fuqua 
Goldwater 
Grisham 
Harkin 

Hillis 
Howard 
Kemp 
Loeffler 
Lott 
Madigan 
Michel 

Mollohan 
Petri 
Price 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Roe 
Rousse lot 
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Schulze 
Stratton 
Traxler 
Udall 
Walker 
White 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. Fary with Mr. Lott. 
Mr. Chappell with Mr. Madigan. 
Mrs. Bouquard with Mr. Railsback. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Michel. 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Walker. 
Mr. Price with Mr. Schulze. 
Mr. Traxler with Mr. Rousselot. 
Mr. Roe with Mr. Quillen. 
Mr. Stratton with Mr. Petri. 
Mr. Udall with Mr. Conte. 
Mr. White with Mr. Badham. 
Mr. Dellums with Mr. Brown of Ohio. 
Ms. Ferraro with Mr. Goldwater. 
Mr. Foglietta with Mr. Hillis. 
Mr. Harkin with Mr. Kemp. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Loeffler. 
Mr. Flippo with Mr. Courter. 
Mr. Albosta with Mr. Bafalis. 
Mr. Florio with Mr. Burgener. 
Mrs. Byron with Mr. Carman. 
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Edwards of 

Oklahoma. 
Mr. Carney with Mr. Dickinson. 
Mr. Grisham with Mr. Forsythe. 
So <two-thirds having voted in favor 

thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION AUTHORIZATION 
ACT OF 1981 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

unfinished business is the question of 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill, H.R. 3239, as amended. 

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

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado <Mr. 
WIRTH) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3239, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered, 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 360, nays 
2i, not voting 50, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Bailey <MO> 
Bailey <PA> 

/ 

[Roll No. 671 
YEAS-360 

Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Bliley 

Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonlor 
Bon.ker 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
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Burton, John Hance 
Burton, Phillip Hansen <UT> 
Butler Hartnett 
Campbell Hatcher 
Carman Hawkins 
Chapple Heckler 
Cheney Hefner 
Chisholm Heftel 
Clausen Hendon 
Clay Hertel 
Clinger Hightower 
Coats Hiler 
Coelho Holland 
Collins <TX> Hollenbeck 
Conable Holt 
Corcoran Hopkins 
Coughlin Horton 
Coyne, James Hoyer 
Coyne, William Hubbard 
Crockett Huckaby 
D'Amours Hughes 
Daniel, Dan Hunter 
Daniel, R. W. Hutto 
Danielson Hyde 
Dannemeyer Ireland 
Daschle Jacobs 
Daub Jeffords 
Davis Jeffries 
Deckard Jenkins 
Derrick Jones <NC> 
Derwinski Jones <OK> 
Dicks Jones <TN> 
Dingell Kastenmeier 
Dixon Kazen 
Donnelly Kildee 
Dorgan Kindness 
Doman Kogovsek 
Dougherty Kramer 
Downey. LaFalce 
Dreier Lagomarsino 
Duncan Lantos 
Dunn Latta 
Dwyer Leach 
Dymally Leath 
Dyson LeBoutillier 
Early Lee 
Eckart Lehman 
Edgar Leland 
Edwards <AL> Lent 
Edwards <CA> Levitas 
Emery Lewis 
English Livingston 
Erdahl Long <LA> 
Erlenbom Long <MD> 
Ertel Lowery 
Evans <DE> Lowry 
Evans <IA> Lujan 
~o Luken 
Fenwick Lundine 
Fiedler Lungren 
Fields Markey 
Findley Marks 
Fish Marlenee. 
Fithian Marriott 
Foley Martin <IL> 
Ford <MI> Martin <NC> 
Ford <TN> Martin <NY> 
Fountain Matsui 
Fowler Mattox 
Frank Mavroules 
Frenzel Mazzoli 
Frost McClory 
Garcia McCloskey 
Gaydos McCollum 
Gejdenson McCUrdy 
Gephardt McDade 
Gibbons McEwen 
Gilman McGrath 
Gingrich McHugh 
Ginn Mica 
Glickman Mikulski 
Gonzalez Miller <CA> 
Goodling Miller <OH> 
Gore Mineta 
Gradison M1nish 
Gramm Mitchell <MD> 
Gray Mitchell <NY> 
Green Moakley 
Gregg Moffett 
Guarini Molinari 
Gunderson Montgomery 
Hagedorn Moore 
Hall <OH> Moorhead 
Hall, Sam Morrison 
Hamilton Murphy 
Hammerschmidt Murtha 
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Myers 
Napier 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelligan 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Patterson 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santin1 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Bensen brenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith<NJ) 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stanton 
Stark 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Trible 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 

Waxman Williams<MT> Wyden 
Weaver W1111ams <OH> Wylie 
Weber<MN> Wilson Yates 
Weber<OH> Winn Yatron 
Weiss Wirth Young<AK> 
Whitehurst Wolf young<FL> 
Whitley Wolpe Young<MO> 
Whittaker Wortley Z&blocki 
Whitten Wright Zeferetti 

NAYS-21 
Coleman Evans <IN> Paul 
Conyers Fascell Ritter 
Craig Hansen<ID> Roemer 
Crane, Daniel Johnston Smith<OR> 
Crane, Ph111p McDonald Solomon 
Emerson McKinney Stangeland 
Evans<GA> Mottl Stump 

NOT VOTING-50 
Albosta 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Bouquard 
Brown<OH> 
Burgener 
Byron 
Carney 
Chappell 
Collins <IL> 
Conte 
Cotter 
Courter 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
DeN ardis 
Dickinson 

Edwards <OK> 
Fary 
Ferraro 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Forsythe 
Fuqua 
Goldwater 
Grisham 
Hall, Ralph 
Harkin 
Hillis 
Howard 
Kemp 
Loeffler 
Lott 

Madigan 
Michel 
Mollohan 
Petri 
Price 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Roberts <KS> 
Roe 
Rousselot 
Schulze 
Stratton 
Traxler 
Udall 
Walker 
White 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Goldwater. 
Mr. Price with Mr. Kemp. 
Mr. Fary with Mr. Bafalis. 
Mr. Udall with Mr. Lott. 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Ralph M. 

Hall. 
Mr. Chappell with Mr. Loeffler. 
Mrs. Bouquard with Mr. Rousselot. 
Mr. Traxler with Mr. Madigan. 
Mr. White with Mr. Railsback. 
Mr. Roe with Mr. Michel. 
Mr. Stratton with Mr. Quillen. 
Ms. Ferraro with Mr. Petri. 
Mr. Dellums with Mr. Roberts of Kansas. 
Mr. de la Garna. with Mr. Schulze. 
Mr. Albosta with Mr. Dickinson. 
Mr. Florio with Mr. Grisham. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Hillis. 
Mr. Flippo with Mr. Edwards of Oklaho-

ma. 
Mr. Harkin with Mr. Walker. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Forsythe. 
Mr. Foglietta with Mr. Courter. 
Mr. Burgener with Mr. Badham. 
Mrs. Byron with Mr. Carney. 
Mr. Brown of Ohio with Mr. Conte. 
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. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITI'EE 
ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
TO FILE REPORT ON H.R. 2330, 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COM
MISSION AUTHORIZATION FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 1982 ~ 1983 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce may 
have until midnight tonight to file a 

report on H.R. 2330, the Nuclear Reg
ulatory Commission authorization for 
fiscal years 1982 and 1983. 

Mr. Speaker, this unanimous-con
sent request has been cleared with the 
minority. 

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

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AP-
PROPRIATION AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1982 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 147 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. REs.147 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill <H.R. 
3462> to authorize appropriations to carry 
out the activities of the Department of Jus
tice for fiscal year 1982, and for other pur
poses, and the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. After general debate, 
which shall be confined to the bill and shall 
continue not to exceed one hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member of the 

___ Committee on the Judiciary, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under the five
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider 
the amendment in the nature of a substi
tute recommended by the Committee on the 
Judiciary now printed in the bill as an origi
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the five-minute rule, and all points of 
order against said substitute for failure to 
comply with the provisions of clause 5, rule 
XXI are hereby waived. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the bill for amend
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted, and any Member 
may demand a separate vote in the House 
on any amendment adopted in the Commit
tee of the Whole to the bill or to the com
mittee amendment in the nature of a substi
tute. The previous question shall be consid
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. ·The 
gentleman from New York <Mr. ZEF
ERETri) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona <Mr. RHODES), pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 147 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
3462, the Department of Justice Ap
propriation Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1982. The Rules Co:minittee 
has granted an open rule, allowing 1 
hour of general debate to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chair-
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man and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The rule makes in order a committee 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute recommended by the Judiciary 
Committee as an original bill for pur
poses of amendment. Further, House 
Resolution 147 waives clause 5, of rule 
XXI, appropriations in a legislative 
bill, against this substitute. 

At the conclusion of the amendment 
process the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments .thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit with or without 
instructions. 

H.R. 3462 authorizes $2,326,553,000 
for the purpose of carrying out most 
activities of the Department of Justice 
for fiscal year 1982. In addition to 
funding various divisions of the Jus
tice Department, H.Rl 3~62 provides 
moneys for the Drug Enforcement 1\.d
ministration, the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, the Federal 
prison system, and the ~I. 

I am particularly pie ' ed wit~ the 
Judiciary Committee's d _,pision to re
store funds for DEA. 1/ctSll Friday Con
gressmen RANGEL and SJIA w, cochair
men of the Task Force on Law En
forcement of the Selegt Committee on 

1 Narcotics Abuse ana Control, held 
· hearings to examine the problems 

faced by State a11d local law enforce
ment agencies in combating the war 
on drugs. 

Testimony was heard from numer
ous State and local law enforcement 
officers. They all stressed the need for 
the continuance of State and local 
DEA programs and in particular the 
DEA task forces. The Judiciary Com
mittee should be applauded for show
ing the wisdom to restore funds for 
the local task forces and other vital 
DEA programs that will assist State 
and local drug enforcement officials. 

As chairman of the Select Commit
tee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, I 
have become acutely aware of the illic
it drug market in our country and the 
Herculean task DEA has before it. 
Only through the constant vigilance 
by agencies such as DEA can we hope 
to stem the tide of illegal drugs that is 
presently flooding into the United 
States. 

I urge the adoption of House Resolu
tion 14 7, so we may proceed to the 
Justice Department Appropriation Au
thorization Act for fiscal year 1982. 
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Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 147 

provides for the consideration of H.R. 
3462, which authorizes appropriations 
for the Justice Department for fiscal 
year 1982. 

House Resolution 147 grants an 
open rule, providing 1 hour of general 
debate to be divided between the 

chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Judiciary Committee. 

The resolution provides for consider
ation of the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute, recommended by the 
Judiciary Committee, now printed in 
the bill as an original bill for purposes 
of amendment. All points of order 
against the substitute for failure to 
comply with the provisions of clause 5, 
rule XXI are waived. This waiver 
would allow the FBI to utilize the pro
ceeds from certain undercover oper
ations to offset "expenses incurred in 
such operation without • • *" addi
tional appropriation by Congress. 

A motion to recommit with or with
out instructions is in order. 

As reported by a voice vote from the 
Judiciary Committee, H.R. 3462 au
thorizes $2.3 billion for the Justice De
partment for fiscal year 1982. Concern 
has been expressed because this au
thoriz~tion is $38.8 million more than 
the administration's request. These 
~dditlonal funds have been authorized 
for the Drug Enforcement Administra
tion, the Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service, and U.S. marshals, attor
neys, and trustees. 

As the rule requested will provide us 
with the utmost freedom in consider
ing this bill, I urge adoption of this 
resolution so we may proceed to the 
consideration of H.R. 3462. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, having no 
opposition and no requests for time, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no requests for time, and I move 
the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the considera
tion of the bill (H.R. 3462) to author
ize appropriations to carry out the ac
tivities of the Department of Justice 
for fiscal year 1982, and for other pur
poses. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
RODINO). 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 357, nays 
1, not voting 73, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
BaUey<MO> 
BaUey(PA> 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Be Denson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggt 
Blanchard 
Bllley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carman 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Coll1ns <TX> 
Conable 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dorgan 
Doman 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
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[Roll No. 681 
YEAS-357 

Erlenbom Livingston 
Ertel Long <LA> 
Evans <DE> Long <MD> 
Evans <GA> Lowry 
Evans <IA> Lujan 
Evans <IN> Luken 
~ell Lungren 
Fazio Markey 
Fenwick Marks 
Fiedler Marlenee 
Fields Marriott 
Findley Martin <IL> 
Fish Martin <NC> 
Fithian Martin <NY> 
Foley Matsui 
Ford <MI> Mattox 
Ford <TN> Mazzoli 
Fowler McClory 
Frank McCloskey 
Frenzel · McCollum 
Frost McCurdy 
Garcia McDade 
Gaydos McDonald 
Gejdenson McEwen 
Gephardt McGrath 
Gibbons McHugh 
Gilman Mica 
Gingrich Mikulski 
Ginn . Miller < CA> 
Glickman Miller <OH> 
Go~ez Mineta 
Goodling Minish 
Gore Mitchell <MD> 
Gradison Mitchell <NY> 
Gramm Moakley 
Green Moffett 
Gregg Molinari 
Guarini Moore 
Gunderson Moorhead 
Hagedorn Morrison 
Hall, Sam Mottl 
Hamilton Murphy 
Hammerschmidt Murtha 
Hance Myers 
Hansen <ID> Napier 
Hansen <UT> Natcher 
Hartnett Neal 
Hatcher Nelligan 
Hawkins Nelson 
Heckler Nichols 
Hefner Nowak 
Heftel O'Brien 
Hendon Oakar 
Hertel Oberstar 
Hightower Obey 
Hiler Ottinger 
Holland Panetta 
Hollenbeck Parris 
Holt Pashayan 
Hopkins Patman 
Hoyer Patterson 
Hubbard Paul 
Huckaby Pease 
Hughes Pepper 
Hunter Perkins 
Hutto Petri 
Hyde Peyser 
Jacobs Pickle 
Jeffords Porter 
Jeffries Pritchard 
Jenkins Pursell 
Johnston Rahall 
Jones <NC> Rangel 
Jones <OK> Ratchford 
Jones <TN> Regula 
Kastenmeier Reuss 
Kazen Rhodes 
KUdee Richmond 
Kindness Rinaldo 
Kogovsek Ritter 
Kramer Roberts <KS> 
IAFalce Roberts <SD> 
Lagomarsino Robinson 
Lantos Rodino 
Latta Roemer 
Leach Rogers 
Leath Rose 
LeBoutUlier Rosenthal 
Lee Rostenkowski 
Lehman Roth 
Lent Roukema 
Levitas Roybal 
Lewis Rudd 
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Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Bensen brenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Slljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith<OR> 

Solomon 

Albosta 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bad ham 
Bafalls 
Beard 
Bingham 
Bolling 
Bouquard 
Brown<OH> 
Burgener 
Byron 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Collins <IL> 
Conte 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Daschle 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
Dellums 
Dickinson 

Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 

NAYS-1 

Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-73 
Dicks 
Donnelly 
Dougherty 
Edwards <OK> 
Fary 
Ferraro 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fuqua 
Goldwater 
Gray 
Grisham 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Harkin 
Hillis 
Horton 
Howard 
Ireland 
Kemp 
Leland 
Loeffler 
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Lott 
Lowery 
Lundine 
Madigan 
Mavroules 
McKinney 
Michel 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Price 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Roe 
Rousselot 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Stark 
Stratton 
Udall 
VanderJagt 
Walker 
White 
Williams <MT> 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 3462, with Mr. SWIFT in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the first reading of the bill will 
be dispensed with. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey <Mr. RoDINO) will be rec
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. McCLORY) will 
be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. RoDINO). 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, the 
bill, H.R. 3462, provides authorization 
for appropriations for the purpose of 
carrying out the activities of the De
partment of Justice for fiscal year 
1982. The bill provides authorization 
for appropriations for $2.326 billion, 

approximately $39 million more than 
the administration requested. 

In the process of reviewing the au
thorization request, each of the sub
committees of the Committee on the 
Judiciary which has jurisdiction over 
the various units within the Depart
ment of Justice held oversight and au
thorization hearings. The committee 
had the benefit of all of these subcom
mittee recommendations when mark
ing up the bill. 

The full committee agreed to au
thorize each of the units within the 
Department at the administration's re
quested levels except for the Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service, the 
Drug Enforcement Administration and 
the U.S. Attorneys, Marshals, and 
Trustees. 

The INS authorization level is ap
proximately $25.2 million higher than 
the administration request. This addi
tional authorization is provided for 
sorely needed inspection, border 
patrol, and investigation positions. Be
cause of the tremendous influx of im
migrants into the United States, the 
committee determined this level of au
thorization to be the absolute mini
mum necessary to perform adequately 
the functions assigned to it under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. The 
committee is convinced that the adop
tion of the cuts proposed by the ad
ministration would have a detrimental 
effect on the enforcement and public 
service capabilities of the INS. It also 
feels that the INS is experiencing 
great difficulties in meeting its current 
responsibilities. Any personnel or 
funding reductions would make it even 
harder for the Service to handle its 
current tasks and almost impossible to 
face up to its future responsibilities. 

The committee added $3.255 million 
to the authorization level requested by 
the administration for the Drug En
forcement Administration. These 
funds are intended to restore positions 
in the State and local task forces pro
gram which is a key part of the strat
egy to disrupt the market in illegal 
drugs by focusing on middle and lower 
level drug traffickers. This funding 
will also offer much needed training to 
local and State police officers in han
dling drug enforcement cases. The ad
ditional funding will also restore cuts 
in DEA's Office of Compliance and 
Regulatory Affairs, which is responsi
ble for combating the diversion of 
legal drugs to the black market. 

I would like to point out that while 
the administration's budget submis
sion proposed elimination of the U.S. 
Trustees program, the Committee on 
the Judiciary has determined to· main
tain the program at its current level of 
funding. The U.S. Trustee system is a 
pilot program for which Congress es
tablished 10 districts in the system en
compassing 18 of the 94 judicial dis
tricts. The pilot program will sunset in 

April 1984 unless renewed, expanded 
or modified by Congress. 

It is the feeling of the committee 
that, in the absence of the repeal of 
the statutory obligations of the Attor
ney General to appoint, supervise and 
coordinate the U.S. Trustees and be
cause of the short life of the program 
as enacted, the funding for this pro
gram should be continued. This will , 
enable the congressional intent to be 
carried out and will permit Congress 
to make the policy decisions related to 
the expansion, modification, or renew-
al as contemplated in the Bankruptcy 
Reform Act of 1978. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption 
of the bill, which is consistent with 
our obligations to provide for the ad
ministration of justice within the con
straints of the current fiscal policy. 

0 1345 
Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to 
say how delighted I am that we have 
this measure before us today. This is 
the first time in recent years that we 
have had the Department of Justice 
authorization bill on the floor of the 
House before the appropriation bill. 
Thus, it is a landmark piece of legisla
tion that we are considering here 
today. We are setting an extremely im
portant precedent that I hope will be 
followed in subsequent years. 

I would also like to point out, espe
cially for the Members on my side of 
the aisle, that the measure that came 
before the full Judiciary Committee 
was approximately $70 million above 
the budget recommendation originally 
made by the administration. 

In the full committee meeting, I of
fered an amendment to reduce the au
thorization by $35 million .. It is almost 
unprecedented for a Republican to 
offer an amendment to reduce the au
thorization by $35 million and then 
have it supported unanimously on 
both sides of the aisle by a voice vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I want the Members 
to know that what we are bringing 
here is in my view a "barebones" au
thorization-a Spartan budget-which 
is something that I think our commit
tee always brings before this body. 

The Committee on the Judiciary de
voted a substantial amount of time 
and effort to produce the bill which 
we are considering today. First, indi
vidual subcommittees considered and 
made recommendations on matters 
within their respective jurisdictions. 
The Monopolies and Commercial Law 
Subcommittee marked up the original 
version of the bill based on those rec
ommendations. 

When the full committee considered 
this bill, we made every effort to cut 
authorized appropriations to an ac
ceptable minimum. This was a particu-
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larly difficult task because the com
mittee in the past has not authorized 
appropriations for the Department at 
luxury levels. 

The committee adopted by amend
ment, which included the administra
tion's figures, except in a few areas ex
periencing pressing needs. Thus, we 
added some modest amounts for the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice, to which the chairman has made 
appropriate reference. We added $3 
million for the U.S. Marshals for serv
ice of civil process in which I believe 
the adniinistration concurs. Finally, 
we restored funds for Bankruptcy 
Trustees, which is consistent with the 
bankruptcy reform law that we passed 
in 1978. 

Another amendment, offered by the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Crime, with the support of the rank
ing minority member, the gentleman 
from Michigan <Mr. SAWYER), made a 
slight increase in authorized funds for 
the Drug Enforcement Administra
tion. Let me emphasize that these 
were all increases which received sub
stantial bipartisan support. 

Mr. Chairman, most of the increases 
over the administration's figures con
tained in my amendment relate to the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice. That is about $25 million. As a 
member of the Select Commission on 
Immigration, which recently submit
ted its final report to the President 
and to the Congress, I am profoundly 
aware of the substantial problems that 
exist in this area. 

Our committee will soon undertake 
the important task of revising the im
migration laws in this country to deal 
with these difficult problems that the 
President himself has identified on 
more than one occasion. Indeed I be
lieve the President's announcement, 
which will come to us in just a few 
days, will be consistent with the action 
that the Judiciary Committee has 
taken in recommending the figure 
that we have in the Department of 
Justice authorization bill. 

But, legislative changes are not suf
ficient. We must also adequately staff 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, which bears the substantial 
burden of enforcing our immigration 
laws, if we are to have any impact. 
This is particularly true with respect 
to the crucial role played by the 
Border Patrol, for which we are 
authorizing the restoration of posi
tions that were not filled by the last 
administration. 

One amendment adopted by the 
committee makes a modest increase in 
authorized appropriations for DEA. As 
we are all aware, drugs constitute an 
inextricable part of the overall prob
lem of violent crime in this country. 
The amendment which our committee 
adopted would. provide funds primarily 
in the areas of coordination with State 
and local law enforcement agencies. 
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Such cooperation is vital if we are to 
effectively combat the drug problem, 
and I support this increase. 

Mr. Chairman, again I believe that 
our committee has produced an au
thorization bill for the Department 
which achieves an appropriate balance 
between effective law enforcement 
and spending reductions. Our bill au
thorizes a small increase over the rec
ommendations of the administration 
relating to the areas where Members 
on both sides of the aisle agreed that 
additional funding was imperative. 

I might say that I have sent a de
tailed communication relating to this 
bill to the Office of Management and 
Budget. I have also sent copies to the 
chairman and the ranking members of 
the Budget Committee. In that letter, 
I observed that the increase included 
in our committee's bill is modest, but 
its significance, great. I am hopeful 
that our figures can be reconciled with 
the administration's budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the vote 
in support of this legislation will be 
overwhelming. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin (Mr. KASTENMEIER>. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chair
man, I am pleased to rise in support of 
the Department of Justice authoriza
tion for fiscal year 1982. As chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Courts, Civil 
Liberties and the Administration of 
Justice-which has oversight responsi
bility over the Federal prison system, 
the U.S. Parole Commission, the 
Office of Legal Policy, the U.S. Mar
shals, and the Office of U.S. attor
neys-I am convinced that each of 
these entities will be able to satisfy its 
statutory and policy mandates. 

There are two particular issues that 
I would like to clarify for the record. 

In reference to the discussion in the 
report relating to alternative uses for 
the Alderson, W. Va., institution, I 
would like to add a few comments. 

The committee has reviewed the 
study of the Bureau of Prisons Alder
son Task Force, and supports one of 
three components of option 1: That is 
the use of Danbury, Conn., Satellite 
Camp as a minimum security camp for 
women. Presently there are no camps 
which house women, although several 
house men. Danbury is also accessible 
to public transportation and to work 
and training opportunities. However, 
the other two components of the 
option 1 raise serious problems and de
serve more careful analysis before any 
efforts are made to implement them. 
One would be to convert Alderson to a 
cocorrectional facility. The committee 
questions the wisdom of maintaining 
an institution as remote as Alderson 
whether as a cocorrectional or single 
sex institution. 

Population pressures and trends, as 
well as classification levels, should be 
carefully reviewed before this option is 

undertaken. Considering the present 
decline in inmate population, contin
ued use of Alderson may not be neces
sary. The third component-develop
ing a-150-bed-secure facility for women 
adjacent to FCI Lexington, Ky., raises 
the most serious questions. There is no 
documentation supporting the need 
for such a facility, and the Bureau of 
Prisons should carefully review the 
population trends and the relevant 
classification characteristics prior to 
pursuing this component. 

It is expected that the Bureau of 
Prisons will keep this committee in
formed as it moves to implement any 
aspect of option 1. 

With regard to section 11 of H.R. 
3462-which mandates that the Attor
ney General develop a procedure to 
insure that no person under the age of 
eighteen shall be held as a material 
witness in a Bureau of Prisons or a 
State or local correctional facility, the 
primary purpose of which is to provide 
for the custody of adult offenders-! 
am pleased to announce that the De
partment of Justice already has moved 
forward to enunciate a policy. In a 
recent letter to me, Deputy Attorney 
General Edward C. Schmults stated: 

Recently, you expressed concern about 
the conditions of confinement of alien mate· 
rial witnesses who are detained in the San 
Diego, California, area. You were apparent
ly troubled by reports of overcrowding at 
the Metropolitan Correctional Center in 
San Diego and of incarceration of female 
and juvenile material witnesses at that insti
tution. 

As you may be aware, the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has ruled that 
the Sixth Amendment rights of a person 
charged with alien smuggling are violated if 
the Government deports any of the materi· 
al witnesses before the defense counsel has 
had a reasonable opportunity to interview 
them. United States v. Mendez-Rodriguez, 
450 F.2d <9th Cir. 1971). Further, experience 
has taught that many alien witnesses will 
flee if not incarcerated pending deportation. 
Thus, the Government is faced with a di
lemma in the handling of these witnesses. 

I have examined information compiled by 
my staff that addresses your concerns. I am 
convinced that the Department has respon
sibly endeavored to satisfy human rights 
and legal requirements in the detention of 
aliens. 

The U.S. Attorney's office in San Diego 
has obtained court approval of a procedure 
under which detention of each alien materi
al witness is limited to 10 days unless the 
prosecution or defense specifies within that 
period that the witness is needed to testify 
at trial. As a result, most alien witnesses are 
released to the Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service for deportation within 10 days 
of the time they were initially apprehended. 

With rare exceptions, female and juvenile 
material witnesses are not incarcerated. 
After apprehension, such witnesses are 
transported to the Metropolitan Correction
al Center for processing, ordinarily within a 
matter of hours. Thereafter, they are imme
diately placed into one of two social service 
programs contracted for by the U.S. Mar
shals Service. 
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Women and young children (generally age 

12 and under> are placed at the Salvation 
Army's "Door of Hope" facility in San 
Diego. It is a modem structure with private 
rooms, a dining hall, and recreational equip
ment. Witnesses lodged at the "Door of 
Hope" are not under any physical restraint 
but are asked to provide their personal as
surance that they will not flee. 

The Salvation Army facility was selected 
for this program by virtue of the fact that it 
is the only one in the San Diego area of suf
ficient size to accommodate all of the 
female and younger juvenile witnesses. The 
arrangement between the Marshals Service 
and the Salvation Army precludes the pros
elytizing of witnesses. The program was 
begun on July 9, 1979. From that date 
through February 1981, a total of 453 
women and 255 children have been housed 
at the "Door of Hope." The average length 
of stay of these material witnesses has been 
approximately 12 days. 

Older juvenile witnesses are placed in 
foster homes pursuant to a program devel
oped with Catholic Family Services, San 
Diego. This program was begun on Novem
ber 30, 1979. From that time through Febru
ary 1981, a total of 517 juveniles have re
ceived shelter in foster homes. The average 
stay of these juveniles has been approxi
mately three and one-half days. This is in
fluenced by the fact that a substantial por
tion of these juveniles were, at the time of 
their apprehension, unaccompanied by an 
adult relative and that many defense coun
sel are willing to stipulate promptly to the 
release of unaccompanied juveniles. 

The only female or juvenile material wit
nesses who are incarcerated are those who 
state that they will flee if not confined. 
Since November 30, 1979, less than 15 per
sons have been confined on this basis. Two 
were women and the remainder were older 
juveniles. 

Due to the risk of flight, virtually all alien 
material witnesses who are adult males are 
incarcerated. During fiscal year 1979, ap
proximately 3,800 such witnesses were in
carcerated in the San Diego area, while in 
fiscal year 1980 the figure was approximate
ly 2,000. The average length of incarcer
ation per witness was approximately 16 
days. 

Most of these alien material witnesses are 
housed in the Metropolitan Correctional 
Center in San Diego, a modem facility oper
ated by the U.S. Bureau of Prisons. They 
are segregated from the general population 
of the institution. While the alien material 
witness problem has taxed the facilities of 
the Metropolitan Correctional Center, un
reasonable overcrowding is avoided through 
the transfer of excess witnesses to the INS 
Detention Center in El Centro, California. 
Additionally, the Marshals Service is pres
ently negotiating to obtain space in a 
county detention facility. Finally, a pilot 
project has been started with the Salvation 
Army whereby a limited number of adult 
males, adjudged to be particularly good 
risks not to flee, are being placed in the 
"Door of Hope" facility. As of the end of 
February 1981, 10 male witnesses have par
ticipated in this program. 

The Department's efforts to ensure the 
humane treatment of alien material wit
nesses parallel successful efforts to obtain 
judicial rulings narrowing the application of 
the Mendez-Rodriguez decision, thereby re
ducing the number of material witnesses 
who must be detained. The Government can 
now proceed immediately with ·deportation 
of aliens where the defendant has executed 

a waiver of his right to call the aliens as wit
nesses <United States v. Lujan-Castro, 602 
F.2d 877 <9th Cir. 1979» or where the aliens 
could not reasonably be deemed to be mate
rial to the case <United States v. Gonzales, 
617 F.2d 1358 <9th Cir. 1980)). 

I believe that the Department has exhibit
ed sensitivity to the liberties of alien wit
nesses and their families in discharging its 
legal obligations to the accused and in the 
enforcement of the immigration laws. 
Please advise me if you desire further assist
ance in this matter. 

I might add that I do not consider 
the world "held" in the bill to encom
pass the expeditious processing of ma
terial witnesses in a correctional facili
ty. Nor does it include brief housing 
overnight or over a weekend while 
suitable alternatives are sought. In ad
dition, the amendment does not pre
clude the use of juvenile facilities to 
detain juveniles who threaten to flee 
if not confined. 

In conclusion, I urge an "aye" vote 
on H.R. 3492. 

Mr. Chairman, there is only one 
other question that was raised last 
year and this year, and I would like to 
address it, if I may, to the chairman of 
the committee. That question goes to 
the matter of Marshals' Service of 
Process. The question I would like to 
address to my chairman is this: 

Is funding provided in H.R. 3462 for 
the serving of private process by U.S. 
Marshals? 

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

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I yield to the 
committee chairman. 

Mr. RODINO. Yes. In the original 
1982 budget request, for the second 
year in a row, the Department of Jus
tice asked for no funds to perform this 
activity even though the Department 
is expressly required by statute to do 
so. According to the Department, serv
ice of process by marshals is a low pri
ority and not sustainable in a tight 
budget period. 

At this time, however, it is clear that 
many district courts do not have any 
alternatives. This factor, combined 
with the fact that taking the Justice 
Department out of the business of 
serving civil process requires substan
tive amendments to title 28, United 
States Code, caused the committee to 
reject the Department's proposal. 
Funding of $3,000,000 was included in 
H.R. 3462 so that Marshals might con
tinue to service private process where, 
either for legal or other reasons, no 
other alternatives are available. 

It is the feeling of the committee 
and my feeling that separate legisla
tion should be introduced to amend 
the authority to allow the service of 
private process only where no other al
ternatives are available. Further, the 
Attorney General should be granted 
authority to raise the fees for the serv
ice of process. This hopefully will en
courage private businesses to provide 
services in those districts where alter-

natives presently are not available. 
This already has been done in the 
form of H.R. 3580. 

Chief Justice Warren E; Burger, on 
behalf of the Judicial Conference of 
the United States, has expressed 
wholehearted support for the commit
tee's position not only because it con
forms with the views of the judicial 
branch but also because it serves the 
needs of the people. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chair
man, I thank my committee chairman, 
and may I say to the gentleman that I 
urge an aye vote on this bill. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. MAZZOLI). 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this bill. I would like to extend 
congratulations to our chairman and 
to the ranking minority member, the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
McCLORY), for having shepherded this 
bill to this point in a very nonpartisan 
and bipartisan fashion. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us 
today, H.R. 3462, the Department of 
Justice authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1982, provides $388,602,000 and 
10,504 positions for the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service. 

These levels were agreed upon 
unanimously by the Subcommittee on 
Immigration, Refugees, and Interna
tional Law, which I chair, the Subcom
mittee on Monopolies and Commercial 
Law, and the full Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

The funding level in the bill before 
the House today restores 973 positions 
of the 1,355 proposed to be cut by the 
administration. The bill increases the 
administration recommended funding 
level by $25,226,000. 

The bill restores 160 border patrol 
positions, all of which the administra
tion proposed to cut. It provides addi
tional funding for the border patrol to 
operate all of the helicopters now 
available to it and to purchase addi
tional necessary equipment. 

My subcommittee recently visited 
the border area in southern California 
and was impressed with the compe
tence and professionalism of the 
border patrol. Yet, the border patrol 
needs the personnel and funding pro
vided by the bill before us today if it is 
to patrol our borders adequately. 

The bill would also restore several 
other personnel cuts proposed by the 
administration: 200 positions in the 
INS inspections section. Inspectors 
staff all ports of entry into this coun
try. 

Four hundred and three INS investi
gators are restored. Investigators con
duct investigations leading to the ap
prehension of illegal aliens when they 
have managed to penetrate the border. 
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Two hundred adjudicator positions 

have been restored. Adjudicators 
handle the more than 30 types of peti
tions by which individuals seek certain 
benefits or rights under the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act. 

Finally, 10 foreign service posts were 
restored. These persons are important 
in the effort to screen refugee admis
sions properly. 

The funding provided in the bill also 
includes $1 million to continue the 
design and implementation of a non
immigrant arrival/ departure system 
for the INS. The INS needs an effec
tive and efficient control over the 
comings and goings of people who 
enter this country on a temporary 
basis. This system is being developed 
pursuant to authority the Judiciary 
Committee included in the fiscal year 
1980 Department of Justice authoriza
tion bill. 

A full explanation of the committee 
actions with regard to INS is found in 
the committee report on pages 11-21. 
A table showing the budget and per
sonnel levels can be found on pages 
12-13. 

Having recently assumed the chair
manship of this subcommittee, I want 
to thank the other six members who 
have been active and supportive par
ticipants in our work. Developing the 
committee recommendations for INS 
was possible only with their diligent 
work. 

I also want to thank Chairman 
RODINO and Mr. McCLORY, the rank
ing member of the full committee for 
their support. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, while 
my subcommittee and the full commit
tee recognize the need for fiscal aus
terity in government, each member of 
the committee-on both sides of the 
aisle-believes that the funding and 
personnel levels in H.R. 3462, which 
were recommended by my subcommit
tee, are necessary for the proper en
forcement of our Nation's immigration 
laws. 

Mr. Chairman, I would again make 
reference to the trip that our subcom
mittee took and I would again like to 
extend to all subcommittee members 
my appreciation for their very hard 
work and for the attentiveness they 
gave to the subject matter. 

Our trip illustrated the very great 
depth of the immigration and refugee 
problems that we have in America. 
This bill will help solve some of these 
problems. 

Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to associate myself 
with the remarks of the gentleman 
from Kentucky <Mr. MAZZOLI). I was 
with him on the trip to California a 
few weeks ago, and I think it would be 

a tragic mistake if we did not pass this 
measure. 

There is a great need for the addi
tional people that the gentleman men
tioned in the areas that we visited, and 
I certainly congratulate the gentleman 
on the position he has taken. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
SAM B. HALL, JR.). 

The gentleman is a very able 
member of our subcommittee. He is 
our ranking Democrat, and he was 
very active on our trip to southern 
California. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of 
H.R. 3462 and wish to comment spe
cifically on the authorization for the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice. H.R. 3462 modifies some adminis
tration proposed cuts in the Immigra
tion · Service's budget. These modifica
tions, which add $25,226,000 and re
store 973 positions, are essential to 
permit the Service to meet its respon
sibilities. The Committee on the Judi
ciary, although firmly committed to 
the reduction in Federal spending, 
concluded that the acute problems of 
immigration law enforcement could 
not be addressed within the strictures 
of the administration's budget. 

The Select Commission on Immigra
tion and Refugee Policy, after con
ducting hearings across the United 
States, overwhelmingly recommended 
enhanced enforcement efforts. The 
Commission supported increasing INS 
resources not only along the borders 
and at ports of entry, but also in the 
interior. Recent INS oversight hear
ings, conducted by the Subcommittee 
on Immigration, Refugees and Inter
national Law of the House Committee 
on the Judiciary, confirm that the Im
migration and Naturalization Service 
has suffered from a long period of ne
glect. The major thrust of H.R. 3462 is 
not to provide newly authorized posi
tions for the Immigration Service, but 
rather to restore already authorized 
and often unfilled positions that the 
administration proposal would delete. 

The restoration of 200 inspector po
sitions is critical to permit the effi
cient inspection of persons attempting 
to enter the United States. An estimat
ed 340,000,000 inspections will need to 
be conducted in fiscal year 1982. The 
loss of 200 authorized positions would 
cause inordinate delays at land bor
ders, airports, and seaports; and seri
ously compromise the capacity of the 
Immigration Service to uncover fraud. 

The restoration of 160 border patrol 
positions is needed to maintain a credi
ble deterrent to the entry of undocu
mented aliens. It actually brings au
thorized strength up to fiscal year 
1981 levels. The Immigration Service 
faces an immeasurably more difficult 
task in attempting to discover and 
deport undocumented persons once 

they reach the interior of the United 
States. There is no substitute for an 
adequately staffed border patrol if 
this Nation hopes to bring its immigra
tion policy under control. 

H.R. 3462 also restores 403 investiga
tive and 200 adjudicative positions. A 
drastic cut in investigative positions 
would cripple efforts to detect fraud 
and other violations of our immigra
tion laws and would increase confer
rals of immigration benefits based on 
fraudulent petitions. The restoration 
of 200 adjudicative positions is neces
sary to prevent inordinate delays in 
the dispensation of immigration bene
fits-delays that can cause severe 
hardships. Finally, the Judiciary Com
mittee has restored 10 positions to the 
overseas program to permit adequate 
screening of refugees in countries of 
first asylum. 

Congress, in the months ahead, will 
be examining a broad range of pro
posed reforms in our immigration 
laws. The Immigration Service during 
this period of intense congressional 
study, must have minimally adequate 
resources. H.R. 3462, by authorizing 
positions that are essential, commands 
broad bipartisan support in the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. I encourage 
the Members of the House to support 
the enactment of H.R. 3462. 

D 1400 

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

Mr. FISH. I would be happy to yield 
to my chairman. 

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

I want to just congratulate the gen
tleman, who is the ranking member of 
our subcommittee, for his diligence, 
not just since I have had the privilege 
of being chairman, but over the years. 
His observations and his questions and 
his hard work during our trip to 
southern California and during these 
last 6 months have been very helpful 
to the committee. I think the gentle
man would agree with me that a sub
committee has made a good start on 
this very difficult and mettlesome sub
ject matter. 

I would again like to thank the gen
tleman for his leadership and his as
sistance. 

Mr. FISH. I thank the gentleman 
from Kentucky very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to a 
member of the committee, the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. SAWYER). 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to com
ment particularly on the immigration 
additions to the authorization, because 
that is where $25 million out of ap
proximately $36 million that is still up 
in the air lies. 

In my opinion, to fail to spend this 
$25 million in bolstering our ability to 
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keep illegal aliens out of the country 
or remove those that are here is total
ly counterproductive and will cost us 
far more money, in my opinion, in wel
fare and various other aids and assist
ance ·that we will be required to 
render. To refuse to restore these posi
tions in that enforcement area will ac
tually be penny wise and pound fool
ish. 

The rest of the additions are small, 
approximately $3 million added to the 
Drug Enforcement Administration. I 
am sure we are all aware of the bur
geoning drug problem in the country. 
It is now estimated to be a $64 billion 
traffic in itself. Not to have restored 
this $3 million would have cut down in 
particular on the ability of DEA to 
monitor manufacturers of legal hyp
notic drugs and various other types of 
drugs sought for those purposes from 
getting out into illegal markets and 
adding to the huge volume of narcot
ics coming into the country. 

So I urge very strongly support for 
the bill. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, will 
: the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAWYER. Surely. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the gentle

man for his statements and particular
ly the part about the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SAWYER. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the gentle
man. I just would say that I appreciate 
what the gentleman from Michigan 
<Mr. SAWYER) has done, because he 
has been one of the voices on the Judi
ciary Committee for the last 2 or 3 
years who has been very strong in 
behalf of the proposition that some
thing must be done with respect to 
INS. You cannot ask INS to do a job 
without giving it the wherewithal and 
the facilities and support. 

I hope the House will agree with the 
committee that today we are making a 
step in the direction which will enable 
the INS to do the kind of work which 
the gentleman very accurately charac
terizes to be very cost-effective work. 
It is much less expensive for us to 
spend this money now than to spend 
all the other money that must be 
spent when the people are here wrong
fully or overstay their welcome. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time, and I re
serve tbe balance of my time. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. HUGHES). 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not going to repeat much of what has 
been said about immigration and natu-

ralization. I just want to echo what 
has been said by my predecessors and 
tell my colleague, the gentleman from 
Kentucky, that I feel very secure that 
immigration and naturalization is in 
his able hands. I know we will begin to 
address the myriad of problems that 
we will be facing in that important 
area. 

I want to direct my few minutes, if I 
might, to the jurisdiction of the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, which is 
part of my responsibility as chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Crime. 

Let me just acknowledge my ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
Michigan, Mr. HAL SAWYER, who really 
has offered me the kind of bipartisan 
support that I think has enabled us to 
really get some valuable insight into 
an important area of our Government 
in a short period of time-that is our 
work against the illicit traffic in drugs. 

Let me just for a minute share with 
you what is happening to us in this 
whole area of drug enforcement. It 
really is disturbing. I did not realize it 
myself when I first started hearings. I 
asked the Congressional Budget Office 
to take a look at the inflation r&.te 
over the last few years-in fact since 
1978-so I could compare what we 
have been giving the Drug Enforce
ment Administration each year since 
1978 to do their job. Let me share with 
you just what has occurred since 1978. 

In 1978, we gave the Drug Enforce
ment Administration $188 million. 
Using 1978 as a base year, I looked at 
the 1979 budget for DEA and found 
the approximate equivalent for 1979 
was $178 million. 

In 1980, giving effect to inflation, 
the DEA budget dropped to $165 mil
lion in real terms. 

In 1981, giving effect to inflation 
over the years since 1978, the DEA 
budget dropped to $156 million in real 
terms. 

In 1982, it is projected that they will 
have, in terms of 1978 dollars, $151 
million. 

At a time when we have bumper 
crops coming in from Southwest Asia, 
we are unable to interdict drugs at the 
source. We have more licit drugs going 
into the illicit drug market today than 
ever. Yet if you take a look at the 
DEA budget request, we are not really 
giving them the resources to do their 
job. The administration's proposed 
budget cuts in three areas in particu
lar really give us great concern. In the 
area of State and local task forces it is 
proposed by the administration that 
we cut 94 of 208 positions. This is the 
area that has been the most effective 
in trying to ferret out the midlevel 
dealers. This is the area where we 
work together with the county and 
the State and the local law enforce
ment agencies in leveraging their man
power to try to get the midlevel deal
ers, and where we get a great deal of 
intelligence information. We are cut-

ting back 94 positions if we accept the 
budget proposal. 

In the area of compliance and regu
latory affairs, it is proposed that we 
cut 47 of 408 positions. We do not have 
enough manpower right now to do a 
decent job in trying to stem the flow 
of licit drugs into the illicit market. 

Finally, at a time when we are send
ing more programs back to the States, 
we are going to cut the State and local 
training programs, 9 of 49 positions
almost 20 percent. We should be train
ing more local law enforcement agen
cies to do a better job in ferreting out 
drug abuse-not less. 

So it was our committee's recom
mendation to the full committee that 
we restore a very, very modest $3.2 
million in areas where we cannot take 
cuts. To cut in these particular areas
and the ranking minority member 
agrees-we are going to really hurt our 
drug-enforcement efforts in this coun
try. 

We are still not giving the Drug En
forcement Administration enough 
money with the budget approved by 
the Judiciary Committee to do the job 
many of us would like to see them do. 
If we cut these three areas, as pro
posed by the administration, we are 
going to make it virtually impossible 
for the Drug Enforcement Administra
tion to do the job that they are man
dated to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I just hope that my 
colleagues will support the Justice De
partment authorization, H.R. 3462. 

As the ranking minority member of 
the full committee said, we have it 
down to barebones and it deserves 
your support. 
• Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 3462, the Justice 
Department authorization bill for 
fiscal year 1982. I want to commend 
Chairman RoDINO and the members of 
the Judiciary Committee for their 
work. I am particularly pleased to sup
port the authorization for the Drug 
Enforcement Administration which is 
a full 10 percent of the total Justice 
Department's budget. The restoration 
of funds for State and local task force 
programs is critically important in the 
fight to crush the illegal drug market 
in this country. 

The 21 task forces now operating 
have been remarkably successful. 
These task forces have provided the 
important link between Federal en
forcement and local and State enforce
ment. Most importantly, the program 
has provided "buy money" which 
allows police and prosecutors to build 
cases against drug dealers. This "buy 
money" is critical for the continued 
successful prosecution of major drug 
dealers. 

It is essential that we support that 
DEA authorization as reported by the 
committee. Efforts to cut back DEA 
funding are false savings. The dollars 
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saved are not worth the misery that 
we would be condoning. It is no secret 
that there is a link between drugs and 
crime. Studies on this link abound. 
The most recent report released found 
that 243 Baltimore heroin addicts 
were responsible for committing 
almost 500,000 street crimes in 11 
years. In Miami, 356 active heroin 
users committed 118,134 crimes in 1 
year. Ninety percent of the Miami 
heroin users relied on criminal activity 
as a means of income-only 1 of every 
413 crimes they committed resulted in 
an arrest. 

If we are serious about fighting the 
No. 1 citizen concern in this country, 
we cannot afford to cut back funding 
of Federal drug enforcement efforts. 
Far from cutting back, we should be 
increasing funding in this area. 

A $70 billion illicit drug industry 
exists in the United States; we should 
be fighting this with at least the 
$231.8 million authorized by the com
mittee.e 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I 
merely want to state that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, by a unanimous 
vote of Republicans and Democrats, a 
record vote of 25 to nothing, thought 
that this bill was a necessary bill-a 
necessary authorization. I urge the 
adoption of this measure. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. I have no further re
quests for time. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
· back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All sides having 
yielded back the time, the time for 
general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the Clerk will 
now read the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute recom
mended by the Committee on the Ju
diciary now printed in the reported 
bill as an orginal bill for the purpose 
of amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3462 

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 "Department of Jus
tice Appropriation Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Year 1982". 

SEc. 2. There are authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1982, to carry out the 
activities of the Department of Justice <in
cluding any bureau, office, board, division, 
commission, or subdivision thereof> the fol
lowing sums: 

(1) For general administration, including
<A> the hire of passenger motor vehicles, 

and 
<B> miscellaneous and emergency ex

penses authorized or approved by the Attor
ney General, the Deputy Attorney General, 
the Associate Attorney General, or the As
sistant Attorney General for Administra
tion: 
$37,653,000. 

<2> For the United States Parole Commis
sion for its activities, including the hire of 
passenger motor vehicles: $6,461,000. 

<3> For general legal activities, including-

<A> the hire of passenger motor vehicles, 
<B> miscellaneous and emergency ex

penses authorized or approved by the Attor
ney General, the Deputy General, the Asso
ciate Attorney General, or the Assistant At
torney General for Administration, 

<C> not to exceed $20,000 for expenses of 
collecting evidence, to be expended under 
the direction of the Attorney General and 
accounted for solely on the certificate of the 
Attorney General, 

<D> advance of public moneys under sec
tion 3648 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 
529), 

<E> pay for necessary accommodations in 
the · District of Columbia for conferences 
and training activities, and 

<F> not to exceed $3,000,000 of which 
$2,600,000 shall be made available for the 
investigation and prosecution of denaturali
zation and deportation cases involving al
leged Nazi war criminals: 
$127,136,000. 

<4> For the Antitrust Division for its activ
ities: $49,566,000. 

(5) For the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission for its activities, including-

<A> services as authorized by section 3109 
of title 5, United States Code, 

<B> expenses of packing, shipping, and 
storing personal effects of personnel as
signed abroad, 

<C> rental or lease, for such periods as 
may be necessary, of office space and living 
quarters for personnel assigned abroad, 

<D> maintenance, improvement, and 
repair of properties rented or leased abroad, 
and furnishing fuel, water, and utilities for 
such properties, 

<E> advances of funds abroad, 
<F> advances or reimbursements to other 

Government agencies for use of their facili
ties and services in carrying out the func
tions of the Commission, 

<G> the hire of motor vehicles for field use 
only, and 

<H> the employment of aliens: 
$705,000. 

<6> For United States attorneys, marshals, 
and trustees, including-

<A> purchase of firearms and ammunition, 
<B> lease and acquisition of · law enforce

ment and passenger motor vehicles without 
regard to the general purchase price limita
tion for the current fiscal year, 

<C> supervision of United States prisoners 
in non-Federal institutions, 

<D> bringing to the United States from 
foreign countries persons charged with 
crime, and 

<E> acquisition, lease, maintenance, and 
operation of aircraft: 
$301,520,000. 

<7> For support of United States prisoners 
in non~Federal institutions, including-

<A> necessary clothing and medical aid, 
payment of rewards, and reimbursements to 
Saint Elizabeths Hospital for the care and 
treatment of United States prisoners, at per 
diem rates as authorized by section 2 of the 
Act entitled "An Act to authorize certain 
expenditures from the appropriations of 
Saint Elizabeths Hospital, and for other 
purposes", approved August 4, 1947 <24 
U.S.C. 168a>. and 

<B> entering into contracts or cooperative 
agreements for only the reasonable and 
actual cost to assist the government of any 
State, territory, or political subdivison 
thereof, for the necessary physical renova
tion, and the acquisition of equipment, sup
plies, or materials required to improve con
ditions of confinement and services, of any 
facility which confines Federal detainees, in 

accordance with regulations to be issued by 
the Attorney General and which are compa
rable to the regulations issued under section 
4006 of title 18, United States Code: 
$25,600,000. 

(8) For fees and expenses of witnesses, in
cluding expenses, mileage, compensation, 
and per diem of witnesses in lieu of subsist
ence, as authorized by law, including ad
vances of public moneys: $29,421,000. No 
sums authorized to be appropriated by this 
Act shall be used to pay any witness more 
than one attendance fee for any one calen
dar day. 

(9) For the Community Relations Service 
for its activities, including the hire of pas
senger motor vehicles: $5,313,000. 

<10) For-the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion for its activities, including-

<A> expenses necessary for the detection 
and prosecution of crimes against the 
United States, 

<B> protection of the person of the Presi
dent of the United States and the person of 
the Attorney General, 

<C> acquisition, collection, classification, 
and preservation of identification and other 
records and their exchange with, and for 
the official use of, duly authorized officials 
of the Federal Government, of States, of 
cities, and of other institutions, such ex
change to be subject to cancellation if dis
semination is made outside the receiving de
partments or related agencies, 

<D> such other investigations regarding of
ficial matters under the control of the De
partment of Justice and the Department of 
State as may be directed by the Attorney 
General, 

<E> purchase for police-type use, without 
regard to the general purchase price limita
tion for the current fiscal year, and hire of 
passenger motor vehicles, 

<F> acquisition, lease, maintenance, and 
operation of aircraft, 

<G> purchase of firearms and ammunition, 
<H> payment of rewards, 
<I> not to exceed $70,000 to meet unfore

seen emergencies of a confidential charac
ter, to be expended under the direction of 
the Attorney General and to be accounted 
for solely on the certificate of the Attorney 
General, and 

<J> classification of arson as a part I crime 
in its uniform crime reports: 
$739,013,000. None of the sums authorized 
to be appropriated by this Act for the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation shall be used to 
pay the compensation of any employee in 
the competitive service. 

<11 > For the Immigration and N aturaliza
tion Service, for expenses necessary for the 
administration and enforcement of laws re
lating to immigration, naturalization, ·and 
alien registration, including-

<A> advance of cash to aliens for meals 
and lodging while en route, 

<B> payment of allowances to aliens, while 
held in custody under the immigration laws, 
for work performed, 

<C> payment of expenses and allowances 
incurred in tracking lost persons as required 
by public exigencies in aid of State or local 
law enforcement agencies, 

<D> payment of rewards, 
<E> not to exceed $50,000 to meet unfore

seen emergencies of a confidential charac
ter, to be expended under the direction of 
the Attorney General and accounted for 
solely on the certificate of the Attorney 
General, 

<F> purchase for police-type use, without 
regard to the general purchase price limita-
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tion for the current fiscal year, and hire of 
passenger motor vehicles, 

<G> acquisition, lease, maintenance, and 
operation of aircraft, 

<H> payment for firearms and ammuni
tion, and for attendance at firearms match
es, 

<I> operations, maintenance, remodeling, 
and repair of buildings and purchase of 
equipment incident thereto, 

<J> refunds of maintenance bills, immigra
tion fines, and other items properly returna
ble except deposits of aliens who become 
public charges and deposits to secure pay
ment of fines and passage money, 

<K> payment of interpreters and transla
tors who are not citizens of the United 
States and distribution of citizenship text
books to aliens without cost to such aliens, 

<L> acquisition of land as sites for enforce
ment fences, and construction and mainte
nance incident to such fences, 

<M> research related to immigration en
forcement, to remain available until expend
ed, and 

<N> payment of expenses relating to the 
hiring of privately owned horses for official 
use: 
$388,602,000 of which not to exceed $100,000 
may be used for the emergency replacement 
of aircraft upon the certificate of the Attor
ney General. 

<12) For the Drug Enforcement Adminis
tration for its activities, including-

<A> hire and acquisition of law enforce
ment and passenger motor vehicles, without 
regard to the general purchase price limita
tion for the current fiscal year, 

<B> payment in advance for special tests 
and studies by contract, 

<C> payment in advance for expenses aris
ing out of contractual and reimbursable 
agreements with State and local law en
forcement and regulatory agencies while en
gaged in cooperative enforcement and regu
latory activities in accordance with section 
503(a)(2) of the Controlled Substances Act 
(21 u.s.c. 873(a)(2)), 

<D> payment of expenses not to exceed 
$70,000 to meet unforeseen emergencies of a 
confidential character to be expended under 
the direction of the Attorney General and 
to be accounted for solely on the certificate 
of the Attorney General, 

<E> payment of rewards, 
<F> payment for publication of technical 

and information material in professional 
and trade journals, and purchase of chemi
cals, apparatus, and scientific equipment, 

<G> payment for necessary accommoda
tions in the District of Columbia for confer
ences and training activities, 

<H> acquisition, lease, maintenance, and 
operation of aircraft, 

(I) research related to enforcement and 
drug control, to remain available until ex
pended, 

<J> contracting with individuals for per
sonal services abroad, and such individuals 

. shall not be regarded as employees of the 
United States Government for the purpose 
of any law administered by the Office of 
Personnel Management, 

<K> payment for firearms and ammuni
tion, and for attendance at firearms match
es. and 

<L> payment for tort claims against the 
United States when such claims arise in for
eign countries in connection with Drug En
forcement Administration operations 
abroad: 
$231,779,000. For the purpose of section 
709<b> of the Controlled Substances Act <21 
U.S.C. 904(b)), such sum shall be deemed to 
be authorized by section 709<a> of such Act, 

for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1982. Of sums authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 1982 and made available for 
the purchase of evidence and payment for 
information <PE/PI>, an amount not to 
exceed $1,700,000 shall remain available for 
expenditure until October 1, 1983. 

<13> For the Federal Prison System for its 
activities, including-

<A> for the administration, operation, and 
maintenance of Federal penal and correc
tional institutions, including supervision 
and support of United States prisoners in 
non-Federal institutions, and not to exceed 
$100,000 for inmate legal services within the 
system, 

<B> purchase and hire of law enforcement 
and passenger motor vehicles, 

<C> compilation of statistics relating to 
prisoners in Federal penal and correctional 
institutions, 

<D> assistance to State and local govern
ments to improve their correctional systems, 

<E> purchase of firearms and ammunition, 
and medals and other awards, 

<F> payment of rewards, 
< G > purchase and exchange of farm prod

ucts and livestock. 
<H> construction of buildings at prison 

camps and acquisition of land as authorized 
by section 4010 of title 18, United States 
Code, 

(I} transfer to the Health Services Admin
istration of such amounts as may be neces
sary, in the discretion of the Attorney Gen
eral, for the direct expenditures by that Ad
ministration for medical relief for inmates 
of Federal penal and correctional institu
tions. 

<J> for Federal Prison Industries, Incorpo
rated, to make such expenditures, within 
the limits of funds and borrowing authority, 
and in accordance with law, and to make 
such contracts and commitments without 
regard to fiscal year limitations as provided 
by section 104 of the Government Corpora
tion Control Act, as may be necessary to 
carry out the program set forth in the 
budget for the current fiscal year for such 
corporation, including purchase and hire of 
passenger motor vehicles, 

<K> for planning, acquisition of sites and 
construction of new facilities. and construct
ing, remodeling, and equipping necessary 
buildings and facilities at existing penal and 
correctional institutions, including all neces
sary expenses incident thereto, by contract 
of force account, to remain available until 
expended, and the labor of United States 
prisoners may be used for work performed 
with sums authorized to be appropriated by 
this subparagraph, and 

<L> for carrying out the proviSions of sec
tions 4351, 4352, and 4353 of title 18, United 
States Code, relating to a National Institute 
of Corrections, to remain available until ex
pended: 
$383.784,000. 

SEC. 3. Sums authorized to be appropri
ated by this Act may be used for-

O> the travel expenses of members of the 
family accompanying, preceding, or follow
ing an officer or employee if, while he is en 
route to or from a post of assignment, he is 
ordered temporarily for orientation and 
training or is given other temporary duty, 
and · 

<2> benefits authorized under paragraphs 
<5>. <6><A>. <8>. and <9> of section 901 and 
under section 904 of the Foreign Service Act 
of 1980 <22 U.S.C. 4081<5> et seq.>. 
under regulations issued by the Secretary of 
State. 

SEC. 4. <a> Sums authorized to be appropri
ated by this Act which are available for ex-

penses of attendance at meetings shall be 
expended for such purposes in accordance 
with regulations issued by the Attorney 
General. 

<b> Sums authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act may be used for the purchase of in
surance for motor vehicles and aircraft op
erated in official Government business in 
foreign countries. 

<c> Sums authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act for salaries and expenses shall be 
available for services as authorized by sec
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code. 

<d> Sums authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act to the Department of Justice may 
be used, in an amount not to exceed $35,000, 
for official reception and representation ex
penses in accordance with distributions, pro
cedures, and regulations issued by the At
torney General. 

<e> Sums authorized to be appropriated 
for "Salaries and expenses, General Admin
istration". "Salaries and expenses, United 
States Attorneys and Marshals", "Salaries 
and expenses, Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion". "Salaries and expenses, Immigration 
and Naturalization Service", and "Salaries 
and expenses, Bureau of Prisons" may be 
used for uniforms and allowances as author
ized by sections 5901 and 5902 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 5. There are authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1982 such sums as 
may be necessary for increases in salary, 
pay, retirement, and other employee bene
fits authorized by law, and for other nondis
cretionary costs. 

SEC. 6. Sums authorized to be appropri
ated by this Act for the salaries and ex
penses of the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion may be used in fiscal year 1982 for the 
purposes described in the second undesig
nated paragraph under the heading "Feder
al Bureau of Investigation". relating to the 
salaries and expenses, of the Department of 
Justice Appropriation Act, 1973 <86 Stat. 
1115; Public Law 92-544>. 

SEC. 7. <a> With respect to any undercover 
investigative operation of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation which is necessary 
for the detection and prosecution of crimes 
against the United States or for the collec
tion of foreign intelligence or counterintelli
gence-

< 1 > sums authorized to be appropriated for 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation by this 
Act may be used for leasing space within 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
and the territories and possessions of the 
United States without regard to section 
3679<a> of the Revised Statutes <31 U.S.C. 
665<a». section 3732<a> of the Revised Stat
utes <41 U.S.C. ll<a». section 305 of the Act 
of June 30, 1949 <63 Stat. 396; 41 U.S.C. 
255 >. the third undesignated paragraph 
under the heading of ''Miscellaneous" of the 
Act of March 3, 1877 < 19 Stat. 370; 40 U.S.C. 
34), section 3648 of the Revised Statutes <31 
U.S.C. 529), section 3741 of the Revised 
Statutes <41 U.S.C. 22>. and subsections <a> 
and <c> of section 304 of the Federal Proper
ty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
<63 Stat. 395; 41 U.S.C. 254 <a> and <c». 

<2> sums authorized to be appropriated for 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation by this 
Act may be used to establish or to acquire 
proprietary corporations or business entities 
as part of an undercover operation, and to 
operate such corporations or business enti
ties on a commercial basis, without regard 
to the provisions of section 304 of the Gov
ernment Corporation Control Act <31 U.S.C. 
869), 
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<3> sums authorized to be appropriated for 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation by this 
Act, and the proceeds from such undercover 
operation, may be deposited in banks or 
other financial institutions without regard 
to the provisions of section 648 of title 18, 
United States Code, and section 3639 of the 
Revised Statutes <31 U.S.C. 521), and 

<4> the proceeds from such undercover op
eration may be used to offset necessary and 
reasonable expenses incurred in such oper
ation without regard to the provisions of 
section 3617 of the Revised Statutes <31 
u.s.c. 484), 
only upon the written certification of the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion <or, if designated by the Director, an 
Executive Assistant Director> and the Attor
ney General <or, if designated by the Attor
ney General, the Deputy Attorney General> 
that any action authorized by paragraph 
(1), <2>, (3), or <4> of this subsection is neces
sary for the conduct of such undercover op
eration. 

<b> As soon as the proceeds from an un
dercover investigative operation with re
spect to which an action is authorized and 
carried out under paragraphs <3> and <4> of 
subsection <a> are no longer necessary for 
the conduct of such operation, such pro
ceeds or the balance of such proceeds re
maining at the time shall be deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States as miscel
laneous receipts. 

<c> If a corporation or business entity es
tablished or acquired as part of an under
cover operation under paragraph <2> of sub
section <a> with a net value of over $50,000 
is to be liquidated, sold, or otherwise dis
posed of, the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion, as much in advance as the Director or 
his designee determines is practicable, shall 
report the circumstances to the Attorney 
General and the Comptroller General. The 
proceeds of the liquidation, sale, or other 
disposition, after obligations are met, shall 
be deposited in the Treasury of the United 
States as miscellaneous receipts. 

<d><l> The Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion shall conduct detailed financial audits 
of undercover operations closed on or after 
October 1, 1981, and-

<A> report the results of each audit in 
writing to the Attorney General, and 

<B> report annually to the Congress con
cerning such audits. 

<2> For the purposes of paragraph (1), 
"undercover operation" means any under
cover operation of the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation, other than a foreign counterin
telligence undercover operation-

<A> in which the gross receipts exceed 
$50,000, and 

<B> which is exempted from section 3617 
of the Revised Statutes <31 U.S.C. 484) or 
section 304<a> of the Government Corpora
tion Control Act (31 U.S.C. 869(a)). 

SEc. 8. Section 709<b> of the Controlled 
Substances Act <21 U.S.C. 904(b)) is amend
ed by inserting ", or deemed by any statute 
of the United States to be authorized," after 
"authorized". 

SEc. 9. <a> The Attorney General shall 
perform-

< 1 > periodic evaluations of the overall effi
ciency and effectiveness of the Department 
of Justice programs and any supporting ac
tivities funded by appropriations authorized 
by this Act, and 

<2> annual specific program evaluations of 
selected subordinate organizations' pro
grams, 
as determined by the priorities set either by 
the Congress or the Attorney General. 

(b) Subordinate Department of Justice or
ganizations and their officials shall provide 
all the necessary assistance and cooperation 
in the conduct of evaluations described in 
subsection <a>, including full access to all in
formation, documentation, and cognizant 
personnel, as required for such evaluations. 

<c> Completed evaluations performed 
under subsection <a> shall be made available 
to the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
Senate, the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the House of Representatives, and to other 
appropriate committees. 

SEc. 10. During the fiscal year for which 
appropriations are authorized by this Act, 
each organization of the Department of Jus
tice, through the appropriate office within 
the Department of Justice, shall notify in 
writing the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the Senate, the Committee on the Judiciary 
of the House of Representatives, other ap
propriate committees, and the ranking mi
nority members thereof, not less than fif
teen days before-

< 1 > reprograming of funds in excess of 
$250,000 or 10 per centum, whichever is less, 
between the programs within the offices, di
visions, and boards as defined in the Depart
ment of Justice's program structure submit
ted to the Committees on the Judiciary of 
the Senate and House of Representatives, 

(2) reprograming of funds in excess of 
$500,000 or 10 per centum, whichever is less, 
between programs within the Bureaus as de
fined in the Department of Justice's pro
gram structure submitted to the Commit
tees on the Judiciary of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, 

< 3 > any reprograming action which in
volves less than the amounts specified in 
paragraphs <1> and <2> if such action would 
have the effect of making significant pro
gram changes and committing substantive 
program funding requirements in future 
years, 

<4> increasing personnel or funds by any 
means for any project or program for which 
funds or other resources have been restrict
ed, 

<5> creation of new programs or significant 
augmentation of existing programs, 

<6> reorganization of offices or programs, 
and 

<7> significant relocation of offices or em
ployees. 

SEc. 11. The Attorney General shall, by 
September 30, 1982, develop a procedure to 
insure that no person under the age of 
eighteen shall be held as a material witness 
in a Bureau of Prisons facility or a State or 
local correctional facility, the primary pur
pose of which is to provide for the custody 
of adult offenders. 

Mr. RODINO <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute be consid
ered as read, printed in the RECORD, 
and open to amendment at any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LEVITAS 

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LEviTAs: Page 

22, after line 7, insert the following new sec
tion: 

SEC. 12. <a> The Attorney General shall, 
during the fiscal year for which appropri-

ations are authorized by this Act, transmit a 
report to each House of the Congress in any 
case in which the Attorney General-

< 1 > establishes a policy to refrain from the 
enforcement of any provision of law enacted 
by the Congress, the enforcement of which 
is the responsibility of the Department of 
Justice, because of the position of the De
partment of Justice that such provision of 
law is not constitutional, or 

<2> determines that the Department of 
Justice will contest, or will refrain from de
fending, any provision of law enacted by the 
Congress in any proceeding before any 
court of the United States, or in any admin
istrative or other proceeding, because of the 
position of the Department of Justice that 
such provision of law is not constitutional. 

(b) Any report required in subsection <a> 
shall be transmitted not later than thirty 
days after the Attorney General establishes 
the policy specified in subsection <a><l> or 
makes the determination specified in sub
section <a><2>. Each such report shall-

< 1 > specify the provision of law involved, 
<2> include a detailed statement of the rea

sons for the position of the Department of 
Justice that such provision of law is not con
stitutional, and 

(3) in the case of a determination specified 
in subsection <a><2>, indicate the nature of 
the judicial, administrative, or other pro
ceeding involved. 

<c> If, during the fiscal year for which ap
propriations are authorized by this Act, the 
Attorney General determines that the De
partment of Justice will contest, or will re
frain from defending, any provision of law 
enacted by the Congress in any proceeding 
before any court of the United States, or in 
any administrative or other proceeding be
cause of the position of the Department of 
Justice that such provision of law is not con
stitutional, then the representative of the 
Department of Justice participating in such 
proceeding shall make a declaration in such 
proceeding that such position of the De
partment of Justice regarding the constitu
tionality of the provision of law involved 
constitutes the position of the executive 
branch of the United States with respect to 
such matter. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, while 

I believe this amendment is noncon
troversial, I think it is, nevertheless, 
important. Let me explain briefly 
what it does. 

There are occasions in which the 
Justice Department declines to defend 
the constitutionality of a U.S. statute 
in litigation. Even though the Justice 
Department is initially designated as 
representing the United States, and 
Congress has passed a statute, and the 
President has signed it into law, the 
Justice Department will, on occasion, 
go into court and declare that the stat
ute is unconstitutional. 

I have great problems with that 
practice to begin with. The Justice De
partment should faithfully execute 
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the laws, not undennine them. But, at 
the very least, two things should occur 
when the Justice Department decides 
that it is not going to defend a statute 
of the United States. First, they must 
notify the Congress of the United 
States so that the Congress can pro
vide counsel to defend the U.S. laws. 
That is the first thing this amendment 
would do. It would require notification 
in the event the Justice Department 
declines to defend a statute of the 
United States. 

The second thing it does is to re
quire that when the Justice Depart
ment decides it will not defend a stat
ute of the United States, it can no 
longer continue in that proceeding to 
represent the United States as such, 
but thereafter the Justice Department 
will merely represent the position of 
the executive department, which is all 
that they will be doing, rather thali. 
the position of the United States. 

I think it is important that this 
amendment and this procedure be 
again written into the law. It was 
made a part of the authorization legis
lation during the last two authoriza
tions. I suggest that it be made part of 
the legislation on this occasion as well. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I 
have offered has been contained in the 
last two authorization bills for the De
partment of Justice. It provides simply 
that where the Justice Department de
termines that it believes a statute is 
unconstitutional or some other provi
sion of law is unconstitutional and, 
therefore, either concedes the uncon
stitutionality of it or refuses to defend 
the constitutionality of that particular 
provision, they are required to notify 
the House of Representatives and the 
Senate so that the two bodies can then 
retain counsel and intervene in the 
proceedings if they so desire to defend 
the statutes of the United States. In 
those proceedings, after that notifica
tion is made to them, it is then incum
bent upon the Justice Department to 
make clear that their position is 
simply the position of the Justice De
partment and the executive branch · 
and is not the position of the United 
States in those proceedings. 

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

Mr. LEVITAS. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. RODINO. The amendment 
which the gentleman is offering is the 
same amendment that we have consid
ered before, which we have accepted. 
There are no changes, as I understand. 
It presently has been considered as a 
practice. 

I have no objection to it. I support 
the gentleman. 

Mr. LEVITAS. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. LEVITAS. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. FISH. The minority has no ob
jection to this amendment. 

Mr. LEVITAS. I thank the gentle
man. 

I simply would like to add this point. 
This procedure seems to have been 
working well over the last 3 or 4 years. 
I would urge that the Judiciary Com
mittee give consideration to enacting 
the bill which is now in the Judiciary 
Committee that would make this pro
cedure part of the basic law, so that 
we do not have to add it to the author
ization from time to time. I think it 
would receive unanimous support both 
in the committee and on the floor and 
we could avoid this annual practice of 
amending the bill. 

I simply suggest that it might be a 
good candidate for a suspension of the 
rules bill early in the session. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Georgia <Mr. LEviTAS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COLLINS OF TEXAS 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoLLINS of 

Texas: Page 22, after line 7, add the follow
ing new section: 

SEc. 13. No part of any sum authorized to 
be appropriated by this Act shall be used by 
the Department of Justice to bring any sort 
of action to require directly or indirectly the 
transportation of any student to a school 
other than the school which is nearest the 
student's home, except for a student requir
ing special education as a result of being 
mentally or physically handicapped. 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, the support for neighborhood 
schools, through an end to forced 
schoolbusing, has been accelerating 
since passage last session of the Col
lins amendment to the Justice appro
priations bill. Despite the Carter veto 
of the bill, the American people are 
demanding an end to forced school
busing. We must heed the American 
people's outcries, and once and for all 
end this negative, costly and counter
productive forced schoolbusing, and 
instead direct our efforts toward qual
ity education for all students. That is 
why I am introducing the following 
amendment: 

No part of any sum authorized to be ap
propriated by this Act shall be used by the 
Department of Justice to bring any sort of 
action to require directly or indirectly the 
transportation of any student to a school 
other than the school which is nearest the 
student's home, except for a student requir
ing special education as a result of being 
mentally or physically handicapped. 

On November 18, 1981, President 
Reagan stated that "busing has been a 
failure." Recent polls show that the 
American public agrees. Take for ex
ample, a Gallup poll, published in Feb
ruary 1981, showing that on a national 

level, 72 percent oppose busing. Mr. 
Gallup noted that: 

Clearly, much opposition can be explained 
in terms of objections to the distance chil
dren have to be bused and to other factors. 

In a poll done by Gallup for News
week, results show that 50 percent of 
the bhck populations in America be
lieves that forced schoolbusing has 
caused more difficulties than it is 
worth. 

From year to year the statistics 
show the negative results of forced 
schoolbusing. In my hometown, the 
superintendent of the Dallas Inde
pendent School District-under a cur
rent forced schoolbusing plan involv
ing 14,000 students in grades 4-8-
Linus Wright has tenned mandatory 
busing "the No. 1 thing that disrupts 
the school systems," and one of the 
"most detrimental forces in urban 
school systems." Nineteen eighty-one 
statistics show that in the DISD, only 
29.53 percent of the population is 
Anglo. Yet, we have extensive busing 
orders to distribute that 29.53 percent 
of the population in order to bring 
about racial balance. According to 
Wright, "You could distribute every 
Anglo student in the district <through 
busing) and still not reach the 75-per
cent ratio," which is prescribed by the 
courts. Forced schoolbusing has illus
trated the well-documented phenom
ena of white flight. In school districts 
across the Nation we see increasing 
minority populations in the public 
schools, and white flight, to the point 
where busing for racial balance is ac
tually causing segregation. 

SAT scores have been consistently 
and dramatically declining since 1964. 
For the 1979-80 academic year, the 
average SAT score was 890, compared 
to 973 in 1964. Overall statistics are 
equally alarming. For instance, from 
1972 to 1980, the number of students 
scoring over 650 out of a possible 800 
points on the verbal section of the 
SAT dropped 46 percent, with last 
year's average score being 424. In addi
tion, there has been a 22-percent de
cline in high marks in the mathemat
ics section of the test, with the aver
age score last year being 466. 

Busing was designed to integrate and 
balance the schools. Yet just the oppo
site has happened, as Dallas schools 
have increased in minority students 
from 38.8 percent in 1968 to 70.5 per
cent minority in 1980. 

Since 1964, when the Supreme Court 
ruling went into effect, the Court has 
been involved in more than 500 school 
desegregation cases. Yet, the language 
in the 1964 Civil Rights Act states in 
section 401 that desegregation, "shall 
not mean the assignment of students 
to public school in order to overcome 
racial imbalance." Section 407 further 
provides that: 

Nothing herein shall empower any official 
or court of the United States to issue any 
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order seeking to achieve a racial balance in 
any school by requiring the transportation 
of pupils or students from one school to an
other or one school district to another in 
order to achieve a racial balance. 

Yet, counter to this 1964 act and the 
spirit of the Brown decision in 1954 
which ruled wisely and justly that 
every child in America can and shall 
be entitled to and must go to their 
neighborhood schools, we are promot
ing forced schoolbusing, away from 
neighborhood schools, to achieve de
segregation. The Brown decision also 
said that no child shall be sent to any 
school because of race, yet that is ex
actly the premise upon which forced 
schoolbusing is based today. 

It is clearly time for Congress to act 
to restore the neighborhood school 
and the dream of quality education for 
all our students. 

0 1415 
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment by 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. CoL
LINS), 

The Department of Justice is the 
only executive branch agency which 
can go to Federal court and, having se
cured a determination that school offi
cials have engaged in unconstitutional 
discrimination, seek implementation 
of a plan to correct such violation. In 
this manner, the Department seeks to 
assure that important Federal rights 
are protected. 

This proposed amendment would in
terfere with the Department's ability 
to exercise this responsibility, which 
has been specifically conferred upon it 
by the Congress <most notably in title 
IV of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and in 
the Equal Education Opportunities 
Act). 

It is important to note that the De
partment has no authority to require 
busing or any other means of correct
ing unconstitutional segregation, con
trary to the implication of this amend
ment. The Department's responsibility 
and authority is limited to presenting 
relevant facts to Federal courts and, 
on occasion, suggesting appropriate 
remedies to a court. 

The determination as to whether 
the facts show a constitutional viola
tion and, if so what remedy is appro
priate is made solely by the Federal 
courts. 

The prospect that the Constitution 
could be violated by recipients of Fed
eral funds and there would be no 
means for the Federal Government to 
address such violations raises serious 
constitutional and policy consider
ations. 

Seventeen years after the passage of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and a 
quarter of a century after Brown 
against Board of Education, unlawful
ly segregated schools still exist in this 
country. 

The adoption of this amendment 
would-even if its constitutionality 

were upheld-seriously interfere with 
the Justice Department's ability to 
seek appropriate remedies in those 
worthy cases where it seeks to insure 
that the Constitution is upheld. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to reject this amendment. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

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

I want my colleagues to know that if 
we adopt this amendment, we will be 
setting back the cause of desegrega
tion in this country by 25 years. This 
amendment has nothing to do with 
whether busing can be ordered in a 
particular district through judicial 
means. Rather, this amendment 
strikes at the ability of the Depart
ment of Justice to bring a case of dis
crimination in the first place-an issue 
quite apart from what type of remedy 
may be sought. 

We must keep in mind that court or
dered busing is not ordered by the De
partment of Justice. The Depart
ment's sole responsibility and authori
ty is to present relevant facts to Feder
al courts and, in some instances, to 
suggest appropriate remedies. It is the 
courts then who decide what remedy 
is appropriate in a given situation. 
This amendment would not prohibit 
court ordered busing. 

Some mechanism must exist 
through which the Federal Govern
ment can assure that Federal funds 
will not be used to continue segrega
tion in our schools. The Collins 
amendment, by precluding judicial 
relief, would raise serious constitution
al problems. At the same time, it 
would seriously interfere with the De
partment's ability to seek-not order
appropriate remedies in particularly 
important cases. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to oppose this amend
ment. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from California. 

Ms. FIEDLER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Did I understand the gentleman to 
say that the Department of Justice 
does not pursue a particular kind of 
remedy but instead simply pursues the 
desegregation case itself and the court 
determines the remedy? Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. The 
Department of Justice is obliged to 
bring lawsuits to eliminate segregation 
in our Nation's schools, but it is up to 
the court to decide what the appropri
ate remedy might be. 

Ms. FIEDLER. I would like to re
spectfully disagree with the gentle
man. The Department of Justice in 
the pursuit of its cases definitely takes 
a position on appropriate remedies 
and participates in what they consider 

to be appropriate remedies. This par
ticular amendment, which I personally 
support, would not limit them from 
pursuing a course of action to protect 
constitutional rights but, indeed, 
would limit the remedy for desegrega
tion to not include mandatory busing. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I cer
tainly disagree strongly with the gen
tlewoman from California. The De
partment of Justice is charged with 
enforcing the laws of the United 
States and in supporting the Constitu
tion, and where there is a constitution
al right involved, and where there are 
Federal laws involved, and where Fed
eral funds are being used in an illegal 
way, then the Department of Justice 
must discharge its responsibilities. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Then the gentleman 
is going back to his original position 
that he believes that they are involved 
in the remedy, even though he indicat
ed initially that it was not them; it was 
the courts. In fact, they are involved 
in the remedies, and under this partic
ular amendment, it is my understand
ing it would not affect their right to 
pursue the case itself, but instead 
would affect their right to work to im
plement mandatory busing as the ap
propriate remedy. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I 
point out again to the gentlewoman 
from California that it is the Federal 
court that makes the decision as to 
what the remedy shall be. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this morning's paper 
reported that the legal profession's 
share of the gross national product 
was $27 billion in 1977. If present pro
jections hold out, this year the legal 
profession's share will exceed that of 
the steel industry. Nowhere in the 
legal profession is there a greater 
number of zealots than those that 
exist in the Department of Justice of 
the United States. Their ideas and the 
idea of the American people are fre
quently at odds. Survey after survey 
has shown that the American people 
strongly oppose the concept of forced 
busing, strongly oppose the idea that 
our children are taken from their 
homes, put on a bus for a trip that can 
take from 15 minutes to an hour and 
for 2 more hours each day they are 
confined, not because their parents did 
not purchase homes close to the 
schools, not because the schools are 
not conveniently located, but because 
the Federal judiciary, insulated from 
reality by their lifetime appointments 
and invested with the arrogance of 
those nine men to my east, are allowed 
to put the American people on notice 
that they will require them to do in 
the name of constitutionality that 
which they do not wish to do, and to 
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force their children to undergo this, be 
they black or white, in the name of 
social experimentation. 

0 1430 
Let us face it. All the studies show 

forced busing has not worked. But a 
group of people protected from the 
real world by the civil service law 
down in the Justice Department con
tinue to bring lawsuits seeking forced 
busing as a remedy to our educational 
problems. 

No one is in favor of segregation, but 
reasonable solutions are in order, rea
sonable solutions that take into con
sideration the fact that this world is 
critically short of energy; and to waste 
it carrying people up and down the 
roads for hours on end is a poor use of 
resources and time on the part of the 
American people. 

Why not restrict the hands of those 
legislative zealots that believe that the 
answer to all our problems in this 
country rests in the hands of the Fed
eral judiciary and use our resources in 
accordance with the wishes of the 
American people, in accordance with 
the long term best interests of our 
children and not continue an experi
ment that has failed miserably and 
will continue to fail. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would first of all 
like to commend the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. CoLLINS) for offering this 
very important amendment and would 
urge my colleagues to strongly support 
the same. 

I would also commend the gentle
man from North Carolina <Mr. JoHN
STON) and the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia <Ms. FIEDLER) for their two fine 
speeches on behalf of the amendment, 
and I would have to respectfully dis
agree with the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. EDWARDS) that the Justice 
Department does not interfere with 
the court-ordered remedy or impose 
the remedy of court-ordered busing. 

They certainly do advocate in many 
instances, and I would like to cite the 
example of my hometown of Cleve
land, Ohio. The lawsuit to desegregate · 
the Cleveland school system was 
brought by the NAACP, but the Jus
tice Department intervened as a friend 
of the court, filing a brief amicus 
curiae. When they did so, they advo
cated at that time that the proper 
remedy in the Cleveland case would be 
court-ordered busing. The case then 
went to the Sixth Circuit Court of Ap
peals in Cincinnati, and again they 
were a friend of the court and they ad
vocated court-ordered busing. 

What has court-ordered busing done 
to my hometown of Cleveland, Ohio? 
It has devastated that school system. 
Once it was one of the finest school 
systems in America, and it is now one 

of the worst school systems in Amer
ica. 

We have seen a great amount of 
white flight and black flight from the 
central city to the suburbs. A school 
district that 4 years ago had an enroll
ment of approximately 115,000 has ap
proximately 68,000 in enrollment. We 
have seen the huge sum of money ex
penditure of $41 million to date spent 
on court-ordered busing when those 
sums could have been better spent for 
more schoolteachers, quality school 
teachers, better textbooks, and more 
educational facilities. 

Again, they are proposing in this 
year's budget another $40 million to 
carry out court-ordered busing. We 
have seen on the energy side that a 
schoolbus gets approximately 5 miles 
to a gallon of gasoline. There are ap
proximately 55,000 gallons of gasoline 
each day wasted on court-ordered 
busing in the United States to carry 
out this remedy. 

We all advocate desegregation of our 
school systems, but let us use the 
proper remedy of the magnet schools 
or let anybody in their neighborhood 
who is dissatisfied with their neighbor
hood school go to any school in the 
metropolitan area, which Prof. James 
Coleman of the University of Chica
go-the noted sociologist-now advo
cates rather than his original remedy 
of court-ordered busing. He examined 
100 desegregation cases from Boston 
to Los Angeles and found it had not 
worked. 

The minority student has not gotten 
a better education as a result of court
ordered busing but, on the contrary, 
all the minuses that I alluded to 
before as a result of court-ordered 
busing. 

Let us get the Justice Department 
out of the business of ordering or ad
vocating court-ordered busing to our 
Federal court. 

I strongly support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. COLLINS). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the amendment of the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. CoLLINS). The 
gentleman has performed a great 
public service in offering this amend
ment and he has given us a great op
portunity to take yet another step 
toward the end of stopping this foolish 
proposition of forced busing. 

I would prefer to get directly to the 
heart of the matter and have a consti
tutional amendment that will deal 
with the subject once and for all. We 
can theorize until kingdom come, al
though I understand the theorists 
who invented this silly idea have 
backed away from it. I will tell you 
this: The people want this issue dealt 
with and they are frustrated that our 
processes are so slow. 

Until we can deal with this issue 
through a constitutional amendment, 
the gentleman's amendment is the 
next best step. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, for the last 5 years I 
have spent a good deal of my time 
dealing with the issue of mandatory 
busing in the city of Los Angeles. Over 
that period of time, I have had a vari
ety of experiences that have led me to 
the personal conclusion that, unfortu
nately, the debate over mandatory 
busing and the continuation of it has, 
instead of solving the problems of un
equal education, permitted unequal 
education to continue in an onerous 
way. It is preventing children deserv
ing of a decent public education from 
getting it. 

Busing is very, very big business. A 
lot of people make a lot of money off 
of it. A lot of people make a lot of po
litical hay out of it. A lot of people 
keep it going over a long period of 
time holding out the hope that chil
dren will be better educated as a result 
of simply taking a school bus ride 
from one side of the city to another; 
and unfortunately, it is not that easy. 

It does not solve the problems that 
quickly, putting children side by side 
simply because they fill a certain 
racial quota system. It is my opinion 
that there have been hundreds and 
hundreds of millions of dollars wasted 
on this particular kind of solution to 
unequal education, and that over the 
last 20 years, as we tried to solve the 
problems of unequal achievement, 
that this particular course of action 
has deterred us from that goal. 

There are many children in commu
nities all across the country who are 
deserving of a decent public education 
who will receive that public education 
when the time comes that we put our 
energies and efforts into improving 
the quality of teaching talent, improv
ing the physical facilities, to make cer
tain that those children receive a full 
day's education; but instead, when you 
take a city like Los Angeles and spend 
between $150 and $200 million a year 
on desegregation instead of providing 
a good, solid public education, the chil
dren are losing the basic resources 
that it takes to really help them 
become independent citizens. 

I urge my colleagues strongly to sup
port this amendment. I would also like 
to say that I recently received a copy 
of a speech given by our current Attor
ney General, William French Smith, 
where he, too, has indicated that he 
opposes the use of mandatory busing; 
and while I support this amendment, I 
also feel a certain measure of confi
dence in this administration and its 
representatives in the Department of 
Justice that they will not, in fact, 
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pursue mandatory busing as a course 
to solve the unequal educational 
achievement of the children of our 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. CoLLINS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote, and 
pending that, I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a 
quorum is not present. 

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

Members will record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

D 1445 
QUORUM CALL VACATED 

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

The Committee will resume its busi
ness. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. CoLLINS) for a record
ed vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 265, noes 
122, not voting 44, as follows: 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Bailey<MO> 
Bailey <PA> 
Barnard 
Beard 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Blanchard 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown<CO> 

[Roll No. 691 
AYES-265 

Broyhill 
Burgener 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carman 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Coyne, James 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
de laGarza 
Deckard 
Derwinski 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Donnelly 
Dornan 

Dougherty 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Ertel 
Evans <DE> 
Evans <GA> 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fithian 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Ford <MI> 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gingrich 

Ginn Luken 
Glickman Lungren 
Goodling Madigan 
Gradison Markey 
Gramm Marks 
Gregg Marlenee 
Gunderson Marriott 
Hall <OH> Martin <NY> 
Hall, Ralph Mattox 
Hall, Sam McCollum 
Hamilton McCurdy 
Hammerschmidt McDade 
Hance McDonald 
Hansen <ID> McEwen 
Hansen <UT> McGrath 
Hartnett Mica 
Hatcher Miller <OH> 
Heckler Minish 
Hefner Mitchell <NY> 
Heftel Moakley 
Hendon Molinari 
Hertel Mollohan 
Hiler Montgomery 
Holland Moore 
Holt Moorhead 
Hopkins Morrison 
Hubbard Mottl 
Huckaby Murphy 
Hughes Murtha 
Hunter Myers 
Hutto Napier 
Hyde Natcher 
Ireland Neal 
Jeffries Nelligan 
Jenkins Nelson 
Johnston Nichols 
Jones <NC> O'Brien 
Jones <OK> Oakar 
Jones <TN> Parris 
Kazen Pashayan 
Kindness Patman 
Kramer Paul 
Lagomarsino Perkins 
Lantos Peyser 
Latta Pickle 
Leach Porter 
Leath Pritchard 
LeBoutillier Pursell 
Lee Rahall 
Lent Regula 
Levitas Rinaldo 
Livingston Ritter 
Loeffler Roberts <KS> 
Long <LA> Roberts <SD> 
Lott Robinson 
Lowery Roemer 
Lujan Rogers 

Addabbo 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Bingham 
Boland 
Brown <CA> 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Conable 
Conyers 
Coyne, William 
Crockett 
Danielson 
Daschle 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Dixon 
Dorgan 
Dymally 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Emery 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Findley 
Fish 
Ford<TN> 

NOES-122 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Hawkins 
Hollenbeck 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Kastenmeier 
Kildee 
Kogovsek 
LaFalce 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lewis 
Long<MD> 
Lowry 
Lundine 
Martin <IL) 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 

Roth 
Roukema 
Rudd 
Russo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith(NJ> 
Smith <OR> 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young(AK) 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zeferetti 

Min eta 
Mitchell <MD> 
Moffett 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Patterson 
Pease 
Pepper 
Petri 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rodino 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Simon 
Smith <IA> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
StGermain 
Stark 

Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 

Tauke 
Vento 
Washington 
Weiss 
Williams <MT> 

Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-44 
Albosta 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Bolling 
Bouquard 
Broomfield 
Brown<OH> 
Byron 
Carney 
Chappell 
Collins <IL) 
Conte 
Cotter 
Courter 
Dellums 

Dickinson 
Ferraro 
Flippo 
Foley 
Forsythe 
Fuqua 
Goldwater 
Grisham 
Hagedorn 
Harkin 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Howard 
Kemp 
Martin<NC) 

D 1500 

Michel 
Price 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Rhodes 
Roe 
Rousselot 
Udall 
Walker 
Weaver 
White 
Whitten 
Wright 
Zablocki 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Chappell for, with Mr. Dellums 

against. 
Mr. Rhodes for, with Mrs. Collins of Illi

nois against. 
Mr. DAVIS and Mr. WAXMAN 

changed their votes from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. OAKAR 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. OAKAR: Page 

22, after line 7, insert the following new sec
tion: 

SEc. 14. (a) Not later than September 30, 
1982, the Attorney General shall submit to 
the Congress and to the President a 
report-

(!) evaluating citizen involvement in com
munity efforts undertaken to augment offi
cial urban crime prevention measures in the 
fiscal year for which sums are authorized to 
be appropriated by this Act, and 

< 2) recommending measures to enhance 
community cooperation in preventing urban 
crime. 

(b) For purposes of preparing the report 
described in subsection (a), the Attorney 
General shall-

( 1) consider the recommendations of Fed
eral commissions which have studied urban 
crime prevention, and 

(2) consult with persons involved in ana
lyzing and preventing violent crime, includ
ing judges, sociologists, social workers, 
clergy, psychologists, law enforcement offi
cials, and private citizens, and with the vic
tims of violent crime. 

Ms. OAKAR <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with and 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

D 1515 
Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I am 

very concerned about the alarming in
crease of crime in our country, par-
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ticularly in our neighborhoods. It is Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I 
really a devastating phenomenon. This want to concur in the statement made 
is especially true of certain urban by the chairman of the committee and 
areas, and it is becoming ever more concur in the sentiment of the amend
true in rural areas. ment being offered by the gentlewom-

Simply and without elaborating on a an from Ohio <Ms. OAKAR). 
definition of my amendment, I want to I would state that I have testified 
state that all it would do is mandate myself before the Subcommittee on 
the Attorney General to consider the Crime, with the expectation and the 
role of citizens and what they can do hope that the Federal Government 
in their neighborhoods to construe- would assume some leadership role 
tively support and assist law enforce- with regard to the national problem of 
ment officials in combating crime. crime in our cities and, as the gentle-

In the wake of the alarming news woman says, in the rural areas as well. 
that reaches us everyday about theft, I would hope, by importuning the 
robbery, murder, rape, assault, and so Attorney General and his task force to 
on, citizens have already begun to act on this subject, that something 
form their own associations and tangible may be done, not in this way 
groups to try to do something about but in a way consistent with the sense 
the problem. Rather than having of the amendment. 
these vigilante groups formed, it seems Mr. Chairman, I applaud the gentle
to me that we ought to have the Jus- woman for her effort, and I thank her 
tice Department look into the situa- for yielding. 
tion and form some guidelines as to Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I want 
how citizens can constructively assist to thank both the co~ittee. cha;ir
local officials in finding solutions for man and th~ rankmg mmo~1ty 
the crime problem. , member for their sta~eme~ts. In v1ew 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that the of that response, I Will withdraw my 
Attorney General has a task force on amendment: 
violent crime, but I am concerned that I would like to state, however, for 
there may not be citizen input. So I the record that the t~k force that was 
would hope that my colleagues would set up under th~ auspices of the .Atto_r
agree to the amendment, and that we ney General IS due t~ expire . ~~ 
would involve citizens in the study of August. ~~ th~y have not 1~volved citl
crime so we can achieve some solu- zen partiCipatiOn, perhaps m our letter 
tions we could ask them to extend the task 

Mr: RODINO. Mr. Chairman, will f?rce .bY a month or two o~ ~hatever 
the gentlewoman yield? t1me IS necessary so that ~ItiZens can 

Ms. OAKAR. I am happy to yield to really ~ave an opportumt~ to say 
the chairman of the committee somethmg. about. what the crime prob-

. · lems are m their neighborhoods, be-
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Cha~rm~n, I cause I am convinced that they know 

thank the ~entlewoman for YI~ldmg. where the solution rests and to what 
I ~ould like ~~ say that while I rec- extent it is possible. 

ogniZe the legitimate concern ?f the The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman and the ~J?lPha:sls she gentlewoman from Ohio <Ms. OAKAR) 
places on the need for c1t1zen mvolve- has expired. 
ment, the gentlewoman does know <On request of Mr. HUGHES, and by 
that the Attor~e~ General has a task unanimous consent, Ms. OAKAR was al
force, and that 1t Is due to report. lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-

I would hope that ~he gentlewoman utes.) 
would not pursue thiS amendment. I Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, will 
would assure the gentlewoman as the gentlewoman yield? 
chairman of the committee-and I Ms. OAKAR. I yield to the gentle-
know there are many others on the man from New Jersey. 
committee who feel pretty much the Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I just 
same way-that we could articulate want to say to the gentlewoman from 
the need for this kind of citizen in- Ohio <Ms. OAKAR) that the Subcom
volvement, and I would join in a letter mittee on Crime is going to begin over
to the Attorney General expressing sight hearings tomorrow as a matter 
this kind o.f concern. I am ~ure that. it of fact, and we have other hearings 
would be given not only senous cons1d- scheduled on Thursday which bear on 
eration, but I am sure that the Attor- the same subject. 
ney General-and I have found him to I commend the gentlewoman from 
be an individual who wants to cooper- Ohio for her concern and would invite 
ate-would appreciate having this her to appear before the Subcommit
called to his attention, and I am sure tee on Crime and testify on this sub
so:rpe action would then be taken. ject in this most important area. We 

But, Mr. Chairman, I would urge are going to proceed with an assess
that the gentlewoman not pursue this ment and find out where we stand on 
amendment. crime problems. Are we winning? Are 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will we losing? What are we doing, what 
the gentlewoman yield? can we do, and what are we doing that 

Ms. OAKAR. I am happy to yield to is wrong? How are we going to get 
the gentleman from Illinois. people involved in the crime problem 

and try to correct the problem without 
having to put a policeman behind 
every tree? 

The problem needs community sup
port and community assistance, and I 
would recommend that the gentle
woman testify in support of our en
deavors. 

I would also say that we are now de
veloping a Justice Improvement Act 
which hopefully would augment some 
of the efforts of the LEAA and the 
Justice Department and craft a very 
modest program that we can fund this 
year and share with local law enforce
ment officials in those areas where 
they have the responsibility for law 
enforcement. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I cer
tainly want to commend the gentle
man from New Jersey <Mr. HuGHES) 
for his efforts. I think it makes tre
mendous commonsense for us to use 
his leadership with respect to the sub
committee in holding these hearings. I 
want to thank the gentleman for his 
gracious invitation, and I will tell him 
right now that I will accept it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in
quire, is it the understanding of the 
Chair that the gentlewoman from 
Ohio <Ms. 0AKAR) asks unanimous 
consent to withdraw her amendment? 

Ms. OAKAR. Yes, Mr. Chairman. In 
view of the commitment I have had on 
the floor and knowing the chairman to 
be such a respected Member and a 
man of his word, I certainly will with
draw the amendment, and I ask unani
mous consent that I may be permitted 
to do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GILMAN: Page 

22, after line 7, add the following new sec
tion: 

SEc. 12. Sums authorized to be appropri
ated by this Act may not be used by the At
torney General to promulgate, administer, 
or enforce any regulation, or enforce any 
policy, to the extent that such regulation or 
policy designates, determines, or fixes the 
maximum limit of age within which an 
original appointment may be made to a po
sition as a law enforcement officer <as de
fined by section 8331<20) of title 5, United 
States Code) in the Federal Prison System 
at any age lower than 45 years. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment I am offering will restrict 
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the ability of the Federal prison 
system to enforce regulations which 
have the effect of barring people over 
age 35 from employment in a position 
in any capacity in a Federal prison. 

This problem was brought to my at
tention for the first time when the 
newly constructed Federal correction
al institution in Otisville, N.Y., in my 
congressional district, was staffing up. 
Many of my constituents who were 
highly qualified for positions within 
the prison were barred simply because 
of their age. 

The law which permits this policy to 
be enforced is an anachronism in this 
day, when we have recognized that 
chronological age is very nearly mean
ingless as an indication of a person's 
ability. We have passed the Age Dis
crimination Act, which would probably 
bar a State from enforcing an age bar 
to appointment as rigid as the one we 
have permitted the Attorney General 
to prescribe by regulation. 

Current law permits the Justice De
partment to fix a maximum age for 
original appointment as a "law en
forcement officer." The Federal prison 
system has used-I think, abused
that authority by fixing that age limit 
for any position within any Federal 
prison at age 35. 

At present, all workers in Federal 
prisons-guards, secretaries, and other 
administrative personnel, and service 
workers-are classified as law enforce
ment officers, along with FBI and 
DEA agents, U.S. marshals, etcetera. · 

This amendment forbids the· use of 
funds authorized to be expended by 
H.R. 3462 to enforce the regulations 
against hiring, for prison employment, 
those over a specific age unless the age 
specified is 45 or older. 

The prison system's current policy is 
one of unabashed "ageism." In an 
effort to procure a suitably vigorous 
work force, the prison system bars 
from possible appointment just about 
all 36-year-olds-no matter how expe
rienced, talented, or physically fit 
they may be. 

The regulations also tend to under
mine the Government's efforts to pro
vide preference in hiring to veterans 
of the Armed Forces. 

This amendment would not affect in 
the slightest the prison system's abili
ty to bar for employment persons with 
physical, emotional, or other impair
ments to the effective performance of 
the admittedly demanding work per
formed behind prison walls. But it 
makes no sense to flatly bar individ
uals who happen to have reached a 
certain age from careers in Federal 
corrections. 

I might also add that the concept of 
increasing the age for original ap
pointment has the backing of at least 
some members of the clergy, who are 
concerned with the fact that many 
clergymen do not complete their train
ing or seek appointments until after 

age 35, and are thus barred from serv
ice by the prison system's policies. 

For instance, I have received a letter 
from Rabbi Allan Kaplan, the execu
tive officer of the Jewish Correctional 
Chaplains Association, which has 90 
members, expressing their support for 
an increase in the allowable age for 
original appointment. 

Mr. Chairman, we will hear several 
arguments against this amendment. 
You will hear that there is an adminis
trative need for this regulation be
cause of the needs of the pension 
system, or that this regulation makes 
it easier to recruit minorities or college 
graduates, but these arguments have 
been rejected time and time again by 
the courts and by this House with re
spect to private employment. 

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, I ask my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 

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

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. GILMAN) for what I 
think is an excellent amendment. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, I would state that 
we have been looking into many of the 
existing statutes and regulations that 
might discriminate against veterans. 
This points up one of the real discrep
ancies that we have in our laws today. 

Most of the young men who enlist 
today as career servicemen go in be
tween the ages of 17 and 20, which 
means that they retire at the age of 
about 38, 39, or 40, and many of those 
people are in excellent physical condi
tion. They are seeking jobs as prison 
guards, and, of course, they are pro
hibited under this law. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an ex
cellent amendment. I think every 
Member of this House ought to sup
port it unanimously. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. SOLOMON) for expressing his 
views. He certainly is right on the 
mark when he expresses his concern 
with regard to the veterans who are 
seeking employment. 

This is partially the reason I 
brought this amendment to the floor, 
because there are veterans in my own 
area who sought employment in the 
new prison facility and who were 
barred because of the age problem. 

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

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

As a member of both the Committee 
on the Judiciary and the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs, I share the view 
of the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
SOLOMON). 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
GILMAN) has expired. 

<On request of Mr. SAWYER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. GILMAN was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield further to the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. SAWYER). 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

The veterans as a group are rapidly 
getting past these age brackets, and 
despite the doctrine of veterans' pref
erence, they would be excluded from 
this employment. It might have made 
more sense if they had limited it to 
the guards or something like that, but 
when they limit it to the people who 
work in the messhall and the secretar
ies in the offices, and so forth, I think 
that points up the absolute lack of ne
cessity for this prohibition. They have 
no different requirements in those 
jobs than other people in Govern
ment, and they have not found it nec
essary to put those limitations in any
where else. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
GILMAN) for offering this amendment. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
<Mr. SAWYER) for his supporting state
ment and for his concern about our 
veteran employment force. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
GILMAN) offers this amendment in 
good faith. While I have not been 
aware of the amendment itself until 
today, I am apprised that he had 
raised the issue somewhat earlier. 

0 1530 
I think the answer he offers the 

Committee is not the correct one. I 
strongly urge that the amendment be 
rejected. 

Now, the gentleman arbitrarily in
serts the age of 45, rather than 35 
years. Who is to say that 40 or 45 or 
any other age is a correct age? 

It is true that the Justice Depart
ment, for purposes of law enforce
ment, including the Bureau of Prisons, 
presently has an employment policy of 
35 years or younger; but the gentle
man from New York would separate 
out the Bureau of Prisons only, not all 
Federal law enforcement personnel, 
because Otisville, N.Y.-because a 
prison has been put in his district, and 
because this is where the issue affects 
him. 

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

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Yes, I yield to 
my colleague. 
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Mr. GILMAN. I have also heard 

from my colleagues in other areas. 
The gentleman from Tennessee for ex
ample, told me about a problem there. 
In upstate New York, the gentleman 
from New York has-told me that they 
have a problem. There are problems in 
other areas wherever there are Feder
al prisons located and they are located 
throughout our country in at least 20 
different locations. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Presumably, 
furthermore, I would say that if there 
are problems, they would reach the 
question of Federal law enforcement 
generally, not just the Bureau of Pris
ons, if this is a problem. 

Maybe the gentleman from Florida 
<Mr. PEPPER) and others who are con
cerned about employment of older 
people would raise the general ques
tion. 

What I urge today is that the Com
mittee reject this particular formula
tion of 45 years for the Bureau of Pris
ons only. 

Let us generally look at the question 
of employment practices by age in the 
Department of Justice with reference 
to law enforcement personnel. 

Let us have hearings on it and let us 
determine what the correct age is, if 
any-whether· the need for such a 
policy, discriminatory on the face of it, 
is justified. 

I do not know the answer, and I am 
sure others in this Chamber do not. 
We do not know whether 40, and I un
derstood the gentleman originally was 
going to offer 40 years, or 45 or, 
indeed, all law enforcement personnel 
in the Federal system ought to be sub
ject to such a limitation. 
It is said that for purposes of at

tracting young personnel, for purposes 
of recruiting well-educated women and 
minorities, this program was invoked. 

Now, whether or not that is justified 
on that ground-and I offer this to the 
Committee of the Whole because you 
should know that this was arrived at, 
not by the Congress, but by the Jus
tice Department over the years for 
very special reasons. 

I do think we have not had hearings 
on this question. I understand there is 
legislation, and for my part I would 
assure the House that there surely will 
be hearings on the question as it re
lates to the Bureau of Prisons and on 
the larger question as it relates to law 
enforcement personnel and age dis
crimination practices, whether justi
fied or not. That is the way I believe 
we ought to resolve it, I say, Mr. 
Chairman, not by willy-nilly accepting 
an amendment on an authorization 
bill of general proportions where there 
have been no hearings, no documenta
tion, no record created whatsoever. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Commit
tee will reject this particular amend
ment. 

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

words. I rise in support of the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very much 
aware of the sincerity of the view ex
pressed by the able gentleman who 
just concluded. I realize it is always 
not an easy matter to decide between 
one age and another; but this House 
has a fine record of opening up the 
doors of opportunity for work to older 
people. When we started the legisla
tion that originated in this House, 
even in the Federal Government, 
where there was a mandatory period 
when you could mandatorily require 
anybody to quit work on account of 
age. We have eliminated that for the 
Federal Government, except in specif
ic instances. 

At the time in private industry you 
could mandatorily retire anybody at 
65. We raised that to 70. 

Not long ago there was an instance 
of the Foreign Service. A lot of the 
Foreign Service personnel complained 
that they were being required to give 
up their employment for certain pro
fessions which they had given a life
time of effort at 60 years of age. This 
House finally originated a change in 
the law that moved it to 65, so that 
now in the Foreign Service you may 
continue to work, that is, you cannot 
be mandatorily retired for age alone 
below 65 years of age. 

We have a statute on the law books 
of our Government that forbids dis
crimination on account of age. I real
ize there may be instances where 
there should be exceptions, but it does 
seem to me that this House should 
push forward the boundaries of oppor
tunity for older people. To say that a 
man absolutely cannot be fit to work 
in a prison if he is 35 V2 years old is 
wrong. He could be a champion prize 
fighter, he could be a champion base
ball player, he could have whatever 
mental and physical excellence a man 
might possess, and yet the fixed age, 
fixed by the Attorney General pursu
ant to the law of this Congress, says 
that you cannot work if you are over 
35 years of age in a Federal prison. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chair
man, would the gentleman yield on 
that? 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; I would 
Mr. KASTENMEIER. This is for 

hiring purposes at the original point 
of hiring. The average age of people 
who work in the Federal prison system 
is very elevated, indeed. I suppose it 
averages well over 50. This does not 
prohibit somebody from continuing 
employment. This is a program of re
cruiting only. 

Mr. PEPPER. Does the gentleman 
mean hiring? 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Just hiring 
purposes only; it does not limit a 
person from continuing employment 
in the prison system at age 55 or 60 or 
any other age. 

Mr. PEPPER. But if my friend will 
allow me, more and more older people 
are having difficulty finding employ
ment. Every time you shut a door 
from their being employed, you have 
just that much retarded their opportu
nity to make a living. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman from Florida 
yield to me? 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. I think also the 
Bureau of Prisons are having difficul
ty finding people to serve as custo
dians and prison guards. I think this 
would provide more opportunity, more 
latitude with regard to getting quali
fied personnel. Without this amend
ment, it seems to me that we deprive 
them of that opportunity; so I think 
that there is a valid case that can be 
made against pursuing age discrimina
tion, especially in this category where 
we have such a dire need to keep the 
peace within the prison walls. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentle

man. 
I hope to see the day when a man, as 

Bobby Burns said, will be a man for all 
that. It will not make any difference 
how old he is. It is what he is. What 
can he do? What has his age got to do 
with it if he can do a credible job? 

We have come to that stage, but this 
House has been pushing back the bor
ders of discrimination for years here 
and there. 

I do not see this amendment would 
do any harm. It would open doors of 
opportunity for employment to people 
who pass the examination. Surely, you 
cannot get a job in a Federal prison 
without passing an examination. If he 
can pass the examination, why not 
give him the job, if he is otherwise 
competent? Here is another opportuni
ty where we may move that border a 
little bit forward in the face of in
creased opportunity for the older 
people of the country to get a job. 

I hope the amendment will be adopt
ed. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to wholeheart
edly support the amencbnent offered 
by the gentleman from Florida and to 
take exception to some of the remarks 
made by the gentleman from Wiscon
sin when he says that the 45-year age 
was arbitrarily set. 

I spoke with the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. GILMAN) and explained 
some of the things we were doing in 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee and 
pointed out that many of these men 
and women who have devoted 20 years 
of their lives were being retired from 
the armed services at the age of 38, 39, 
40, 41, and 42, and were unable to find 
jobs today after devoting all that time 
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to their country. When you can pick 
up any newspaper in this country and 
see the unrest and the overcrowded
ness within our prisons, I think it 
would be deplorable for us to fail to 
enact this amendment today to let 
people over 45 years of age obtain 
these jobs. 

There is nothing mandatory in the 
amendment. It simply says to the Jus
tice Department that if you can take 
advantage of the abilities of these men 
and women who are now retired and 
cannot find jobs, then perhaps you 
should put them to work to restore 
peace in the prison facilities through
out this country. 

I wholeheartedly support the re
marks and the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York <Mr. GILMAN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NELSON 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. NELSON: Page 

22, after line 7, add the following new sec
tion: 

SEc. . Sums authorized to be appropri
ated by this Act for the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service which are available 
for the administration of field offices shall 
be expended in such manner and such 
amounts as will ensure that the number of 
personnel assigned to each field office bears 
the same ratio to the aggregate number of 
personnel assigned to all field offices as the 
estimated number of applications under the 
laws relating to immigration, naturalization, 
and alien registration received at such field 
office in fiscal year 1982 bears to the esti
mated aggregate number of applications 
under such laws received at all such field of
fices in such fiscal year. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I first 

want to congratulate the gentleman 
from New Jersey, the chairman, and 
the gentleman from Kentucky, the 
chairman of the subcommittee, for 
what I think is an excellent bill. I cer
tainly intend to support it. 

The intention of this amendment, 
which I will ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw after a statement of posi
tion, is to point out that probably the 
worst problem we have in all the case
work we do in my district is with the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice. It is an acute problem in all their 
offices, but especially in the Miami 
field office. In Miami, they have only 
3.2 percent of all the INS personnel 
outside Washington and yet they are 
processing 4. 7 percent of the nation
wide applications for changes in status 

and they are processing 6 percent of 
applications for naturalization. 

This amendment as offered would 
correct that imbalance; so although I 
intend to support the chairman's bill, 
the committee's bill, on the much 
needed restoration of these positions 
that are targeted for destruction, 
these positions that were targeted for 
elimination, I would hope that 
through this statement on this amend
ment that INS will understand that 
the priorities need to be rearranged 
and some additional personnel are 
needed to address the problems of just 
being swamped with applications in 
Miami. 

It is not · uncommon for it to take 6 
weeks for them merely to respond 
when a Congressman in Florida in
quires about an immigration problem. 

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

Mr. NELSON. I certainly yield. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
I congratulate the gentleman for 

having by way of his amendment, 
which as I understand will be with
drawn, opened up the debate on this 
topic, the topic being, of course, the 
perpetual lack of resources on the part 
of the INS to do the job that they 
want to do and I think the gentleman 
would agree that these people who are 
in the employ of INS do indeed want 
to do the job, is through no lack of 
talent or energy on their part. It is 
through simply being overwhelmed 
with the paperwork and not having at 
their disposal the kinds of machinery 
and equipment that would enable 
them to provide prompt answers. 

As the gentleman has already cited, 
and I appreciate his mentioning it, of 
course, the bill before this House 
today, which I hope is approved over
whelmingly, would restore 973 posi
tions of the 1,355 which the adminis
tration proposed to cut and in that 
case some 200 adjudicators who do a 
great deal of the kind of work the gen
tleman cites. 

I would certainly believe that the 
subcommittee which I am privileged to 
chair would be in the position to assist 
the gentleman from Florida in secur
ing information from the Immigration 
Service as to its general disposition of 
how it intends to array these addition
al resources. 

Now, obviously, the bill that is 
before the House today is in a form 
that we would agree to. It has to go 
through the other body. It has to sur
vive quite a bit of legislative process; 
but assuming that this bill before the 
House becomes the law of the land, I 
would certainly offer the gentleman 
all the resources of our subcommittee 
in his effort, and I think a very com
mendable one at that, to be sure that 
his State and the city in particular 
that has so much work receives a fair 

share of these resources, personnel 
and financial resources. 

0 1545 
Mr. NELSON. I thank the gentle

man from Kentucky. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. NELSON. I yield to my col

league from Florida. 
Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. I would just like to 
join my distinguished colleague from 
Florida in commending the committee 
on behalf of our people. We have 500 
Haitians a week coming into Miami. 
One hundred came in yesterday morn
ing. Besides that, we had 125,000 come 
in from Cuba since April of last year. 
These people need relief down there. 
We appreciate what the gentleman is 
doing to help those people to do the 
job they need to do for the country as 
well as for Dade County. 

Mr. NELSON. I thank my colleague 
for his statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to bring up a 
matter which has been discussed 
before, and the same problem arises 
today due to the wording which ap
pears in the bill. It relates to the Im
migration and Naturalization Service. 
On page 9 of the bill, line 17, section 
(L) provides for "acquisition of land as 
sites for enforcement fences, and con
struction and maintenance incident to 
such fences." 

Living on the United States-Mexico 
border as I do, this has always present
ed a problem. 

Today I have just come from a 
luncheon where the President of the 
United States had as his guest the 
President of Mexico. All of the visit 
was on the friendship which exists not 
only personally between our two Presi
dents but between our two peoples. 
Coming from there to here at this 
point in time, I know that this is not 
the intent of the chairman or the com
mittee, but nonetheless the words 
appear in the bill and I would like to 
ask, if I might, the distinguished gen
tleman from New Jersey. or the distin
guished gentleman from Kentucky if 
they would again reassure us that this 
is not the intent of the legislation. 

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. RODINO. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. As the gentleman 
knows, in the past the gentleman has 
very justly shown concern about some 
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of these items, and the gentleman, 
from New Jersey has reassured him in 
the past. As the gentleman recalls, we 
addressed a letter to the Immigration 
Service in order to insure that none of 
the moneys that are in here as a lump 
sum would be used for other than the 
purposes that they are now being 
used, and that is for no further acqui
sition of land, no further new con
struction of these fences that the gen
tleman is concerned with. 

I wholeheartedly agree that this is a 
valid, legitimate concern. But I want 
to tell him once again that he has my 
wholehearted cooperation, and if it is 
necessary, although we do know that 
the sums are delineated for reasons 
other than the gentleman has concern 
about, I would again address that kind 
of a communication which we did in 
the past in order to put his mind at 
ease. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. We always appre
ciate the distinguished gentleman's co
operation. I wish he would just change 
the wording in the original authoriza
tion. If it does not mean that, why 
have it there? 

Nonetheless, I had prepared an 
amendment, but I do not think I will 
offer it, Mr. Chairman, that under no 
circumstances should barbed wire be 
used, at any place. I wonder if the gen
tleman would agree with me, as a 
matter of legislative history. 

Mr. RODINO. If the gentleman will 
yield, I want him to know that it is as 
repulsive and repugnant to me as it is 
to the gentleman to use any kind of 
wire of that sort in fences. I again tell 
him that that is categorical, .and I am 
sure that all of the committee joins 
me in that statement. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. The distinguished 
chairman is a great humanitarian, and 
I appreciate his interest. My concern is 
that I have spoken throughout the 
world and used us as an example, the 
United States and Mexico, and I say 
there are no machineguns; there are 
no tanks; there is no barbed wire like 
they have in West Berlin, for example. 
Then you go to the border and see this 
serpentine barbed wire on top of the 
fence, and it is repulsive and obnox
ious, because in my area of Texas we 
use barbed wire to keep cattle out or 
in, not people. 

I know we have a problem with il
legal aliens. I know we have a problem 
at the border that has to be addressed. 
It was addressed by the two Presi
dents, but that is another issue. 

To have a fence with barbed wire on 
top of it to me is obnoxious and repug
nant. It is against human nature to do 
that, and I know the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey agrees 
with me so I will not offer my amend
ment. I appreciate again his coopera
tion. I wish the staff or INS, or whoev
er prepares this document, if they do 
not want it to mean what it says here, 
that they will just use the words, it 

shall not be used for land acquisition; 
shall not be used to build new fences; 
shall only be used to repair or to do 
whatever is necessary under the cir
cumstances as we now have them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.) 

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I yield to my col
league from Texas. · 

Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. We went over this at the 
last session and the session before, and 
the gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
RoDINO) has been very fair with us. He 
has talked to the Immigration authori
ties downtown. We have not had any 
more problems since the Bamboo Cur
tain incident of a few years ago. I 
would certainly associate myself with 
the remarks of my colleague, the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. DE LA GARZA), 
and add not only barbed wire, but 
spiked wire or any other kind of wire 
that would go into the building of a 
fence between our two friendly coun
tries. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I thank the gen
tleman for his contribution. I thank 
very sincerely the distinguished chair
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. RoDINO) and am 
much appreciative of his cooperation. 

.The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur
ther amendments? If not, the question 
is on the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 
The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. 
DANIELSON) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. SWIFT, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under considera
tion the bill <H.R. 3462) to authorize 
appropriations to carry out the activi
ties of the Department of Justice for 
fiscal year 1982, and for other pur
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 
147, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 353, nays 
42, not voting 36, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Bafalis 
Bailey <MO> 
Bafley<PA> 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggl 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
BUley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carman 
Chappie 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 

[Roll No. 701 
YEAS-353 

Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Downey 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans <DE> 
Evans <IA> 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithian 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Gray 

Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hagedorn 
Hall (QH) 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hance 
Hansen<UT> 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hendon 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holland 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Jones<TN> 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Leach 
Leath 
LeBoutillier 
Lee 
Lehman 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long<LA> 
Long<MD> 
Lowery 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marks 



June 9, 1981 CONG;RESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 11873 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin<IL> 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller<OH> 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell <MD> 
Mitchell <NY> 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Morrison 
Murtha 
Myers 
Napier 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nell1gan 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Parris 
Patman 
Patterson 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 

Ashbrook 
Benedict 
Bereuter 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Crockett 
Dreier 
Dymally 
Evans <IN> 
Gore 
Gregg 

Alexander 
Ashbrook 
Badham 
Bouquard 
Brown<OH> 
Byron 
Carney 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Collins <IL> 
Conte 
Cotter 

Peyser 
Pickle 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith<IA) 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 

NAY8-42 
Hansen<ID> 
Hubbard 
Jeffries 
Johnston 
Latta 
Leland 
Lott 
Lowry 
Martin<NC> 
Martin(NY) 
McDonald 
Miller <CA> 
Moorhead 
Murphy 

Solarz 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stanton 
Stark 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Wlnn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Pashayan 
Paul 
Ritter 
Roukema 
Savage 
Sensenbrenner 
Shumway 
Smith<AL> 
Solomon 
Stangeland 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wolpe 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING-36 
Courter 
Dell urns 
Evans<GA> 
Ferraro 
Flippo 
Forsythe 
Fuqua 
Goldwater 
Grisham 
Harkin 
Hightower 
Hollenbeck 

D 1600 

Howard 
Kemp 
Mazzoll 
Michel 
Mottl 
Price 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Roe 
Rousselot 
Udall 
Walker 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Chappell for, with Mr. Mottl against. 
Until further notice: 
Ms. Ferraro with Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. Price with Mr. Hollenbeck. 
Mr. Mazzoli with Mr. Walker. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Rousselot. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Carney. 
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Mr. Flippo with Mr. Badham. 
Mr. Dellums with Mr. Brown of Ohio. 
Mr. Hightower with Mr. Conte. 
Mr. Udall with Mr. Railsback. 
Mr. Evans of Georgia with Mr. Goldwater. 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Kemp. 
Mrs. Byron with Mr. Courter. 
Mrs. Bouquard with Mr. Michel. 
Mr. Albosta with Mr. Quillen. 
Mr. Harkin with Mr. Forsythe. 
Mr. Roe with Mr. Grisham. 
Messrs. WYDEN, CRAIG, BE

REUTER, MARTIN of North Caroli
na, BENEDICT, MOORHEAD, and 
STANGELAND changed their votes 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. EDGAR changed his vote from 
"nay" to •iyea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

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

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and to include extraneous mate
rial on the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

U.S. AIR FORCE RESERVE AND 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

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

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, the Air 
Reserve Forces have a critical role in 
the effective implementation of our 
total-force concept. The total-force 
concept requires Air Reserve Forces to 
provide trained individuals and units 
to augment and support the Active Air 
Force during periods of national emer
gency or wartime. The Air Reserve 
Forces which include the Air National 
Guard and the Air Force Reserve, just 
as Reserve components in the other 
services, donate many hours to sup
porting a difficult Reserve mission. 

From the beginning in 1946, when 
over 400,000 veterans accepted ap
pointments or enlistments in the Air 
Force Reserve, the Air Reserve Forces 
have contributed to this country's war 
fighting and peacekeeping efforts. 

This Nation called upon the Air Re
serve Forces during the Korean war 
and Vietnam war, as well as during pe
riods of increased tension such as the 
Berlin crisis in 1961, the Cuban crisis 
in 1962, and the Middle East crisis of 
1973, to name a few. Each time these 
forces were called upon, they more 
than met the challenge. 

Today, we continue to be faced with 
global challenges, and now perhaps 
more than ever, we must stand pre-

pared to meet these challenges any-
. where in the world. Since Air National 
Guard and Air Force Reserve units 
represent approximately 34 percent of 
our total tactical fighter capability, 61 
percent of our tactical airlift capabili
ty, 49 percent of our strategic airlift 
capability, 65 percent of our strategic 
defensive interception capability. and 
57 percent of our tactical reconnais
sance capability, it is imperative that 
the Air Reserve Forces be maintained 
at a high state of readiness. 

The Department of Defense reports 
that 98 percent of Air Guard flying 
units and 100 percent of Air Force Re
serve flying units are combat ready
that is, they have sufficient personnel 
and equipment to accomplish their re
spective combat missions. Further, 
both the Air National Guard and the 
Air Force Reserve met their author
ized manning level during fiscal year 
1981. 

This year the Air Reserve Forces are 
requesting a modest increase in per
sonnel-approximately 4,000 for the 
Air Reserve, and 4,000 for the Air Na
tional Guard. These additional au
thorizations will enable this extremely 
valuable Reserve component to contin-. 
ue to train and · provide operational 
support to the Active Forces. The Air 
Force Reserve has also asked for addi
tional authorizations in fiscal year 
1982 to continue its equipment mod
ernization program. 

Although both the National Guard 
and the Air Force Reserve have not 
experienced any difficulties meeting 
their manpower strength require
ments, they are experiencing some 
problems in recruiting and retaining 
certain critical skills. The Department 
reports that the Reserve incentive pro
grams have been helpful, and we on 
the Armed Services Committee are 
recommending extending the bonus 
authority for several programs until 
fiscal year 1985. 

Clearly, the Air National Guard and 
the Air Force Reserve are making sig
nificant contributions to military 
readiness. They, do, however, need the 
continued support of the Congress to 
meet the many challenges that this 
decade will most certainly present. 

I, therefore, urge your strong sup
port for the defense authorization bill 
for fiscal year 1982 which our commit
tee, under the superior leadership of 
our chairman, Mr. PRICE, has reported. 

THE LEGIS FELLOWS PROGRAM 
<Mr. HARTNETT asked and was 

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

Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Speaker, since 
February 1980, over 60 Government 
personnel from various executive 
branches of our Government have par
ticipated in the LEGIS fellows pro-
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gram headed by the Office of Person
nel Management. LEG IS fellows are 
selected to participate in the program 
from Senior Executive Service mem
bers and candidates, or other person
nel designated for Government execu
tive development. The primary objec
tive of the LEGIS fellows program is 
to give executive branch personnel a 
firsthand opportunity of how the leg
islative branch process operates. These 
Government executives have served 
with many Members and committees 
in both Houses. I believe the Members 
of Congress who have been fortunate 
enough to have a LEGIS fellow on 
their staff have all found this program 
to be helpful. The amount of execu
tive branch experience and familiarity 
that these Government LEGIS fellows 
can contribute in helping to solve and 
answer many of the day-to-day issues 
that come before Congress is of tre
mendous value. Having been fortunate 
enough to have had a LEGIS fellow 
on my personnel staff since January, I 
have experienced firsthand the benefit 
and value of this program. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express 
my' sincere appreciation, and the ap
preciation of my entire staff, to Phillip 
Edward Rogers, my recent LEG IS 
fellow. He is from the Department of 
Defense, the Defense Contract Audit 
Agency. Mr. Rogers served as my legis
lative assistant for defense and armed 
services related activities. He assisted 
me as a member on the House Armed 
Services Committee and the Subcom
mittee on Seapower and Strategic and 
Critical Materials, and the Subcom
mittee on Military Personnel and 
Compensation. 

Mr. Rogers also assisted me on a 
number of other areas such as the 
Vinson-Trammel Act, preparing testi
mony before the Subcommittee on 
Military Installations and Facilities, 
the Trident submarine issues, the pro
posed arms sale to Saudi Arabia, the 
Navy's medium-depth mine warfare 
program, cosponsoring of Congress
man MONTGOMERY'S new GI bill legis
lation, and other defense areas. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Rogers has per
formed a very valuable service for me 
and for our country. The Defense Con
tract Audit Agency should be proud of 
Mr. Rogers' dedication and the profes
sional image he has projected. Again, I 
want to extend my appreciation for 
his service and urge other Members to 
make use of the LEGIS fellows pro
gram headed by the Office of Person
nel Management. 

ISRAELI ATTACK ON IRAQ 
<Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given 

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, Isra
el's attack on an Iraqi nuclear reactor 

is without question a serious develop
ment and presents dangers. At the 
same time, it may have prevented a far 
more dangerous situation: a nuclear
armed Iraq. Accordingly, I do not join 
in the chorus of condemnation of Isra
el's action. I urge my colleagues to 
carefully consider the facts before 
passing judgment on Israel's action. 

First, it has been clear for some time 
that the Iraqis were actively seeking 
to develop a nuclear weapons capabili
ty. The United States has been at
tempting to prevent this, through dip
lomatic approaches to France and 
Italy, but to no avail. 

Second, for the Israelis the idea of 
Iraq having a nuclear bomb capability 
is intolerable. Because of its small size 
geographically, Israel could be virtual
ly destroyed by one or two nuclear 
weapons. 

Third, Iraq has been at war with 
Israel since 1948. Iraq did not partici
pate in the 1949 armistice agreement 
with Israel; nor did it accept the cease
fire of 1973. 

Fourth, according to the official Is
raeli statement on the attack, Iraq's 
President Saddam Hussein has stated 
publicly that the facility was being 
built to be used against Israel. On 
August 19, 1980 President Hussein said 
that his goal is "to destroy Tel Aviv 
with bombs." 

Fifth, under these circumstances, Is
rael's action may well be viewed as a 
matter of legitimate self-defense. 

In order to maintain a proper per
spective on the Israeli action, it is 
useful to remind ourselves how we felt 
about the Soviets moving missiles into 
Cuba. At that time many American 
leaders were arguing that the appro
priate response for the United States 
was to take out the missile sites, even 
though there was no immediate threat 
that the missiles would be fired. 

Mr. Speaker, the world may well be 
a safer place because of Israel's action 
on Sunday. The menace of a nuclear 
Iraq is, at the very least, forestalled. 
But we cannot allow a repetition of 
this event. The international commu
nity-and especially the United 
States-must redouble its nonprolif
eration efforts. We must prevail upon 
our allies to abandon their policies of 
selling nuclear technology to which
ever nation has the cash. If we sit back 
and do nothing, we can be certain that 
Israel's action will not be the last of its 
kind. 

ADMINISTRATION SOCIAL 
SECURITY PROPOSAL A SHAM 
<Mr. AuCOIN asked and was given 

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

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, 4 weeks 
ago, generations of Americans were 
shocked when the administration pro
posed a drastic reduction in retirement 

benefits under the social security 
system. 

The outcry has been so strong that 
it is now clear the administration is 
willing to negotiate and cooperate 
with Congress on each and every point 
of its package. This is good news about 
a proposal that is nothing but bad 
news for the elderly. 

In fact, the administration's plan is 
so seriously flawed that I am going to 
spend as many days as I have to at the 
beginning of each day we meet, to 
remind the President that his plan to 
allegedly restore public trust and con
fidence in the system is a sham. I will 
focus on the impact of a 30- to 40-per
cent cut for early retirees, a 30-percent 
cut in disability, and the special ef
fects these cuts will have on women-
90 percent of whose sole source of 
income is social security. 

When added to previous rounds of 
the administration's budget · cuts-$2.3 
billion in food stamps, $8.7 billion in 
housing assistance, $450 million in 
low-income energy assistance, $347 
million in legal services-this proposal 
puts the United States on a different · 
road to security than the one envi
sioned by, I believe, the vast majority 
of Americans. 

The President wants us to approve a 
massive spending spree for arma
ments-his budget calls for the largest, 
most expensive military spending plan 
in history-$226.3 billion next year, 
and $1.5 trillion over the next 5 years. 
And it expects us to get there, in part, 
by taking benefit dollars from the 
pockets of early retirees and the long
term disabled. It would rather reduce 
benefits by $70 billion in this period 
than forgo the $60 billion MX-missile 
boondoggle. 

Inflation's power to tear apart the 
very fabric of society, necessitates that 
we take corrective economic action 
now to provide a solvent social secu
rity system-one that can be depended 
on. Certainly a nation that can afford 
to throw billions of hard-earned tax 
dollars at the Pentagon for an insane 
nuclear arms buildup can afford to 
provide for the health and welfare of 
its elderly. 

NTIA FACILITIES PROGRAM 

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

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, this House 
last week approved the 1981 rescission 
bill. An important provision of that 
bill retained $19 million in funding for 
the NTIA facilities program. Shortly, 
we will consider legislation to reau
thorize the program for 1982 through 
1984 at reduced but still adequate 
levels. Although the administration 
wanted to terminate this program im-
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mediately, we did not. That was a wise 
decision. 

This small but vital program has 
produced many benefits. In fiscal year 
1980, some $14 million in local funding 
was added to the $20 million in Feder
al funds. The program provides largely 
invisible support for public broadcast
ing-towers, antennas, studios, equip
ment, and transmitters. But without 
it, the best television programs in the 
world would have no audience. 

NTIA facilities' dollars go for three 
important functions: Extending serv
ice to those areas that are unserved; 
replacing wornout equipment and im
proving the quality of present equip
ment to give better service. 

In my own State of Washington, we 
are 1 of the 12 Western States where 
large areas are still unserved by public 
radio and television. My own home
town, Bellingham, Wash., for example, 
cannot receive public television except 
in those homes that receive cable-TV 
which carries the Seattle station. I 
have been working with public broad
casters in my State for a long time 
now to correct that problem. But with
out funding, there is little chance a 
station will ever go on the air that will 
serve the northwest corner of my 
State. 

Just as serious is the problem faced 
by people in another part of the State, 
represented by my good friend from 
Washington <Mr. DicKs). Public radio 
and television coverage in his district 
was seriously diminished when a storm 
destroyed the broadcast tower of 
KTPS-TV and KTOY radio. Although 
the stations are back on the air with 
limited service, they can no longer 
reach more than 1 million people they 
previously served, a major loss for the 
people of Washington State. I under
stand the gentleman intends to insert 
a news article in the RECORD that fur
ther outlines the serious nature of this 
problem. I commend it to my col
leagues attention. 

Presently, there are more than 550 
grant applications on file with NTIA. 
They total more than $110 million. 
Had this year's facilities program been 
eliminated, it would probably have 
been impossible to restore service in 
the area served by my colleague. Be
cause we have been able to preserve 
funding, the people of Tacoma, Olym
pia, and Centralia, will at least have a 
1- in 5-chance of receiving the help 
they will need. If the House approves 
funding, contained in H.R. 3238, for 
years 1984, 1985, and 1986, the people 
in my own hometown could be equally 
fortunate. 

ISRAELI ATTACK A VIOLATION 
OF INTERNATIONAL LAW AND 
U.S. LAW 

<Mr. BOWEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that most, if not all, of the Members 
of this body were shocked and dis
turbed by the aerial assault by the 
State of Israel on the Republic of Iraq. 

This attack, resulting in the loss of 
life of innocent civilians and heavy de
struction, clearly appears to be a viola
tion of international law and of U.S. 
law as well. Public Law 90-629, passed 
in 1968, states explicitly that-

Defense articles and defense services shall 
be sold by the U.S. Government under this 
chapter to friendly countries solely for in
ternal security, for legitimate self-defense, 
to permit the recipient country to partici
pate in regional or collective arrangements 
or measures consistent with the charter of 
the United Nations, or otherwise to permit 
the recipient country to participate in col
lective measures requested by the United 
Nations for the purpose of maintaining or 
restoring international peace and security. 

Peace and security will not only not 
be served by this air raid, but they will 
be gravely jeopardized. The fact that 
Israel has overwhelming military supe
riority in the Middle East and also 
possesses its own nuclear weaponry, 
which Prime Minister Begin suspects 
the Iraqis might also try to develop, 
does not appear to color Mr. Begin's 
thinking, which seems to be more 
heavily influenced by the upcoming 
election in his country. 

In contrast, President Sadat, who 
met with Prime Minister Begin only 1 
week ago, must feel stabbed in the 
back, and we Americans should feel 
gravely embarrassed, since it is our 
weaponry and our technology, fi
nanced by our foreign aid, which has 
made this raid possible. 

We all await the recommendation of 
our administration to the Congress 
under Public Law 90-629, and I believe 
we can see readily that defensive 
measures such as AWACS for Saudi 
Arabia, whose air space, among others, 
was violated by the Israeli raiders, is 
now far more clearly justified than 
before. We can only hope that this 
attack will not be used as the prece
dent for others like it around the 
world, to be described presumably as 
"preemptive self -defense." 

Since Iraq is a signatory of the Nu
clear Nonproliferation Treaty and has 
accepted regular inspections by the In
ternational Atomic Energy Agency, 
even if they should determine later 
this year to use their enriched urani
um for nonpeaceful purposes-which 
has in no way been established
almost a decade would have to elapse 
before weapons could be produced by 
Iraq. 

This lengthy process would easily be 
detected by any number of sources 
and give Israel a wide range of options, 
up to and including military force, at a 
much later date, thereby doing far less 
to preclude a peaceful solution to the 
problems of the region. 

Sunday, June 7 was a sad day for 
peace in the Middle East and for 
American foreign policy. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

ADJUSTABLE MORTGAGE LOANS: 
NECESSARY CREDIT DEVICE 

<Mr. O'BRIEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, the 
plight of savings and loan associations 
is severe. According to the National 
Savings and Loan League, between 90 
and 95 percent of the Nation's savings 
and loans are losing money today. On 
a net basis, losses in the first quarter 
of 1981 totaled more than 
$700,000,000. Savings outflows for the 
January through April period came to 
$5,500 million. At the same time, they 
are under obligation to pay out inter
est in some instances at 15 percent, 
while they are taking interest in on 
loans made years ago at 6 to 9 percent. 
I think it is fair to say that the savings 
and loan associations of the United 
States are facing the greatest threat 
to their existence in their history. 

It is therefore fitting to bring to the 
attention of my colleagues the think
ing of Mr. James G. Schneider, presi
dent of the Kankakee Federal Savings 
and Loan Association. Mr. Schneider, 
a longtime friend, discusses the adjust
able mortgage loan and how it can 
help stop the slide to insolvency of 
many savings and loan associations. 

APRIL 1981. 
WHERE Is IT WRITTEN? 

After listening to "professional consumer
ists" of the Ralph Nader school scream 
about the newly authorized "Adjustable 
Mortgage Loan" <AML) and decry how it 
may throw innocent homebuyers into bank
ruptcy, we want to know: "Where is it writ
ten that savings and loan associations must 
forever protect homebuyers from the rav
ages of inflation?" 

We don't recall that Moses brought that 
down from the Mount, nor have we been 
able to find it in other biblical writings or in 
the constitution or the statutes of the 
United States. We cannot even find it 
carved in granite on the courthouse lawn. 
So where have the professional do-gooders 
gotten that idea? 

Do the AFL--CIO's plumbers, carpenters 
and electricians promise the homebuyers to 
make all their home repairs for the next 
twenty-five years at today's wage rates? Will 
the United Auto Workers build their cars 
for the same labor costs for the next quar
ter of a century? Will the U.S. Postal Serv
ice supply their postal needs for the next 
two and one-half decades at today's prices? 
Are Congressmen and Senators <and state 
legislators) ready to promise a moratorium 
on tax increases in that period? Indeed, will 
those same public servants swear not to 
raise their own salaries during that time? 
Will that bastion of consumer defense, the 
daily press, hold off demanding "a fair 
return for the small saver" long enough to 
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guarantee the home owners a twenty-five 
year subscription-payable a month at a 
time-to their newspapers at today's prices? 

The answer to all of those questions is an 
obvious and ringing "NO". Yet, they all 
expect, as a matter of right, that the savings 
and loans will provide that kind of twenty
five year protection whenever a citizen buys 
a home. Which leads us to ask again, 
"Where is it written?". 

We suppose they have assumed that some 
immutable law of nature provided for it be
cause that's exactly what the savings and 
loan associations have been doing up until 
now-insulating the homebuyers from the 
Congressionally-induced inflation. The sav
ings and loan business didn't cause inflation 
in this country. The do-gooders in and out 
of Congress have done it by saddling onto 
the "free enterprise system a huge dollar 
amount of non-productive costs and by bur
dening the citizens with huge federal defi
cits over the past quarter of a century. 

Those of us who know anything about fi
nancial institutions understand that nearly 
every savings and loan in the nation is now 
operating at a loss. About 70 percent of the 
Illinois associations showed a net loss for 
1980 <Kankakee Federal was one of the 30 
percent which finished in the black). But 
the relentless escalation of money costs has 
now thrown virtually every Illinois associ
ation into the red. The only one we know of 
still showing a monthly net income is a $25 
million association located downstate. It ex
plains that it stopped making mortgage 
loans about three years ago, and has kept 
its ever-increasing liquidity invested only in 
federal funds and t reasury securities. 

Were it not for the newly authorized "Ad
justable Mortgage Loan", many associations 
which have continued to make mortgage 
loans day-in-and-day-out might soon have 
started to understand the wisdom of that 
downstate association. Then there would be 
very little mortgage money available, no 
matter what the rate. 

Future protection of associations from the 
ravages of inflation is absolutely necessary 
if they are to continue in their major lend
ing role. The homeowner will somehow have 
to shoulder his own burden instead of being 
protected by an innocent party which has 
not caused and has no power to stop or even 
diminish the scourge of inflation. 

We hope readers active in the housing 
business will understand that an adequate · 
supply of mortgage money in the 1980s can 
be assured only if the "AML" comes into 
general use in the S&L business. We trust 
they will helpfully explain that fact of life 
to prospective homebuyers. <Remember to 
point out that interest rates are required to 
go down when interest levels decline. The 
AML is definitely a two-way street.) 

Although a few fixed-rate mortgages are 
apparently still being written, their day is 
over. In fact, their day really ended on June 
1, 1978, when money market certificates 
came into being, thereby placing the cost of 
funds for S&Ls at the tender mercy of the 
money market. Any lending officer who con
tinues to grant long-term, fixed-rate mort
gage loans obviously doesn't understand the 
facts of life. In fact, I'd say he deserves to 
be called a "damn fool", and you may quote 
me on that. 

JAMES G. ScHNEIDER, 

President, Kankakee Federal Savings 
and Loan Association. 

0 1245 

RECONCILIATION UPDATE 
<Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 

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

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am 
inserting into the RECORD today a copy 
of a Dear Colleague letter which the 
gentleman from Ohio, Mr. REGULA, 
who is ranking member of the Recon
ciliation Task Force and I as chairman 
have sent out, updating Members on 
the status of reconciliation, including 
therein guidelines that have been 
agreed upon by both the House and 
the Senate as to how reconciliation 
will be implemented. 

For the information of the Mem
bers, as of today, three committees, 
the Committee on Agriculture, the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and 
the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, have reported out bills 
meeting their targets. Ten others are 
in the process of developing, hopeful
ly, bipartisan approaches to doing 
that. Two are presently in markup. 

I would remind all committees that 
the deadline for reporting on reconcili
ation is June 12, which is this Friday. 

The "Dear Colleague" letter and rec
onciliation update are as follows: 

RECONCILIATION UPDATE 
DEAR CoLLEAGUE: The fifteen House Com

mittees affected by reconciliation instruc
tions contained in the first budget resolu
tion continue to work on legislation to 
reduce spending in programs under their ju
risdiction. Attached is a further update on 
what action committees have taken thus 
far. 

Also attached is a set of reconciliation 
questions and answers developed jointly by 
the Howie and Senate Budget Committees. 

Sincerely, 
LEON E. PANETTA, 

Chairman, 
Reconciliation Task Force. 

RALPH REGULA, 
Ranking Republican, 

Reconciliation Task Force. 

RECONCILIATION UPDATE-REDUCTIONS DIRECTED UNDER 
RECONCILIATION FISCAL YEAR 1982 1 

[In millions of dollars] 

House committee BA 

Agriculture. ......................... 2,208 

Armed Services.................... 966 

Ba~~~frs_Finance and Urban 13,177 

Committee action 

2,521 The A2riculture Committee 
mef June 2 and 3 and 
will meet again to 
consider reconciliation 
savings. The Committee 
has approved a cap on 
ttf=~ta:~ram 
savings of $1,458 million 
in bOOget authority and 
outlays. 

966 Hearings were held June 2 
and are scheduled for 
June 4. 

640 A preliminary list of 
reconciliation options has 
been deVeloped as a 
basis for Committee 
markup on Monday, June 
8. 

RECONCILIATION UPDATE-REDUCTIONS DIRECTED UNDER 
RECONCILIATION FISCAL YEAR 1982 1-Continued 

[In millions of dollars J 

House committee BA Committee action 

District of Columbia .......... .... 39 40 The District of Columbia 
Committee is planning a 
markup session on June 
10. 

Education and Labor ••• ••••• ••••• 12,099 10,084 The Education and Labor 
Committee staff is 
g::ring options for the 

mittee. The full 
Committee will mark up 
during the week of June 
9. 

Energy and Commerce .......... 5,385 5,184 Subcommittee on Health and 
Environment is scheduled 
to com~te markup of 
Public ealth Service 
legislation on June 4. 

~~~'~ 0for 1u:~ 
Other subcommittees 
involved in reconciliation 
are developing options 
but have not formally 
marked up. 

Foreign Affairs •.....•..•........... 250 130 Options for achieving the 
reconciliation targets 
have been prepared by 
the staff and will be 
considered ~ the full 
Committee uring the 
week of June 8. 

Interior and Insular Affairs ..•.. 755 309 Reconciliation ~lions being 
discussed in orma~ by 
Members and sta . 

Merchant Marine and 339 207 The Committee will review 
Fisheries. the issues and options in 

a Committee meeting, 
Wednesday, June 10. 

Post Office and Civil Service .. 4,737 5,163 The Committee is current 
~~f. tionsat 
Committee expects to 
mark up June 9 and June 
10. 

Public Works and 6,346 1,218 The Committee is presently 
Transportation. reviewing its options. 

Science and Technology ......... 78 39 Reconciliation options have 
been developed by staff. 

Small Business .................... 529 390 The Committee will mark up 
reconciliation provisions 
on June 9. 

Veterans' Affairs .................. 110 110 The Committee plans to 
include in the 
reconciliation bill the 
entitlement savings 
recommended in 1ts 
March 30 report to the 
Budget Committee. 

Ways and Means •................ 4,677 9,241 On June 2, 1981, the 
Committee ordered 
reported a reconciliation 
package which would 
achieve outla~ savings in 

~~~~~illfon~2 of 

1 Reductions are also required in fiscal years 1983 and 1984. 

GENERAL ISSUES 
I. Direct Spending 

Question. How are savings in direct spend
ing achieved? 

Answer. Direct spending occurs without 
the discretionary action of the Appropri
ations Committee. Savings can be achieved 
by changes in laws which created these pro
grams. 

Question. If a direct spending program ex
pires at the end of fiscal year 1981, how can 
savings be achieved for fiscal year 1982 and 
beyond? 

Answer. Under the procedures for recon
ciliation scorekeeping purposes, program 
levels in a given year are projected forward 
into the next year, even when the existing 
authorization for the programs is scheduled 
to expire. This scorekeeping convention is 
not applied to programs that are clearly 
temporary. If a program is reauthorized for 
fiscal year 1982 at a level below the project
ed level (below the current policy baseline), 
savings will be credited. 
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II. Discretionary Spending 

Question. How can discretionary spending 
savings be achieved for programs which 
expire at the end of fiscal year 1981? 

Answer. As with direct spending programs 
under the procedures used by the Congress 
for scorekeeping purposes, program levels in 
a given year are projected forward into the 
next year, even when the existing authori
zation for the program is scheduled to 
expire. This scorekeeping convention is not 
applied to programs that are clearly tempo
rary. If a program is reauthorized for fiscal 
year 1982 at a level below the projected 
level <below the current policy baseline), 
savings will be credited. 

Question. What methods can be used to 
achieve savings in discretionary spending? 

Answer. It is possible to achieve savings in 
these areas by at least one of two methods. 
First, the authorized level of spending for 
the year or years covered by the existing au
thorization may be reduced to a level that 
will achieve the savings intended. Second, 
regardless of the authorization level, a 
"cap" for the year or years involved may be 
placed on the programs in which savings are 
to be achieved sufficient to assure that the 
savings will be realized. 

Question. If a discretionary program au
tho:rlzation expires at the end of fiscal year 
1981 how may a committee be credited for 
savings if the committee chooses not to 
reauthorize the program? 

Answer. In the committee report accompa
nying the reconciliation bill, a committee 
should include a statement of intent as to 
programs for which no reauthorization will 
be considered. To the extent that a commit
tee includes such language, it will be cred
ited with the savings accordingly. 

Question. Are committees required to 
follow the · progt'am reduction assumptions 
underlying the first resolution? 

Answer. No; the assumptions should be 
viewed as nothing more than options for 
consideration by the committees. The stand
ing committees could consider these options 
or others that they may wish to devise. 

Question. In cases where program require
ments have been reestimated or spendout 
rates have been adjusted since passage of 
the reconciliation resolution, will these be 
used in scoring a Committee's reconciliation 
actions or will they be scored the same way 
they were at the time the House and Senate 
Budget Committees considered the recon
ciliation instructions? In sum, what baseline 
are the Budget Committees scoring the sav
ings against and what methodologies are 
being used to determine the amount of sav
ings? 

Answer. The baseline against which legis
lation will be measured is the current policy 
baseline developed by CBO and agreed to in 
conference. 

Question. If a committee approves a dif
ferent mix of savings than that assumed by 
the Budget Committee in arriving at the 
reconciliation instructions meeting the 
budget authority instructions but not its 
outlay instructions (because of different 
spendout rates) will the committee have 
met its reconciliation instructions? 

Answer. No; committees must satisfy their 
instructions as to both budget authority and 
outlays. 

Question. If a committee normally reports 
an annual authorization for a program, 
must it now report a two or three-year au
thorization in a case where still greater sav
ings are assumed in fiscal years 1983 and 
1984? 

Answer. To satisfy the reconciliation 
instructions, legislation must demonstrate 

that it will have the effect of reducing 
spending in the indicated years. A mere 
statment of intention that a committee will, 
one or two years from now, propose an au
thorization for the second or third year 
which will reduce spending in that year is 
not adequate to satisfy the reconciliation 
instructions. However, if a committee pro
poses policies in the first year that-if con
tinued in subsequent authorizations to be 
proposed later-will yield the required sav
ings in the outyears, the Budget Committee 
will credit the committee with the outyear 
savings even if the committee submits only 
a one- year authorization at this time. 

Question. Can a committee receive credit 
for satisfying reconciliation instructions by 
submitting legislation which would, by stat
ute, require what the Administration can 
currently do by administrative action? 

Answer. The pivotal question is always 
whether the legislation achieves the savings 
required. Where the savings are achievable 
by administrative action, legislation is su
perfluous. However, if a committee were to 
submit legislation which simultaneously 
eliminates administrative discretion in a 
particular program or activity, the commit
tee would be credited for the amount of 
such savings. 

Question. Can a committee receive credit 
for satisfying reconciliation instructions by 
submitting legislation which increases rev
enues? 

Answer. No, revenue increases may not be 
used to satisfy reconciliation instructions. 

Question. Can a committee receive credit 
for satisfying reconciliation instructions by 
submitting legislation which results in sav
ings in certain programs but may also result 
in increased costs in other programs? 

Answer. The standard of savings is net 
savings to the government. Therefore, the 
savings of the proposed legislation would be 
netted against any increased costs and the 
committee will receive credit accordingly. 

HOUSE PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

Question. What is the timetable for recon
ciliation action? 

Answer. House committees are to submit 
legislative proposals sufficient to comply 
with their reconciliation instructions to the 
House Budget Committee by June 12, 1981. 
The legislation will be assembled into an 
omnibus bill and reported out of committee 
by June 15, 1981. The bill should be consid
ered by the House during the week of June 
22, 1981. 

Question. What procedures should be fol
lowed by committees in making their re
quired reductions? 

Answer. The schedule requires committees 
to submit recommendations for specific 
changes in laws to the House Budget Com
mittee by June 12. The Budget Committee 
will assemble and report them to the House 
as one omnibus reconciliation bill. The 
changes should be submitted to the Budget 
Committee in legislative draft form. To fa
cilitate preparation of the report on the rec
onciliation bill, committees should include 
report language as well as any matter neces
sary to conform to the Rules of the House 
<e.g. CBO cost estimates, inflation impact 
statements, Ramseyer). 

It is possible that committees will wish to 
combine their reconciliation legislation with 
other legislation which will together move 
along a separate legislative track. The 
Budget Committee has no objection to 
moving a legislative proposal along more 
than one track. But to count towards recon
ciliation, provisions will have to be in the 
reconciliation bill regardless of whatever 

other bills contain these provisions. If, how
ever, provisions in the other bill are enacted 
before the reconciliation bill is, they will be 
incorporated by reference into the reconcili
ation bill. Second, if a bill is enacted prior to 
June 12, a committee may count that bill to
wards their reconciliation goal, but only if 
all their legislation enacted before June 12 
is counted as part of reconciliation. 

Question. Will reestimates of the cost of 
existing laws or of Current Policy affect the 
reconciliation savings target of a commit
tee? How about reestimates of the cost/sav
ings of the actual reconciliation provisions? 

Answer. Reestimates to existing law or 
Current Policy will have no effect on the 
scorekeeping of the reconciliation bill. For 
example, if the current policy estimate of a 
program such as Medicaid increases, the 
authorizing committee will not be required 
to achieve additional savings to offset that 
increase. Likewise, if the current policy esti
mate of a program decreases, the author
izing committee will not be relieved of its re
sponsibility to achieve the reductions speci
fied in the reconciliation directive. 

An exception to this last statement is the 
"hold harmless" rule in which reconciliation 
legislation that exactly matches the pro
gram reduction assumptions underlying the 
first budget resolution are given the same 
credit as assumed in the resolution. 

Question. What if a committee fails to 
make the dollar goal contained in the recon
ciliation directive? 

Answer. The Budget Committee retains 
the option of going to the Rules Committee 
to implement appropriate savings. 
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GRAIN EXPORT BANK 
Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I take 

this time on the House floor to ad
dress the issue of our foreign grain 
sales. Presently our Government rep
resentatives, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, are negotiating with the 
Russians in London on a possible new 
long-term grain agreement. 

At the present time in the Congress 
we are negotiating on vastly expanded 
budgets for our military. So, on one 
hand we are subsidizing the Russians 
with cheap grain, allowing them to 
expand their military potential, while 
on the other hand, we are spending 
billions of taxpayers' dollars increas
ing our military in order to defend 
ourselves against the Soviet Union. 
This makes no sense at all. 

Our selling to the Russians of ex
tremely cheap grain, of grain at prices 
below the cost that it takes our farm
ers to produce it, subsidized by the 
taxpayers and sold at a loss by the 
farmers to the Soviet Union is to my 
mind the most grave and severe export 
problem we have in this country. 

It is food stamps for the Russians 
while at the same time I sit in the Ag
riculture Committee and see us cut 
food stamps for the American people, 
food stamps for the elderly, food 
stamps for those people in this coun
try who now cannot afford adequate 
diets and see us subsidize the Soviet 
Union, in effect, giving the Soviet 



11878 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE June 9, 1981 
Union food stamps by selling them 
cheap grain is beyond my ken. 

That is why I have introduced and 
pushed for 6 years a bill creating a 
Grain Export Bank. This bank simply 
would allow the Secretary of Agricul
ture to set minimum prices on Ameri
can grain sold to overseas customers 
where it would not affect the domestic 
market. It would allow the domestic 
grain market to be free. It would es
tablish the market values for the var
ious grains that are grown in this 
country. But it would, to foreign 
buyers, say, we no longer are going to 
give our grain away. Ten years ago 
wheat sold on the international 
market at $2 a bushel. Oil sold 10 
years ago on the international market 
for $2 a barrel. That is why I coined 5 
years ago on the House floor the 
phrase "barrel for bushel," because at 
one time and for many years a barrel 
and a bushel were equal in price. 

Today oil is $40 a barrel and wheat 
$4 a bushel. How much longer can we 
go on buying oil for $40 a barrel to 
produce our grain that we sell for $4 a 
bushel? It is sheer madness and it re
sults in deficits in our exports of bil
lions and billions of dollars and makes 
us laughing stocks throughout the 
world. 

Now many people say, "Oh my good
ness, we should sell our grain cheap in 
the world because the poor starving 
people of the Third World nations 
could not pay a high price for our 
grain. We should sell it cheap." 

Let met tell my colleagues that the 
poor starving nations of this world do 
not buy our grain. The nations who 
buy 90 percent of our grain are the 
wealthiest nations in the world. Japan 
now holds tens of billions of dollars of 
American money because they have 
sold us Toyotas, Sonys, and many 
other manufactured goods at prices, I 
can assure my colleagues, that were 
not below the cost of production. They 
were sold at a profit. 

Yet, we sell our grain to Japan for 
less than it costs us to produce. Now 
when Japan buys our· wheat at $4 a 
bushel, the Government puts on a $9 
charge on that wheat before it turns it 
.over to its own millers. In other words, 
the Government of Japan says that 
they can get $13 a bushel for wheat 
from their millers, but that $9 is pock
eted by the Government of Japan and 
used actually to subsidize their own 
agriculture. Surely, we should be get
ting that $9 or at least a hefty part of 
it to help us with the subsidies that 
our agriculture receives. Why on earth 
should we sell our grain and allow the 
Government of Japan to make a 300-
percent market profit on it. I cannot 
imagine why. 

What are the other purchasers of 
our grain? The OPEC nations, the 
wealthiest nations per capita in the 
world, purchase 25 percent of our 
grain exports. That is easy. If they can 

raise the price of our oil that they sell 
to us, then most certainly we should 
be raising the price of the grain we sell 
to them. The other nations that pur
chase our grain, Germany, again one 
of the wealthiest nations of the world, 
England, South Africa, and on. 

Then of course the People's Repub
lic of China who hold more oil re
serves perhaps than we do, and the 
Soviet Union has become one of the 
major buyers of our grain and will 
again now that the embargo is off. 
The only way we can raise the price to 
the Soviet Union or to OPEC or to 
Japan or anyone else is simply to say 
we are going to set a minimum price 
on our grain. 

Now, if we set this minimum price 
on our grain, will the nations who buy 
grain simply go elsewhere and buy 
grain? That is a question that the ad
ministration and previous administra
tions have raised. They say, "Oh my 
goodness me, if we raise the price of 
our grain, why, these other countries 
will just buy it from somebody else." I 
answer that by saying this: When 
OPEC raised the price of oil, did we 
say, "Oh goodness, OPEC, we will just 
go some place else and buy our oil." 
No; we did not do that. We did not do 
that for a very good reason and that is 
because nobody else had the oil we 
wanted to buy. The same goes for 
grain. If a nation such as Japan wants 
to go and get more soybeans-and 
they have done that, they have invest
ed, actually, in soybean farms in Brazil 
and they are growing some soybeans 
in Brazil and exporting them. Never
theless, over 80 percent of the world's 
soybeans in the international markets 
are furnished by the United States. 

So, if a country has bought 20 per
cent of its soybeans and wants its full 
share of the soybeans it needs, it is 
going to have to come to the United 
States. Corn, we export 70 percent of 
the corn moving in world markets. 
Wheat, we export over 50 percent of 
the wheat moving in world markets. 
We are OPEC, in effect, in grain. We 
are in grain, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 
Abu Dhabi, Algeria, Libya, Nigeria, 
Iraq, and Iran combined. If somebody 
wants vast quantities of grain in the 
world markets, they must come to us. 

I have received letters from the Aus
tralian Wheat Board, the competitor 
we have in world markets, the country 
that produces wheat and in which 
many of our administration spokes
men say, why, they will just go to Aus
tralia and buy wheat if they cannot 
buy it from us at the price they want. 
I have a letter from the Australian 
Wheat Board that says, please, Amer
ica, raise the price of your grain. Your 
grain in surplus is a drug on world 
markets. Your grain drags down the 
prices for all the rest of us. We are 
going broke, please raise your price so 
we can make a living. 

But no, we continue to allow our 
grain to be a drug on world markets, a 
slight surplus dragging the price down 
as much as 50 percent. So we have es
tablished that the wealthiest nations 
in the world are the buyers of our 
grain, that they have no place else to 
go for the grain in the quantities they 
need it, that they can pay more for 
the grain and will do so vis-a-vis Japan 
adding $9 to a bushel of wheat if they 
buy from us. 

So why do we not get more for our 
grain? Well, I will tell my colleagues 
why, I will tell my colleagues very 
simply why, because there are five 
large international grain companies 
that like it that way. There are five 
large international grain companies, 
four of whom are privately owned and 
therefore do not disclose anything 
about their operations or their profits 
or whom they buy or sell to, and they 
want to keep it that way. They want 
to deal in secret. 

The American farmer, producing our 
greatest single product in the world, 
the greatest export product that we 
have, must sell his grain without 
knowing who is buying it and without 
knowing what prices are paid for his 
grain when it is sold to foreign coun
tries. But the big grain companies like 
it that way. They do not want to be 
bothered. But what about America? 
What about the taxpayers and the 
people of America and the farmers 
themselves? 

They do not like it that way, so why 
must we be subservient to five large 
grain companies? Why must we pros
trate ourselves before five companies 
because they want to make profits, 
they want to deal in secret. Why must 
we give away our richest, most pre
cious resource, our food production, 
and give it away is what we do, to the 
wealthiest nations in the world. 

Am I in my Grain Export Bank dis
rupting the regular operations of our 
grain? Is that what they are concerned 
about? No. My Grain Export Bank bill 
simply allows the Secretary to set a 
minimum price. The grain companies 
actually can continue to buy on the 
domestic market, can store it, ship it, 
sell it overseas, they are completely 
free to run their operations as they do 
now, with one exception: They have to 
get a better price for it for the farmer. 
They have to get a better price for it 
for our balance of trade. They have to 
get a better price for it for the Ameri
can taxpayers-that is all. And they 
have to reveal who they are selling it 
to and at what price. But I think that 
is fair for us to know, how much we 
sell our grain for and to whom. I think 
it is fair America should know that. I 
think it is fair the farmers should 
know who they are selling to and at 
what price. I think it is fair that the 
American taxpayer who subsidizes our 
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agriculture should know. That is all 

· we are asking. 
But think now for a moment of 

those negotiations going on in London. 
We are looking at signing a new agree
ment with the Soviet Union. Is that 
not nice? Is that not interesting? Here 
we are in the Congress appropriating 
hundreds of billions of dollars in weap
ons to defend ourselves against the ad
versary and at the same time our Gov
ernment is negotiating in London for a 
grain agreement, a long-term grain 
agreement assuring the Soviet Union 
of a grain supply at costs below the 
price of production? 

Now does that make any sense? Well 
let me tell you something else. I will 
tell my colleagues how the Soviet 
Union buys our grain, how they pay 
for it. They pay for it by selling gold. 
They have a lot of gold and they sell 
the gold in the world market and they 
take the dollars and they buy out 
grain with those dollars. 

Now the price of gold 10 years ago 
was $35 an ounce. That is at the time 
that wheat was $2 a bushel. Since that 
time gold has risen almost twenty-fold. 
It has fallen a little recently-sorry 
about that, Mr. Brezhnev-but it has. 
But nevertheless, the price of gold has 
increased almost twenty-fold while the 
price of wheat has increased twice to 
$4 a bushel. 

0 1630 
So, the Soviet Union now needs only 

one-tenth the amount of gold to buy 
our grain. Remember, if they were 
paying for it in dollars, they would 
still be buying it at below the cost of 
production; paying for it with hard 
cash, they would still be buying it 
below the cost of production. But, 
they are paying for it with gold that 
has increased twenty-fold, so they are 
paying for our grain what I would say 
amounts to roughly 40 or 50 cents a 
bushel. That is what we are doing to 
the Soviet Union when we could be 
getting twice that under the Grain 
Export Bank bill. 

I see my dear friend from South 
Dakota, who in my estimation is one 
of the finest people I have ever seen 
serve in this Congress, and I want to 
bring him into this dialog in just a 
second, but I want to make this one 
point: My Grain Export Bank bill 
would simply allow the Secretary of 
Agriculture to raise the price gradual
ly, maybe 10 cents a bushel, maybe 20 
cents a bushel, just keep going up 
until we see what the market will bear. 
I have a suspicion that we could get at 
least $2 or $3 more a bushel without 
ever increasing the production in the 
world. I think there is that much gap 
right now, but let us find out. 

Can one imagine this country's great 
business acumen, and we are letting 
ourselves be taken to the cleaners by 
this? I cannot believe it. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, will Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I want 
the gentleman yield? to thank my friend from South 

Mr. WEAVER. I yield to my good Dakota, who represents a State in 
friend from South Dakota, Idr. which I was born, and which is one of 
DASCHLE, who to my mind is one of the the great farm States of our Nation. I 
finest young leaders that this Con- think the gentleman from South 
gress has seen, certainly in the years Dakota knows that what we are pro
that I have been here. posing here is not the Canadian 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, I only Wheat Board, which goes in and gives 
rise to commend the gentleman from quotas to farmers and allotment pay
Oregon for his statement and for his ments, a bureaucratic morass. There is 
legislation. I am proud to be a cospon- no bureaucracy required at all. We 
sor of the bill. I think, as has been just set minimum prices for the grain 
proven in past years, the gentleman sales overseas. 
from Oregon has a vision about the 
future of agriculture and the things But it does have, as the gentleman 
we have to do to show the kind of from South Dakota knows, a Farmer 
strength that this country can show . Advisory Board, a majori~y of which 
with regard to maintaining a strong must be composed of active far-!llers, 
agricultural economy. and I hope that one of the~ will .be 

I think the people in this country from South Dakota. They Will ad':se 
will one day recognize the value of the ~he Secretary ·on wha;t they th~k Wise 
idea expressed today in this legisla- m terms of how to price our gram. 
tion, and will one day, as they have in I think the gentleman from South 
the past, come to accept as reality the Dakota also knows that this is not an 
need for some new marketing device embargo. A lot of people go out and 
internationally. There is no question say, "Weaver's bill is some sort of em
in my mind that as we progress, as we bargo." It is just the opposite. We 
develop ways in which we can bolster want to sell as much grain as we possi
international trade, international com- bly can, but we want to get a fair price 
merce, especially in the agricultural for it. 
sector, we are going to have to use new We know the administration has the 
mechanisms. The proposal made by authority now under law to impose an 
the gentleman from Oregon to allow embargo. They do not need any legis
the Secretary to set that level of trade lation. What they do need is the au
over at least the cost of production thority to raise the prices for our 
makes eminent good sense. farmers. 

I was alarmed-in fact, shocked- Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, if the 
when the members of this administra- gentleman would yield further, I 
tion recently came before our commit- would reiterate, of course, as the gen
tee in the Department of Agriculture tleman from Oregon well knows, that 
and told us that: "Yes indeed, we are I am cognizant of the value as the gen
marketing our grain abroad at less tleman has described it just now. The 
than the cost of production." What · 
greater crisis can our farmers face? problem Is that the rest of the country 

does not know that. The Congress is 
Certainly not natural crises. Certainly not fully cognizant of the fact that we 
not the disasters they find in hail and are not trying to repeat the Canadian 
wind and drought. If our own Govern- experience, not trying to devise a way 
ment cannot assist them in a more 
positive vein than to market our grain in which Government will get more 
on the international market at less and more in the pockets and minds of 
than cost of production, it is a very American farmers. All we are doing is 
reasonable approach, and I think pro- proposing a new mechanism that 
vides a reasonable yield in their prof- allows the grain companies the ability 

to market freely, but as we have al
its, in their return for the tremendous ready accepted the concept of mini
costs and investment our farmers face today. mum wage and minimum standards, 

I think another couple of years will accountability in trade and commerce· 
bring this Congress and bring this and safety, all we are trying to pro
country around to the realization that pose is a minimum concept of return 
we are the leaders in international on investment for American farmers. 
marketing. We do need a new mecha- That is all we are proposing. I hope 
nism, an already recognized mecha- the Congress as a body will one day 
nism in Canada, in Argentina, in Aus- recognize that this is no different, and 
tralia, those other grain marketing that if we favor continuity in policy, 
countries that recogni~e our leader- certainly we must favor a minimum 
ship. They also recognize our failure acceptable return on investment for 
to exercise that kind of leadership at a American farmers. 
time when we need it the most. Mr. WEAVER. I again thank the 

So, I again reiterate my praise for gentleman from South Dakota. I was 
the Member from Oregon and for his interviewed today by the Associated 
leadership in showing a new way for Press on this bill, and the woman who 
this country to go forward, knowing interviewed me said, "What would the 
that we need that leadership right starving people of the world do if we 
now in the agricultural sector. raised our grain prices? Oh my good-
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ness, aren't you going to hurt the 
starving peoples of the world?" 

They do not buy our grain. The rich
est, wealthiest nations in the world 
buy our grain. The countries who can 
afford to pay for it buy our grain. 

In conclusion, let me make one 
point, because this is not food as a 
weapon. As a matter of fact, the more 
we get for our grain sales, the more we 
can afford to put in Public Law 480; 
the more we can afford to put into 
famine relief. Then we will have the 
money to do that, and we can help 
Third World countries if we get a 
decent return from grain sales to 
countries such as Japan and the Soviet 
Union. 

But, let me make one point, and I 
think this is where some of our farm
ers in the country miss, because they 
are afraid of Government interfer
ence, and rightfully so. I am always 
afraid when Government has to get in
volved, but nevertheless the point is, 
they are afraid somehow or other that 
they will get less money for their 
grain. When was it in this decade or 
any decade, for that matter, when for
eign countries scrambled over them
selves, fought with themselves, to buy 
our grain? Was it when the prices were 
the lowest? Was it when the prices 
were rock bottom, down at the lowest 
point? No. No; the time when the 
countries of the world just sent agents 
into this country to buy all the grain 
they could from us was a.t the time 
when the price was the highest, the 
time when prices were rising. That is 
when they were anxious to buy our 
grain. 

That should be a lesson to us, be
cause right now with our vast, huge 
crops growing, with our bins bursting 
with surpluses, right now the buyers 
of the world are saying, sitting back 
and yawning and saying, "We do not 
need to build up our inventory; there 
is all that grain in the United States 
and we can buy it anytime. As a 
matter of fact, harvest time might be 
better, when farmers have to put it 
out on sidings because they cannot 
even find places to store it, and we will 
come in." 

The Soviet Union, that is when they 
like to buy. The Soviet Union will 
come in and buy it at even cheaper 
prices, but you put in a Grain Export 
Bank and the Secretary of Agriculture 
is talking about raising the price a 
little bit, what is that going to do? It is 
going to make those buyers a little 
nervous. It is going to make those 
buyers in Japan and the Soviet Union 
a little nervous and say, "How high is 
the Secretary going to raise the price? 
Maybe we better get in and buy it now 
before the Secretary raises prices 
much higher," and if they do the 
prices will go up, and as the price goes 
up and other countries see the price 
going up they will come in and start 
buying. So, instead of the buyers of 

our products sitting back and waiting 
for the price to fall, they will start 
coming in and buying and making the 
price go up. We will make a profit for 
a change. That is an interesting con
cept for America-a profit. Gosh, gee 
whiz, how long is this country going to 
go on subsidizing the wealthiest na
tions in the world and selling our grain 
at a loss? 

So, I conclude with a small story; 4 
years ago, in 1977, I offered in the Ag
riculture Committee an amendment to 
the farm bill at that time for a farmer
held grain reserve, and oh my good
ness, it just was awful. It would be the 
worst thing in the· world to have a 
grain reserve, even though it was 
farmer-held. It would just be awful. 
The big grain companies thought it 
would be terrible, that it would take 
away their secret rights to handle all 
the grain, and it might affect prices, 
and the Chicago Board of Trade 
thought it might hurt the speculators. 
It was just terrible. I only got, I think, 
six or seven votes in the Agriculture 
Committee when I offered it to the 
committee. It was just a terrible idea. 

The Secretary, when we brought the 
farm bill to the floor of the House of 
Representatives and I notified the 
Members that I was going to offer the 
farmer-held grain reserve on the floor 
as an amendment to the farm bill, the 
Secretary of Agriculture stood right at 
that door of the House as we were 
voting on the Weaver grain reserve 
amendment and asked Members as 
they came in not to vote for the 
Weaver amendment. 

He said, "Oh, it is a bad idea. Don't 
vote for it." 

That is the same Secretary that said 
that the Grain Export Bank was such 
a bad idea. All those Secretaries, it 
does not matter who they are or what 
party they are, they have all said the 
same thing. But this House of Repre
sentatives passed that Weaver amend
ment, and we were able to keep it in 
the conference committee and it was 
enacted into law. Do the Members 
know what they say about that? They 
say it is the greatest farm program in 
the last 50 years. They will say the 
same thing about the Grain Export 
Bank, but somehow or other we have 
got to drag them screaming and hol
lering into commonsense. 

Mr. Speaker, I see another dear 
friend of mine to whom I would like to 
yield at this time, the gentleman from 
North Dakota (Mr. DORGAN). 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. I want to associate myself 
with his remarks and commend the 
gentleman for his leadership on this 
issue. 

We have an energy problem in this 
world, and there are lots of forms of 
energy. Food is one of them. This 
country produces a lot of food for the 
export market, and I come from a 

region of the country that is one of 
the most efficient food producers in 
the world. 

However, in the marketing of that 
food around the world we do not do a 
very good job. It seems to me that 
when we talk about agriculture and in
vestment in agriculture and how im
portant that investment is, we have to 
understand that we are talking about 
an export commodity that returns 
over $30 billion in a year. That is a tre
mendous contribution to the balance 
of trade in this country, and so it is an 
important part of our economy. It is 
an important part of the energy ques
tion in this country. 

I think it is time that we treat the 
food commodity that we have, which 
translates itself into energy, in a logi
cal way in export markets. The gentle
man from Oregon, I think, has at
tempted this over the years prior to 
my being here. I know he has champi
oned this for a better export price for 
our agricultural products. This year, I 
think more attention than ever has 
been given to the ideas of the gentle
man from Oregon. 

Mr. WEAVER. Would the gentleman 
from North Dakota think that it 
would be wrong to charge OPEC na
tions for our grain? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. No; 
our country, our reputation is based 
on being smart Yankee traders. I 
wonder where the smart Yankee trad
ing ethic went when we are sending 
American food to the OPEC countries 
at less than the cost of production. It 
does not make sense at all. 

Mr. WEAVER. But does the gentle
man not feel sorry for the Saudi Ara
bians having to pay maybe as much as 
50 cents or a dollar a bushel more for 
grain? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. We 
used to be able to buy one barrel of oil 
for every bushel of grain we ·sent 
them, and the gentleman knows what 
has happened to that parity price. The 
fact is that that situation has changed 
dramatically over the years. Those 
who say that a bushel for a barrel phi
losophy is trite, they are dead wrong. 
The fact is there ought to be a parity 
price between the price of energy and 
the price of grain. 

D 1645 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I will 
say this: We know that the Arabs have 
raised the price of their oil time and 
time again, and they may have gotten 
it too high now. Forty dollars may be 
too high, and the price of oil may be 
coming down. But does the gentleman 
not think that certainly we should 
start seeing how high we can get our 
grain and test the market? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Ex
actly. I am not a person who believes 
in the custom of price gouging, nor is 
the gentleman from Oregon, but it 
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seems to me that again a smart trader 
in the international trade is the trader 
who gets what the product is worth. It 
does not make any sense to me for 
America to be trading abroad its very 
precious resources, including food re
sources, at a price that is less than the 
full cost of production. 

It seems to me that we have to go 
even a step further. We have to be get
ting involved in the process by which 
we engage in international transac
tions on the sale of agricultural com
modities. 

I would commend to people who are 
interested in this subject and to all the 
Members of this House the book by 
Dan Morgan entitled "Merchants of 
Grain." I think it is time that we 
began to examine the process by 
which we market and export our agri
cultural products in this country. It is 
a process that, I think, is throttled by 
the very large grain exporting .compa
nies, those that are international grain 
operators and that often operate in a 
manner that is not in the best inter
ests of family-sized farm producers in 
this country. 

So I think that we ought to take a 
look at our trade relationships with 
the Soviets, with the Japanese, with 
the Chinese, and with the OPEC coun
tries and say to ourselves, "Look, it is 
time for us to start getting the price 
for this commodity we are selling, for 
these products we are producing and 
exporting today, that represents a fair 
price." And a fair price is always the 
price that is equivalent to the full cost 
of production and a fair profit or 
return to the producer. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from North 
Dakota (Mr. DORGAN), and I thank him 
specifically for pointing out Mr. Mor
gan's book. I recommend it. 

I thank the gentleman also for 
making another extremely important 
point, and I am glad he did because I 
would not want this dialog to end 
without getting this point brought out 
in the REcORD here. That is as to what 
is a fair price. We know that we are ac
tually selling below the cost of the 
farmer's production, but are we not 
also-and I am sure this is true in 
North Dakota and South Dakota-are 
we not also exporting a little of our 
topsoil every time we send a bushel of 
grain overseas? 

I point that out because of the loss 
of topsoil it takes to grow that bushel 
of grain. So we are sending that top
soil and we are not charging for that. 
That is an irrevocable loss. And we are 
losing the subsidies we pay for the 
shipments on the Mississippi and the 
locks that are required there. We are 
losing on the subsidies for water in 
some areas of our Nation, and also for 
cheap electricity and all these things. 

Of course, I want the farmers to 
have them, and I do not want anyone 
to misunderstand me. I think they are 

extremely important, and I have 
fought for those things all my political 
life. 

My point is that I ask, who is bene
fiting from this? The one who is bene
fiting from this is not the ·farmer. 
Those who are benefiting from this 
are the Soviet Union, Japan, and the 
OPEC nations. When we subsidize 
REA electricity, who gets the benefit 
but the communes in the Soviet 
Union? Who gets the benefit but the 
sheiks in Saudi Arabia? They are the 
ones who get the benefit. 

It is time that the American farmer 
got the benefit and the American tax
payer got the benefit, and that we 
stop sending our soil overseas without 
getting any just compensation for it. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I con
clude my remarks, if my friends in the 
House have no further remarks. I 
want to thank those Members who 
participated here. We will be offering 
the Grain Export Bank bill to the 
farm bill this year on the floor of the 
House of Representatives, and we cer
tainly hope that we can have as much 
success then as we did with the grain 
reserve 4 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

CALL TO CONSCIENCE VIGIL 
FOR DR. SEMYON GLUZMAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. GREEN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak out for the release of Dr. 
Semyon Gluzman, a psychiatrist im
prisoned in the Soviet Union for 9 
years for choosing to adhere to his 
personal and professional code of 
ethics. I am proud to again participate 
in the "Call to Conscience" Congres
sional Vigil for Soviet Jewry, and 
pleased at yet another opportunity to 
speak on Dr. Gluzman's behalf. 

It is perhaps difficult for many of us 
to imagine living in an environment 
where morality and professionalism 
bring harsh punishments. Such has 
been the life of Semyon Gluzman. In 
1968 he graduated from the Kiev 
Medical Institute, and practices psy
chiatry for several years. Dr. Gluzman 
repeatedly refused to help the KGB in 
its insidious practice of branding dissi
dents as psychotics, saying, "Psychia
try is a branch of medicine and not t>f 
penal law." He turned down a good po
sition in the Dnepropetrovsk Special 
Psychiatric Hospital because he knew 
political prisoners there received treat
ment as a form of punishment. He also 
refuted the official diagnosis of a lead
ing dissident, Gen. Pyotr Grigorenko, 
as insane. 

For his ethical crimes, which also in
cluded several samizdat-under
ground-articles about the Soviet au
thorities psychiatric abuses, Gluzman 

was arrested in May 1972, tried in an 
empty classroom, and sentenced on 
October 12, 1972, to 7 years in prison 
and 3 years in internal exile. 

While in prison, Gluzman main
tained his commitment to the cause of 
all dissidents. He strictly refused to 
recant, and staged several hunger 
strikes to protest prison treatment and 
conditions. In addition, he coauthored 
a book for dissents advising them how 
to avoid classification as psychotic. 

Gluzman, now in his third year of 
internal exile, lives and works on a Si
berian farming collective in the Te
menskaya Oblast. Address: Do Vostre
bovania, Posiolok Nizhnaya Tavda, 
Tyumenskaya Oblast 620620, RSFSR, 
USSR. He depends to great extent on 
packages from the outside, which, ac
cording to several reports, he has had 
difficulty receiving in recent months. 
Because of what he had endured both 
in prison and in exile, his health is 
failing and several times in recent 
years he has almost died. 

In less than a year Semyon Gluz
man's sentence will have expired. I 
fervently hope that he will be freed 
and allowed to emigrate to Israel. Cer
tainly, this hope has been the focus of 
the efforts of groups around the world 
who have taken up his case. As in past 
years, I introduced in this Congress a 
resolution (H.J. Res. 230) calling for 
Dr. Gluzman's release and permission 
for him to emigrate to Israel. The 
number of cosponsors to the resolu
tion has increased every year-to a 
total of 81 this year-and I am proud 
to be able to play this part in working 
toward Dr. Gluzman's freedom. The 
recent release of Iosef Mendelevich 
makes me hopeful that our efforts in 
the U.S. Congress can have tangible 
results. The Soviet Union must hear 
our voices. 

In closing, I would like to share with 
my colleagues excerpts of a letter Dr. 
Gluzman wrote to his parents in the 
fall of 1974. In the face of his impris
onment in Perm, Dr. Gluzman ex
presses moral and physical courage 
that are evidence of one of the human 
spirit's finer moments. Dr. Gluzman 
has achieved the near impossible: 
"Demonstrating our human dignity to 
all the thugs around us." Mr. Speaker, 
I hope that in next year's Call to Con
science, I can speak of Semyon Gluz
man as a hero whose dignity is demon
strated in freedom, not in prison. 

You write that I should reconsider my 
values. Daily and hourly, my physical being 
and personality are being killed. The watch
dog outside the fence gets better food, with 
more calories, than I do. It is not fed rotten 
cabbage and stinking fish. Right now I am 
wearing a thin cotton tunic of the same in
famous cut that Stalin wore, with a name 
tag on my chest. My head is shaved. I am 
always hungry, and I freeze on the cement 
floor of the punishment cells. . . . 

Do you realize that when we are marched 
from one place to another, stopping or 
taking one step to the side is considered an 
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attempt to escape? <I know this from per
sonal experience.> Or that when the tem
perature was - 58" F, I was forced to lie 
down in the snow at night, guarded by a 
German shepherd straining at the leash, 
'just in case'? This is the basis of my values; 
I can have no others. Therefore, there will 
be no compromise. 

Would you really have approved such are
cantation? You-conscientious and honest 
people, and doctors? No, you would not 
have. Because then I would really have 
become a criminal. . . . 

I am not strong enough to violate my own 
conscience. And not weak enough. Here in 
this concentration camp I am leading an au
thentic spiritual life. I am happy, despite ev
erything I have to endure. I say this even 
though declaring a hunger-strike is the only 
means available to me and my comrades in 
happiness <this is no slip of the pen: I am 
really happy) for demonstrating our human 
dignity to all the thugs around us. Even 
though refusing to help build the camp 
prison is one of the few ways I can affirm 
the morality of my convictions and my civic 
creed.e 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLA-
TION TO ABOLISH THE 
POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
during the past 10 years I have brave
ly accepted my role in achieving enact
ment of the Postal Reorganization 
Act. The decade of the seventies, with 
that law in place, has seen a vast im
provement in the operation of the U.S. 
Postal Service, stabilization of its fi
nances including a reduced burden on 
the American taxpayer, and enhance
ment of postal pay and benefits, and a 
general improvement in service. 

However, I must admit one flaw in 
the Reorganization Act which I hope 
to correct with the legislation I am 
today introducing. 

Having carefully followed the activi
ties of the Postal Rate Commission 
since its inception under the act, and 
in particular, its inept and thoughtless 
handling of the current rate case, I 
have come to the conclusion that the 
Commission has not served its intend
ed purpose. 

The legislation I introduce would 
abolish the Commission and establish 
a ratemaking procedure within the 
purview of the Board of Governors of 
the Postal Service. 

Enactment of this legislation would 
immediately save some $3,645,000 in 
outlays, which is the present budget of 
the Rate Commission. But, more im
portant, it would allow the Postal 
Service to better fulfill its mandate of 
providing efficient service to the 
American public. 

There would be established within 
the Postal Service a rate panel com
prised of three administrative law 
judges, which upon request of the 
Board of Governors, would submit rec-

ommended decisions on changes in 
postal rates. The customary safe
guards of the Administrative Proce
dure Act would continue, but such an 
arrangement would eliminate the 
second guessing on postal policy that 
has characterized the existing Rate 
Commission. 

The panel would operate under. the 
same time frame as presently exists, 
that is, they would have 10 months to 
report back with a recommended deci
sion. The authority of the Board of 
Governors to establish temporary 
rates is continued, if the panel fails to 
meet its deadline. 

Under my bill, the Board of Gover
nors may accept or reject a recom
mended decision, or may modify it by 
a unanimous vote. The main thrust of 
the bill, therefore, is to streamline the 
ratemaking procedure without deny
ing due process. 

Unlike other Federal regulatory 
bodies, the Postal Rate Commission is 
unique in that it has only one business 
to regulate-postal service. When it 
was given that assignment under 
postal reorganization, it was with the 
hope and expectation it would usher 
in an era of enlightened postal rateset
ting procedures which would be finely 
tuned to meeting the needs of the 
Postal Service and its nationwide con
stituency. Regrettably, the Postal 
Rate Commission has chosen to 
become a unrelenting adversary more 
interested in trying to usurp the man
agement and policy prerogatives of 
the U.S. Postal Service.e 

POSTSECONDARY STUDENT AS
SISTANCE AMENDMENTS OF 
1981 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Missouri <Mr. CoLEMAN) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
introduced the Postsecondary Student 
Assistance Amendments of 1981. This 
legislation is designed to make signifi
cant reductions in the costs of the two 
principal Federal student assistance 
programs: The guaranteed student 
loan program and the Pell grant pro
gram. 

The future of Federal financial as
sistance for postsecondary students 
has been a major concern of the 
higher education community through
out the current budget crisis. The 
budget resolution enacted by Congress 
last month directs the Committee on 
Education and Labor to make substan
tial savings for fiscal years 1982, 1983, 
and 1984 in the Pell grant and guaran
teed student loan programs. 

Just a few days ago, I introduced, by 
request, the administration's proposal 
for reducing the costs of these two 
programs. Today I am offering my 
own bill as an alternative to the ad
ministration's bill. In drafting this leg-

islation I sought· to build upon the ad
ministration's proposals to the maxi
mum extent feasible. 

The goals of the two bills-savings of 
$504 million in the GSL program and 
of $711 in the Pell grant program for 
fiscal year 1982-are the same. Howev
er, the means to achieve that goal are 
different. 

It has not been an easy task to write 
this bill. It has involved many hours 
spent talking with students from my 
home State of Missouri and elsewhere 
in the country, and it has involved 
many discussions with presidents and 
financial aid officers of colleges and 
universities from around the country · 
that represent all types of institutions, 
small, large, public, and private. The 
bill I am introducing today is a work
able and reasonable solution to the 
budget crisis facing ·these two pro
grams. 

What the bill does, Mr. Speaker, is 
to require that any loan made to a stu
dent under the GSL program be based . 
on that student's remaining need, 
after the expected family contribution 
and other types of assistance-scholar
ships, grants-have been subtracted 
from the cost of attendance at the in
stitution. In this way, a student who 
can show need can obtain a guaran
teed loan to meet that need. My bill 
also retains the in-school interest sub
sidy and the special allowance pay
ments. But to meet the required sav
ings, I am proposing a loan origination 
fee of 3 percent to be paid by the stu
dent on the loan principal at the time 
the loan is made to the bank. This 
loan origination fee is solely for the 
purposes of offsetting the special al
lowances-the difference between 9 
percent and market rates-paid by the 
Government to the bank. Through 
this mechanism, budget outlays for 
the GSL program will be significantly 
reduced. 

The bill also will raise the interest 
rate on parent loans from 9 percent to 
14 percent, eliminate the higher inde
pendent student loan limits, eliminate 
the second grace period following de
ferments, and eliminate some existing 
deferments. The present deferment 
for military service is retained in my 
bUI. The needs analysis used to deter
mine need for the GSL program will 
be the existing system already in use 
for Pell grants. 

Savings in the Pell grant program 
will be made through amendments to 
the section 482 needs analysis to in
clude all of social security and veter
ans benefits to be included as student 
aid for the purpose of calculating a 
student's need; allow the Secretary of 
Education to set an assessment rate on 
parental discretionary income to de
termine expected family contribution; 
allow the Secretary of Ed\lcation to 
limit the allowable cost of attendance 
at an institution; and the change the. 
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treatment of family assets to provide 
for a flat deduction of $25,000 from 
net assets in determining expeeted 
family contribution and of $100,000 if 
net assets include a farm or business. 

In addition, my bill includes several 
amendments concerning the Student 
Loan Marketing Association <Sallie 
Mae), which allow Sallie Mae to deal 
in noninsured student loans and to act 
as a guarantor under the loan consoli
dation plan. 

The overall effective date for these 
amendments is October 1, 1981. The 
collection of the loan origination fee, 
however, will begin upon enactment in 
order to effectuate some fiscal year 
1981 savings. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not an easy or pop
ular job to cut educational programs, 
particularly those assisting college stu
dents. But if we do not return these 
Federal student assistance programs 
to their original intent-that of aiding 
the student who shows need-we may 
be jeopardizing the entire program. 
My approach to meet the total sav
ings-as mandated by the budget reso
lution-of $1.215 billion is as fair and 
equitable as can be drawn. This bill 
may signal the end of loans of conven
ience to students, but it will keep the 
GSL program viable for students who 
need the money for one of the most 
serious and valuable purchases they 
will ever make-their education.e 

TV STATIONS BLOWN OFF THE 
AIR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Washington <Mr. DICKS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased that the House Committee on 
Energy and Commerce has recom
mended reauthorization of the NTIA 
telecommunications facilities program. 

In my own district, continuation of 
this program is essential. On February 
19, 220 feet of the 300-foot tower of 
KTPS television and KTOY radio was 
blown down in 100-mile-an-hour winds. 
A service reaching 1.3 million Wash
ingtonians suddenly provided coverage 
to a mere 170,000 people. The equip
ment replacement cost to the station 
is $95,000; the insurance policy of the 
station is $100,000 deductible. In addi
tion, funding for the Tacoma School 
District, from which these stations re
ceive 40 percent of their total budget, 
was reduced by $6 million, resulting in 
a 20-percent loss in revenue for these 
stations. 

Continued funding of this small but 
vital program provides a chance for 
the restoration of public radio and 
television to over 1 million Washing
ton State residents. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in 
the RECORD a portion of a February 19, 
1981, Tacoma News Tribune article 

which describes the damage to this 
transmission tower: 

SCHOOLS' RADIO, TV STATIONS BLOWN OFF 
THE AIR 

(By Betty Anderson) 
Tacoma School District's public television 

and radio stations will be off the air for at 
least the rest of the week because transmit
ting antennas were destroyed by high winds 
early this morning. 

The top two-thirds of a 300-foot tower sit
uated on the roof of L. H. Bates Vocational
Technical Institute snapped off during the 
storm. 

Both KTPS-TV <Channel 62) and KTOY
FM used the tower for program transmis
sion. Station managers arriving at work 
today found more than half the tower hang
ing over the roof and down the side of the 
building on South 11th Street. 

Areas leading to the station have been 
cordoned off, but classes at Bates were 
being held today. 

Robert Slingland, KTPS manager, said 
the broken tower left a gaping hole above 
offices adjacent to the station's master con
trol unit. 

Heavy rains poured through the roof 
before equipment could be covered, he said. 

The equipment is being dried out to pre
vent electrical shock to station staff. 

Slingland said he was still assessing the 
damage. 

Lee Perkins, KTOY manager, said the 
radio station lost both its full and auxiliary 
power antennas. · · · · 

"They were smashed beyond use," Perkins 
said. 

The loss of the antennas and tower will 
affect the expanded coverage that had been 
under way at the TV station and will affect 
the training programs held at both stations, 
but the managers said they didn't know to 
what extent.e 

EUROPEAN THEATER NUCLEAR 
FORCES RESOLUTION 

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, President 
Reagan has set our Nation on a course 
of massive military buildup that will 
markedly increase our nuclear stock
pile. At the same time, he has shown 
strong resistance to efforts to reduce 
and eliminate nuclear weapons world
wide. Clearly, we are moving down the 
road to social, economic, and global 
disaster. The world will become an in
creasingly dangerous place until we 
are able to turn around the nuclear 
arms race. 

I am thus concerned that the admin
istration will not follow through on its 
announcement in early May that it 
plans to pursue negotiations with the 
Soviet Union to limit the deployment 
of European theater nuclear forces. 
The House of Representatives should 
support completion of these negotia
tions in a way that clearly expresses 
our commitment to nuclear disarm
ament and to avoiding nuclear war. 
For this reason, I am introducing 
today a resolution which encourages 
efforts to reach agreement on control-

ling the spread of nu~lear weapons in 
the European theater, as well as 
around the world. 

The announced U.S. commitment to 
negotiations is in accord with the 1979 
NATO agreement which originally au
thorized placement of U.S.-provided 
nuclear forces in Europe. This agree
ment clearly linked such deployment 
to initiation of negotiations for con
trols on these weapons. Several Euro
pean nations opposed placing U.S.
made weapons in Europe at the time 
of the agreement. 

To proceed with deployment is to in
crease the possibility of a devastating 
nuclear conflict with the Soviet Union. 
Already the United States maintains a 
strategic nuclear advantage over the 
Soviet Union, as do NATO countries 
over Warsaw pact nations. Making 
Europe the battleground only in
creases the frightening prospect of nu
clear war. 

The continued buildup of nuclear 
weapons cannot be allowed to go on 
without making the world a more dan
gerous place. Unrestrained develop
ment and deployment of nuclear weap
ons greatly increases the likelihood 
that the weapons will be used and 
greatly increases the risks involved in 
all future conflicts, no matter how 
small. Arms control measures and 
disarmament are the only sure way of 
preventing a nuclear holocaust. 

This resolution would state the 
sense of the House on four main 
points. 

First, that the negotiations on Euro
pean theater nuclear forces should be 
pursued vigorously; 

Second, that the United States 
should make a firm commitment to a 
clearly defined timetable for complet
ing these negotiations, so as to prevent 
them from dragging on indefinitely; 

Third, that further development of 
the plan to place U.S.-provided nucle
ar weapons in Europe be suspended 
until negotiations are concluded; 

Fourth, that these negotiations be 
planned and carried out as part of a 
comprehensive international effort to 
limit and halt the development and 
deployment of nuclear weapons. 

This resolution is a clear statement 
of support for the control and eventu
al elimination of nuclear weapons. 
World peace and real national security 
can be achieved only by freezing nu
clear weapons stockpiling and revers
ing the arms race. I urge my col
leagues to join me in supporting this 
legislation. 

A copy of the resolution follows: 
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H. REs.153 

A resolution expressing the sense of the 
House of Representatives that negotia
tions pursuant to the 1979 NATO decision 
concerning the deployment of nuclear 
weapons in Europe should be vigorously 
pursued by the United States and that the 
United States should commit itself to a 
clearly defined timetable for completing 
such negotiations, and for other purposes 
Whereas the decision to deploy tactical 

nuclear weapons provided by the United 
States in Europe, which was made in 1979 
by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(hereinafter referred to as "NATO") in re
sponse to the presence of Soviet nuclear 
weapons in Europe, was linked to the initi
ation of negotiations for limitations on such 
deployments; 

Whereas the United States has announced 
it will pursue negotiations in accordance 
with the 1979 NATO decision; 

Whereas the deployment of nuclear weap
ons provided by the United States in Europe 
may strain international relations within 
the NATO alliance and actually weaken the 
security of all the countries which are mem
bers,of NATO; 

Whereas the deployment of nuclear weap
ons in Europe will increase significantly the 
possibility of a so-called "lir.rlted" nuclear 
war with potentially devastating impact on 
the people and economies of Europe, if not 
the whole world; 

Whereas the United States currently has 
approximately 3,200 more strategic nuclear 
weapons than the Soviet Union has and the 
member states of NATO together have ap
proximately 7,000 more nuclear weapons 
than the Soviet Union has; 

Whereas the unrestrained development 
and deployment of nuclear weapons greatly 
increases the likelihood that such weapons 
will be used, greatly increases the risks in
volved in all future conflicts no matter how 
small, and greatly increases the possibility 
of a military confrontation between the 
United States and the Soviet Union; and 

Whereas arms limitation and disarm
ament agreements and negotiations histori
cally have both slowed and limited the ex
pansion of the nuclear weapons capability 
of both the Soviet Union and the United 
States and have helped maintain a strategic 
balance between the two nations; Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives-

(!) that negotiations pursuant to the 1979 
NATO decision should be pursued vig
orously by the United States; 

(2) that the United States should commit 
itself to a clearly defined timetable for com
pleting such negotiations; 

<3> that both the development of the nu
clear weapons intended for deployment in 
Europe and the actual deployment of such 
weapons should be deferred until these ne
gotiations are concluded and ratified; and 

< 4) that these negotiations should be 
planned and carried out as a part of a com
prehensive international effort to limit and 
halt the development and deployment of 
nuclear weapons.e 

EXPORT TRADING COMPANY 
ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. LAFALCE) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, there is 
growing awareness that this country 

needs a comprehensive national 
export policy, in order to address the 
problem of chronic trade deficits, 
which has developed in recent years. 
The Foreign Corrupt Practices Act 
must be reformed and improved; the 
onerous and counterproductive level 
of taxation of Americans working 
abroad must be reduced; and the prob
lem of export subsidy wars must be ad
dressed in the context of international 
negotiations. 

However, at the center of that na
tional export policy must stand U.S. 
export trading companies. Therefore, I 
have introduced H.R. 1648, the Export 
Trading Company Act of 1981. The 
companion bill in the Senate, S. 734, 
passed the Senate by a remarkable 
margin of 93 to 0. H.R. 1648 has at
tracted the broad and bipartisan co
sponsorship of more than 80 Members. 
The Reagan administration has enthu
siastically endorsed the bill, and Secre
tary Baldrige has testifed twice in 
strong support of H.R. 1648. 

The Export Trading Company Act 
has two key features. First, it would 
permit bank participation and owner
ship of export trading companies 
under strictly regulated conditions. 
Second, it extends an existing anti
trust exemption for export trading as
sociations to export trading companies 
under the supervision of the Depart
ments of Justice and Commerce. 

Export trading companies have a 
proven track record in various Europe
an and Asian countries, where they 
have helped produce healthy export 
performances. U.S. export trading 
companies would be particularly 
useful for small- and medium-sized 
companies which lack export experi
ence apd the necessary capital to 
export their goods and services. The 
Department of Commerce has estimat
ed that there are at least 20,000 small
and medium-sized companies which 
could competitively export their goods 
and services but which do not because 
of those factors. U.S. export trading 
companies could help fill that void 
with marketing, financial, technical, 
and informational assistance. 

H.R. 1648 recently won the strong 
endorsement from the Security Pacific 
National Bank which is bank with a 
great deal of experience in foreign 
markets and which has provided var
ious forms of assistance to California 
manufacturers and companies. I want 
to share that position with all of my 
colleagues, because it contains a very 
cogent and persuasive set of argu
ments in favor of H.R. 1648; and I 
hope that all of my colleagues will join 
me in cosponsoring this important, bi
partisan export initiative. 

The statement follows: 
SECURITY PACIFIC NATIONAL BANit POSITION 

ON EXPORT TRADING COMPANY LEGISLATION, 
JUNE 1,1981 
The management of Security Pacific Bank 

has for many years had a special interest in 

assisting California firms to become in
volved in exporting. This interest has result
ed from an awareness of California's role as 
the principal gateway to the markets of the 
Pacific Rim; from continued analysis of the 
diversified economy of California; and from 
a long-standing concern for the imbalance 
in our nation's trading relationship with the 
rest of the world. 

It is from this position that we wish to en
courage support of legislation which is now 
before the House <H.R. 1648) to create 
Export Trading Companies. The remarks 
which follow we hope will provide insight 
into the need for new approaches to the 
problem of motivating domestic firms to ag
gressively seek foreign markets. We believe 
allowing banks to establish export trading 
companies will significantly enhance the 
chances for success in this country's con
tinuing efforts to expand its international 
trade. 

In the course of assisting numerous Cali
fornia firms to expand their markets 
beyond the borders of the U.S., we have un
dertaken several unique activities which 
have given us an unusual perspective of the 
problems faced by our government officials 
as they seek to encourage the smaller and 
so-called "middle market" firms to become 
more actively involved in international 
trade. 

We have conducted market surveys to find 
ways to encourage local manufacturers to 
expand their sales efforts in international 
markets. 

To help local marketing executives find 
overseas markets for their products we have 
created computer programs in order that we 
might make maximum use of the extensive 
export trade data available from the De
partment of Commerce. From this data we 
extract detailed information identifying spe
cific markets for products currently manu
factured by individual California firms. Fur
thermore, we identify foreign firms with 
special capabilities to be engaged as market
ing representatives. 

To further encourage exporting we pub
lish a variety of reports weekly, monthly 
and annually documenting the trends in in
ternational trade and important develop
ments of which California firms should be 
aware. Such frequent publication of infor
mation leads to numerous requests for fur
ther information and assistance which in 
tum gives us further insight into the export 
marketplace. 

These efforts are in addition to the more 
normal pursuits of a major commercial bank 
with more than 600 California branches 
seeking to aggressively expand its own 
market by building a network of branches in 
30 foreign countries, and with an Edge Act 
subsidiary in New York operating branches 
in major metropolitan areas of the U.S. 

From this base of activity and the vantage 
point it provides, it is clear to us that the 
U.S. is falling far short of its potential in 
the international marketplace. We feel the 
nation's failure to reach its international 
goals is due in large measure to the artificial 
separation of our marketing and financial 
systems. The result is that our manufactur
ers all too often wait for foreign buyers to 
come to them. The usually protracted 
nature of export transactions resulting from 
distances involved, documentation, currency 
exchange, and language differences strain 
the managerial as well as financial resources 
of small and medium sized manufacturers 
and export management companies. 

These weaknesses are clearly pointed out 
in the Bank prepared study which makes 
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the observation at one point that " ... ex
porters are faced with something of a dilem
ma. That is, a firm's major motivation for 
exporting is to expand the market for its 
product; yet locating and developing that 
foreign market is reported to be one of the 
major difficulties facing the exporter. In ad
dition, once the firm locates the foreign 
market, management feels that the transac
tion is hindered by excessive paper work 
and slow processing. Finally, once the goods 
are shipped, the firms feel that they have to 
wait too long for payment." 

The creation of export trading companies 
which could be owned and operated by do
mestic banks is well suited to bridge the gap 
between the domestic firm without foreign 
marketing capability and the international 
consumer. Commercial banks, with their 
prominent place in the fabric of nearly 
every community in the country (particular
ly in those states with large branch chains>; 
with their knowledge of the practices of in
ternational trade and finance; and, in many 
instances, with already existing networks of 
overseas branches and "rep-offices;" are po
tentially too important as facilitators in the 
international marketplace to be prohibited 
from assuming this role any longer. 

AE. indicated in the opening paragraphs, 
we have tried a number of innovative ways 
to assist our customers to take the neces
sary steps to expand into world markets. It 
has been hard work and yet not nearly as 
successful as it should have been consider
ing the great opportunities which exist. 

Even the firms who commence to sell out
side the U.S. too often lack the ability to 
maintain the sustained marketing efforts 
necessary to achieve significant presence in 
the market. Too narrow a product line and 
relatively heavy marketing burdens deter 
many firms from the efforts necessary to 
reach the volume to justify the decision to 
expand overseas sales. 

Bank-operated export trading companies, 
by being able to represent several manufac
turers with complementary product lines, 
and with established networks of domestic 
and overseas offices are in an excellent posi
tion to overcome several of the major obsta
cles to exporting which discourage other do
mestic firms. Combined with their already
existing expertise in trade documentation 
and financing, such export trading compa
nies offer a potentially winning combination 
of capabilities which we feel can make a sig
nificant contribution to enhancing this 
country's international trade volume as well 
as freeing banking to compete in a field 
where its foreign counterparts have long 
been active and successful.e 

SECRETARY OF INTERIOR 
WATT-PROFILE IN PE:RFIDY 

<Mr. OTTINGER asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to insert in the RECORD the 
following profile of Secretary of Inte
rior James Watt, written by Elizabeth 
Drew, which appeared in the May 4, 
1981, issue of the New Yorker maga
zine. 

The article is remarkably well writ
ten and contains an excellent evalua
tion of the dangerous potential of the 
current Secretary of the Interior. I 
urge my colleagues to take the time to 
read Ms. Drew's superb profile: 

SECRETARY WATT 

The Department of the Interior has juris
diction over roughly one-fifth of all the land 
in the United States-more than four hun
dred million acres, most of it in the West 
and in Alaska. It is charged with both the 
preservation and the development of public
ly held Iand-a charter that has historically 
led to conflict over its mission. It recom
mends which areas are to be used for parks, 
wilderness, wildlife refuges, and other recre
ation areas, and for grazing of livestock and 
for exploration for oil and other minerals. It 
also administers mining and mineral leasing 
on an additional three hundred and seventy 
million acres lying under other federally 
and privately owned land, plus another 
roughly one billion acres on the outer conti
nental shelf. It manages the National Park 
System, which consists of some three hun
dred parks, covering more than eighty mil
lion acres; it is in charge of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, which promotes development 
of water resources, particularly in the West; 
and it runs the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
which is in charge of conserving migratory 
birds, endangered species, and other wild
life, and supervises some four hundred wild
life refuges. It has jurisdiction over strip
mining policy. It runs services involving out
door recreation and national landmarks. It 
influences policies involving the production, 
consumption, import, export, and stockpil
ing of minerals. And it administers the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. All these activities 
make Interior one of the most controversial 
and sensitive departments in the govern
ment, affecting as it does so many conflict
ing interests. And a Secretary of the Interi
or has wide discretionary authority. Secre
taries of the Interior have ruined Presi
dents, and one (Albert B. Fall> went to jail. 
Great stakes are involved in the depart
ment's decisions, and many of the results of 
its actions are, of course, irreversible. 

In recent years, for a variety of reasons, 
the department has become more controver
sial than ever in the West. The controversy 
has been embodied in the Sagebrush Rebel
lion-a political movement that helped 
Ronald Reagan carry every Western state, 
and that now has one of its avowed parti
sans, James Watt, as Secretary of the Interi
or. <"I am a part of the Sagebrush Rebel
lion."> Through actions he has already 
taken or is planning, Watt intends to try to 
reverse federal policy across the spectrum 
of functions performed by his department: 
to put less emphasis on preserving federal 
lands for wilderness areas and more on leas
ing them for drilling and mining; to acceler
ate the distribution of federal lands on 
which states have existing claims and of 
parcels of land they would like to obtain; to 
speed up offshore drilling; to promote min
eral exploration <Watt was instrumental in 
the Administration's recent decision to in
terrupt and reassess the United States' par
ticipation in negotiating a Law of the Sea 
Treaty>; to halt the acquisition of national 
parks and turn more of the management of 
existing ones over to private enterprise; to 
relax regulations on strip-mining; to reduce 
the requirements for assessing the environ
mental impact of drilling for geothermal 
energy; and to allow more killing of wild 
horses and burros and also of predators, and 
put less emphasis on the protection of en
dangered species. The Sagebrush Rebellion, 
in its ultimate form of protest, calls for fed
eral lands to be turned over to the states. 
Watt has said that this demand is a way of 
bringing pressure for changes in federal 
policies. In his confirmation hearings, he 
~a.s som~wh~t ~~ig:uoll;!): "I do not see_ the 
need at this time for a massive transfer of 

public lands to state or local control or pri
vate interests. If we do not shape up the 
management processes of these public 
lands, then there probably ought to be a 
massive transfer. I think some good man
agement will handle those problems." 

Watt has also been influencing environ
mental, energy, and even international 
policy beyond the boundaries of his depart
ment. According to White House aides, 
Watt was a lively and enthusiastic partici
pant in the early Cabinet meetings and of
fered opinions on a variety of questions. 
The President, they said, was quite pleased 
with him. Watt recommended greater 
budget cuts for his own department than 
had been suggested by the Office of Man
agement and Budget. And he was placed in 
charge of the interagency Cabinet Council 
on Natural Resources and Environment, 
which includes representatives of the De
partment of Energy, the Department of Ag
riculture, and other departments and agen
cies. The council will shape the Administra
tion's position on the forthcoming revision 
of the air-pollution law, which must be 
reauthorized, this year, and on water policy. 
Watt is effectively in charge of important 
energy policy decisions, such as the pending 
one on whether to deregulate the price of 
natural gas. <He supported the deregulation 
of natural gas prices during previous gov
ernment service.> Recently, the President 
appointed him to head the Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
which was established in 1959 to examine 
relations among federal, state, and local 
governments, and has done distinguished 
work in that field. 

Watt's early actions have stirred up a 
storm, but the few dispassionate observers 
one can find tend to agree at least in part 
with some of the things he seeks to do; the 
question is how far he intends to go. In this, 
as in other areas of government, those who 
supported various programs in the past did 
not attend to how they were being adminis
tered, and are now on the defensive. Even 
some environmentalists agree that there is 
good reason to try to develop less cumber
some ways of administering some of the 
laws on the books. One can find dispassion
ate observers who ai;Tee that procedures for 
granting leases for mineral exploration can 
and should be speeded up. Moreover, it is 
the role of the environmental groups to 
sound the alarm, to give the worst-case anal
ysis of what anyone who differs with them 
is trying to do, and to take the most ada
mant positions. And many of the actions ini
tiated by Watt are only in their beginning 
stages: more are to come after some of his 
appointees have been confirmed by Con
gress. Several people who are worried are 
prepared to give him more time. But it is 
clear that a number of the actions already 
initiated or being contemplated by the De
partment of the Interior, as well as by relat
ed agencies, could amount to a radical 
change in land, conservation, and environ
mental policies-many of which have had 
an essentially bipartisan consensus behind 
them for many years. Some of the actions 
could upset delicate balances that have been 
painstakingly reached; some could result in 
the transfer of substantial amounts of land 
and resources now deemed to be the domain 
of all of the people to a much smaller group; 
some could result in very big gains for cer
tain private interests. 

Watt's personal style, as well as his profes
sional background, has added to the contro
versy surrounding his appointment and his 
management of the department thus far. He 
comes across as smart, certain of his views, 
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intense, combative, and suspicious to an un
usual degree of those who do not agree with 
him and also of the career bureaucracy, 
which includes many dedicated public serv
ants. There have been wholesale firings at 
the Interior Department, and the career 
civil servants, many of them experts, have 
been cut out of decision-making. "We are 
not to become a part of the bureaucracy," 
Watt said in an interview in Public Opinion, 
which is published by the American Enter
prise Institute, a couple of months ago. He 
went on to say, "Frequent Cabinet meetings 
keep us isolated and in unity. There's com
fort in that. When I go against my bureauc
racy, the issues are often against me. But 
when I come back to the fold, I'm nur
tured." In March, addressing a group of 
people who run concessions in national 
parks, he said, "The President was brought 
to power by a restlessness of the people be
cause they needed change and he represents 
change, and those old-time liberals that 
don't want change are going to frustrate 
[us] conservatives who want change every 
chance they can, and we've got to change 
forty, fifty years of bad government. To ac
complish that, we fired every person in the 
Department of the Interior that was a 
Presidential appointee. I mean, we cleaned 

· every one of them out and then we started 
appointing good people." Forty or fifty 
years of bad government covers a lot of 
ground, including several Republican Ad
ministrations. 

Watt, who grew up in Wyoming, is forty
three years old, tall, and bald; he wears 
thick glasses; and he is polite and contained. 
One of his friends, Senator Alan Simpson, 
Republican of Wyoming, who is a most 
agreeable person, insists that Watt is a 
warm and sensitive man who has been treat
ed unfairly by the environmentalists and in 
the press. In the early nineteen-sixties, 
Watt worked for Simpson's father, Milward 
Simpson, who was also a senator from Wyo
ming, and who served on the Senate Interi
or Committee. Then, in 1966, Watt became a 
lobbyist for the Chamber of Commerce, 
where he opposed the first national laws 
dealing with water and air pollution. During 
the Nixon and Ford Administrations, Watt 
served in the Interior Department and then 
on the Federal Power Commission. In both 
jobs, his actions were controversial, and led 
to a reputation, justified or not, for being 
pro-development, uninterested in preserva
tion, and quick to remove subordinates who 
did not agree with him. 

There is, of course, nothing wrong, in and 
of itself, in being pro-development. Obvious
ly, some resources have to be developed. 
The real argument is over manner and 
degree: over how quickly resources should 
be developed, and how much attention 
should be paid to other considerations, such 
as preserving resources for the future, pre
serving the land around development areas, 
setting aside land for recreation, and pro
tecting renewable resources like forests and 
rangelands. In a rush to gain access to cur
rent resources, future productivity can be 
damaged. And if the emphasis is on develop
ing oil and other minerals now, will America 
tie more secure in the future? These are 
issues that call for careful, reasoned judg
ments. Everyone involved in these contro
versies, it seems uses the word "balance." 
Everyone says that he is for balance, and ev
eryone feels qualified to define it. If one 
drew a chart of the philosophies of Secre
taries of the Interior, Watt's would be way 
off to one side. . 

Following his government service, Watt 
was hired by Joseph Coors, the president of 

the Adolph Coors Company and a right
wing activist <also an important backer of 
Ronald Reagan and ultimately a member of 
his kitchen cabinet>. to head the Mountain 
States Legal Foundation, which is in 
Denver, and which Coors founded in 1977. 
The purpose of the foundation, which is 
nonprofit and tax-exempt, was, Watt said in 
1977, to "fight in the courts those bureau
crats and no-growth advocates who create a 
challenge to individual liberty and economic 
freedoms." In a much quoted speech he 
gave during his tenure at the Mountain 
States Foundation, he said, "What is the 
real motive of the extreme environmental
ists, who appear to be determined to accom
plish their objectives at whatever cost to so
ciety? Is it to simply protect the environ
ment? Is it to delay and deny energy devel
opment? Is it to weaken America?" 

Watt's argument, which he made many 
times, was that the West held virtually all 
the nation's energy resources, and that "be
cause of the actions being taken by extrem
ists to delay or stop the orderly develop
ment of energy resources, the nation is 
likely to suffer energy shortages and thus 
severe economic hardship." His thesis was 
that "when this happens, the politicians in 
Washington will seize on the crisis and take 
whatever action is needed to extract energy 
from the Western States, in order to light 
and heat the East and to maintain jobs in 
the Midwest and on the East Coast." He 
continued, "I fear for our ecology in the 
West and for our life style. When the eco
nomic pressures start strangling the Eastern 
States, due to short supplies of energy, their 
political leadership will come after our re
sources." One person who knows Watt says, 
"He sincerely believes that he is standing 
between this country and disaster. His be
liefs are close to those of corporate Ameri
ca's, because he believes that America would 
be better off if the companies were unshack
led to do what they want." 

This made him just right for the Moun
tain States Legal Foundation. The founda
tion is an offspring of the National Legal 
Center for the Public Interest, to which 
Coors has contributed and on whose board 
he serves as vice-chairman. The National 
Legal Center organized and initially funded 
several regional legal centers, of which 
Mountain States was one. The legal centers 
remain associated. The first chariman of 
the National Legal Center was J. Robert 
Fluor, the chairman of the Fluor Corpora
tion, which is an international engineering 
and construction company. The Fluor Cc;r
poration is also in the coal business, pro
vides drilling services, and has been at
tempting to acquire other mineral compa
nies. The current chairman of the National 
Legal Center is Charles Barber, chairman of 
ASARCO, Inc., formerly the American 
Smelting and Reflnlng Company, and one of 
the nation's largest mining concerns. The 
Coors Company not only makes beer but 
has invested in coal, oil, and natural-gas 
leases. Its mining affiliate has strip-mining 
plans pending at the Interior Department. 
Joseph Coors was also one of the founders 
of the Heritage Foundation, a highly 
conservative, policy-oriented organization 
based in Washington. Several of Watt's 
early actions at Interior are in accord with 
recommendations made in a report, "Man
date for Leadership," that was published by 
the Heritage Foundation shortly before the 
Reagan Administration took office. 

The Mountain States Foundation will not 
give out the names of its contributors, but 
its financial backers are known to have in-

eluded large firms involved in energy devel
opment, construction, and agribusiness, and 
also banks, public utilities, and casino com
panies. Its executive committee has includ
ed officials of such corporations as Amax, 
one of the nation's largest mining and coal 
companies; Conoco; and the Amoco Produc
tion Company. Watt, too, refused to disclose 
the names of its contributors during his con
firmation hearings. Stephen Shipley, who 
served as the foundation's vice-president 
and was in charge of contributions, has gone 
to the Interior Department as Watt's execu
tive assistant. Among the cases that the 
Mountain States Legal Foundation 
brought-several of them against the Interi
or Department-were ones challenging gov
ernment policies on leasing for oil and gas 
exploration, air pollution, allotments for 
grazing on federal lands, strip-mining, 
water-management policy, and sovereignty 
for American Indians. It brought a suit 
challenging a requirement that public utili
ties in Colorado provide lower rates for the 
poor, the elderly, and the disabled. It filed a 
friend-of-the-court brief on behalf of a 
casino at Lake Tahoe that, along with other 
casinos, was seeking to hook up to a sewage
treament plant in an area that the Environ
mental Protection Agency said had already 
been too densely developed <a position 
shared by California, which, like Nevada, 
borders the lake>. At his confirmation hear
ings, Watt told the Senate committee that 
he would avoid sitting in on any aspect of 
cases that the Mountain States Foundation 
was involved in-but would not refrain from 
getting involved in policy questions that 
might be related to the cases. 

Watt himself, as attorney for the founda
tion, had filed a brief challenging the con
stitutionality of the present strip-mining 
law, which Interior administers. And when 
he was with the foundation he appeared 
before the Interior Department to protest 
new rules designed to bring about tighter 
enforcement of law that provided low-cost 
irrigation water in Western states. In Febru
ary, Watt told the House Interior Commit
tee that he intended to delay new depart
ment regulations indefinitely. They had 
been drawn up by the Carter Administra
tion, under court order, to stop the practice 
of providing water to corporations and 
farms whose holdings exceeded the one
hundred-and-sixty-acre limit set by the rec
lamation law. An official order to delay the 
new regulations has been issued over the 
signature of one of Watt's deputies, but the 
department announced the action as Watt's. 

Watt himself is a man of modest means, 
and in religion he is a devout fundamental
ist. <He was "born again" in the mid-sixties 
and became a Charismatic Christian.> He 
spelled out his basic philosophy in Public 
Opinion <Watt declined to be interviewed 
for this article> as follows: 

I come to Washington with a western 
states perspective. We feel that our individ
ual freedoms have been reduced consider
ably by the power of Washington to set 
values. Market forces and the individual 
properly set values. We feel the pressure of 
reduced freedom in terms of access to the 
resource base. We have grown up with the 
land. The wealth of the nation comes from 
its resource base and its people. So we have 
had access to economic enhancement for 
personal gratification. In the last ten years, 
we have seen the government redetermine 
these values by limiting our access to these 
lands for market use or personal plea
sure . . . . I believe strongly in market 
forces. The President's decision to dereg-
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ulate crude oil was symbolic and important. 
I pushed very hard for that decision. Eco
nomically, it's not that big a deal. But the 
symbolism is important. Will Reagan allow 
market forces to set values or are we going 
to continue to let artificial forces coming 
out of Washington, D.C., set them? 

In the same interview, he said, "In this 
country, we're going through a reassess
ment of our values. It's back to fundamen
tals-fundamental economics, fundamental 
social structures, fundamental religion, fun
damental basic concepts." 

Watt applies his fundamentalist religious 
beliefs to his job. In early March, he was 
quoted in the Washington Post as saying, "I 
believe there is a life hereafter, and we are 
to be here to follow the teachings of Jesus 
Christ. One of the charges He's given us is 
to occupy the land until He returns. We 
don't know when He is coming, so we have a 
stewardship responsibility . . . to see that 
people are provided for until He does come 
and a new order is put in place." This quota
tion ricocheted about Washington and has 
been interpreted-unfairly-by some as sug
gesting that Jesus wanted us to use up our 
resources. But Watt also said "So we cannot 
waste or despoil that which we've been 
given in the earth because we don't know 
our tenure here." He is usually careful to 
use such terms as "balance" and "controlled 
development." However, some people who 
work at Interior, and others who have dealt 
with him, say that he has a moral certainty 
about what he does-a conviction that he is 
doing what God intended. And one of 
Watt's friends said recently, "Jim has taken 
up the most anthropocentric intrepretation 
of Christianity-he feels that whatever 
human beings need is O.K." This man con
tinued, "And he does have a religious sense 
of being a chosen person." 

At Interior, Watt works with a coterie he 
brought in with him, and has largely shut 
others out. One department employee says, 
"There are people here who feel we can de
velop faster without sacrificing the environ
ment, and believe that many of the direc
tions he wants to go in are right, but we're 
not being tapped. He says that the career 
people are important, but everything he 
does gives us a feeling of a deep-seated con
tempt for everyone who has chosen to work 
for the government. There's very much an 
us-versus-them mentality developing, and 
it's very sad." Watt is essentially a loner, 
who works hard and spends what spare time 
he has with his family. He conducts his 
business briskly and likes to make decisions 
quickly. Says one Interior official, "He's 
smart but not particularly analytical. A lot 
of people are impressed by him because he 
talks rapidly and comes across decisively." 
In the course of the meeting with park con
cessionaires, he stressed that he would make 
decisions without hesitation. ("I'm out to 
make decisions and I will make them quick
ly .... I make lots of decisions."> He also 
said, "If we need to change personnel to ac
complish a more aggressive concessioners 
program, we will change the people. We 
mean business, and when you read the press 
you're going to find that I can be cold and 
calculating, and indeed I can. But we are de
termined, and we are going to get ahold of 
this thing fast. . . . If a personality is giving 
you a problem, we're going to get rid of the 
problem or the personality, whichever is 
faster." He recently told a writer for the 
Denver Post that he had hired his personal 
secretary "because she is as abrupt as I am." 

No one has much question that Watt re
flects the Reagan Administration's outlook, 

but other Cabinet Secretaries also represent 
the President's views, in a different manner. 
A White House aide who works on energy, 
environment, and natural-resources issues 
recently told some environmentalists that 
the attitude of this Administration is that 
the 1980 election was about "privatization" 
versus "publicization," and that "we won." 
Watt told Public Opinion, "No other Secre
tary of the Interior, in recent times at least, 
has had a President who understands my 
department like Ronald Reagan does. He's a 
Westerner. Fifty per cent of his state is 
owned and managed by the federal govern
ment. When I said, 'I want to do this, I want 
to do that,' he replied 'Sic 'em.' " 

Watt was chosen Secretary of the Interior 
after Clifford Hansen-a Republican who 
has been both governor of and senator from 
Wyoming-dropped out of consideration be
cause he did not want to sell his family's 
valuable permits to graze cattle on federal 
lands in order to comply with conflict-of-in
terest regulations. When Hansen's appoint
ment fell through, Watt was proposed by a 
group of Western senators who knew him 
from his earlier work, and was interviewed 
by Senator Paul Laxalt, of Nevada, the 
President's close friend. According to people 
working on the transition, it was understood 
that when it came to selections for the Inte
rior Department Laxalt's word was it. 
Laxalt tells me that he had known Watt 
only by reputation, but that after he inter
viewed him "I almost single-shotted him-1 
phoned the President and said, 'He's our 
man.'" At that point, Laxalt had the enthu
siastic concurrence of Coors, who, along 
with other wealthy Reagan supporters, was 
helping the President select his Cabinet. 
Laxalt says that Coors had been backing an
other man-that apparently Watt had not 
occurred to him. Laxalt told me, "As soon as 
I called Joe about Jim, he agreed immedi
ately, and enthusiastically backed his ap
pointment." 

Reagan, who did not know Watt, then met 
with him for about twenty minutes and se
lected him. Alan Simpson said to me, 
"When we were talking about who should 
have the job, someone said, 'If you've got a 
bear of a job to do, why not hire a grizzly?' 
They got a grizzly when they hired Jim.'' 
When I asked Laxalt what Watt's mission 
was, he said simply, "To pacify the West.'' 
This gets to why the West is so angry, and 
what the Sagebrush Rebellion-of which 
Laxalt is a leader, and with which Reagan 
identified himself during the campaign 
("Count me in as a rebel")-is all about. 

Not all of the West is angry, of course, nor 
does the Sagebrush Rebellion represent all 
of the West. It is concentrated in the Rocky 
Mountain States, and represents a combina
tion of forces: oil and mining interests that 
want more access to the minerals and other 
resources they believe to be on federally 
owned Western lands; interests that want 
federally owned land for commercial devel
opment; livestock interests that want more 
land, and ranchers who want to be freer of 
restrictions on grazing on federal lands; 
cowboys and farmers, who are traditionally 
suspicious of the federal government; and 
commercial interests that seek to overturn a 
number of federal policies. And in recent 
years these forces have been fed by the New 
Right political movement. A Western sena
tor says that the Sagebrush Rebellion rep
resents "the old cowboy who's not angry so 
much as independent and suspicious; plus a 
new force, fed by the New Right; and raw 
commercialism-the old land-grab issues of 
the nineteenth century reemerging.'' One 

Interior Department official describes it as 
"an attempt on the part of some opportunis
tic politicians to grab some land, capitalizing 
on some very legitimate complaints and 
frustrations on the part of local people.'' It 
has some roots in resentment of the East-a 
feeling that the East is the center of the en
vironmentalists, and that Easterners think 
that Westerners, if left to their own devices, 
would strip-mine Grand Teton. (The envi
ronmental movement is strong in the West, 
of course.> Simpson says, "The toughest 
thing to handle is the paternalism from 
other areas which think that we really don't 
know what a jewel of a place we have, and 
that they are going to help us preserve that 
jewel.'' The Sagebrush Rebellion has some 
roots in resentment-some of it apparently 
justified-of a bureaucracy that is felt to be 
unresponsive to 'the ranchers with whom it 
deals in administering the federal lands. 
And it has some roots in commercial inter
ests that have recently come to see value in 
certain of those lands. 

The argument is over the disposition and 
management of the public lands currently 
managed by the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, in the Department of the Interior. 
This agency manages almost seventy per 
cent of all the land in Nevada, forty-two per 
cent of the land in Utah, roughly a quarter 
of the land in Wyoming, Oregon, and Idaho. 
These are the lands that were long consid
ered the least valuable or attractive public 
lands and have not been set aside as nation
al parks or reserved for forest preserves by 
the Forest Service or given away or sold off 
over the years. Homesteaders didn't want 
them. Until about a decade ago, the federal 
policy was essentially to dispose of these 
lands. Then a variety of people began to re
alize that they contained a number of im
portant resources: ecological and environ
mental resources; renewable resources, such 
as timber and forage land; water resources; 
recreational opportunities; and valuable 
minerals. The lands are estimated to con
tain mineral assets worth hundreds of bil
lions of dollars; eighty per cent of the na
tion's oil shale and forty per cent of its coal 
reserves; large deposits of oil, natural gas, 
and uranium ore; tar sands and geothermal 
heat. At the same time that commercial 
groups were taking a greater interest in 
these lands, the nation's population was in
creasing and the demand for recreational 
areas was growing-and all this coincided 
with a heightening of the environmental 
movement. <The first · Earth Day was in 
1970. > A move developed in Congress to es
tablish a more comprehensive policy toward 
the disposition and management of those 
federal lands, and in 1976 the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act was passed. 
This law said, for the first time, that it was 
in the public interest for the federal govern
ment to retain and manage the lands, in
stead of disposing of them, and it estab
lished procedures for deciding which lands 
should be set aside for wilderness areas and 
which should be released for other uses. 
The decisions are made by Congress, on the 
basis of recommendations by the depart
ment. Even those lands which are set aside 
for wilderness areas can be drilled for oil 
and gas and other minerals, with certain 
stipulations as to how the land around drill
ing sites is to be treated. Land that is await
ing designation as suitable or unsuitable for 
a wilderness area can be explored for oil and 
minerals, with certain restrictions that are 
designed to prevent the land from being 
made unsuitable for wilderness. Of the 
almost hundred and seventy-five million 
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acres that the Bureau of Land Management 
has studied to see if they should be released 
as unsuitable for wilderness, all but about 
twenty-five million have been released, but 
Watt and the mining companies say that 
the restrictions still go too far, and Watt 
has acted to loosen them. It is not quite ac
curate to say, as Watt and other critics of 
federal land policy do, that federal land has 
been "locked up" for a "single purpose"-by 
which they mean wilderness-and that ex
ploration for resources is prohibited on it. 
One career official at Interior says, "They 
are reacting to impressions rather than 
facts." 

It stands to reason that people who had 
become accustomed to the old system would 
resent the new one. Before the 1976 act, 
grazers and miners had relatively free 
access to these lands; some parts of them 
were being over-grazed and ruined for 
future use. It also stands to reason that var
ious interests that wanted to possess or ex
ploit these lands would be upset. <A permit 
to graze on federal lands is a very good deal, 
since the federal government generally 
charges cattlemen less per acre than private 
landholders do. Previous Administrations 
have tried to raise the price of grazing fees, 
but the Reagan Administration, despite its 
emphasis on cutting the budget and its nod 
in the direction of charging users' fees, has 
made no such effort. The politics of such a 
decision are fairly obvious. The rental cost 
of an oil or gas lease is also an attractive ar
rangement-a dollar an acre per year. If oil 
or gas is produced on federal lands, the fed
eral government receives a royalty.) Reduc
tions of grazing allotments and of access to 
public lands for drilling for oil and gas were 
among the subjects of suits Watt brought 
when he was at the Mountain States Legal 
Foundation. 

The complaints about the Bureau of Land 
Management's overseeing of lands include 
homey stories about a rancher who was not 
allowed to put a fence up; about a miner 
who was penalized for building a road three 
feet in the wrong direction; about a rancher 
who opened his land to hunters, who were 
then forbidden to hunt on adjacent public 
land. Simpson points out tha.t some West
erners are also disturbed because when fed
eral rulings are challenged in the federal 
courts the appeals end up in the federal cir
cuit court of appeals in Washington rather 
than in a court in Cheyenne, Wyoming. 
Most of the complaints, however, have to do 
with restrictions on grazing and with delays 
in or restrictions on getting access to miner
als. 

Laxalt said to me recently, "Westerners 
should be more involved in the decision
making. That was essentially the situation 
we had before the 1976 law was passed. Im
plicit in the old system was the idea that 
the allocation of grazing lands would be left 
to Westerners. The 1976 law had the deci
sions taken over by the activist-type manag
ers in the Interior Department. They made 
decisions about where there would be graz
ing, about predator control, about wild 
horses. Essentially, the same thing is true of 
mining: by virtue of tremendous withdraw
als of land, primarily for wilderness, a great 
deal of valuable property was being denied 
for use. The hostility just grew and grew, 
into the Sagebrush Rebellion. It wasn't just 
administrative turmoil, it was political. If 
there was one thing that burned Jimmy 
Carter in the West, it was this." 

In 1979, the Nevs.da state legislature 
passed a bill, supported largely by miners 
and stockmen, that called for the turning 

over of federally owned lands to the states, 
and in the following year similar legislation 
was adopted in Utah, Arizona, Wyoming, 
and New Mexico. Bills to this effect have 
also been introduced in Congress. Sponsors 
of such legislation argue that these lands 
belonged to the states in the first place. 
Others argue that people who say this have 
their history wrong-that these lands were 
originally owned by the federal government 
or were given to it as part of the arrange
ments for achieving statehood. The idea of 
turning the lands over to the states horri
fies many people, of course; they argue that 
there is a national interest in the way these 
lands are utilized, and assume that the 
lands would be yielded to the strongest eco
nomic interests within a given state. Rich
ard Lamm, the governor of Colorado, and a 
Democrat, has said, "The West went into 
the Union with its eyes open, knowing well 
these lands were reserved. In the enabling 
acts that made us states, we waived any 
rights to these lands. We didn't want the 
burden of administering them. But now, 
finding valuable minerals in the ground, ev
erybody is starting to get interested." Bruce 
Babbitt, the governor of Arizona, and a 
Democrat, has said that the instigators of 
the Sagebrush Rebellion are "ranchers, 
mining companies, and timber folk-the 
same old special-interest crowd that has 
been grabbing for Western land [since] the 
days of Teddy Roosevelt." Mike O'Cal
laghan, a former Democratic governor of 
Nevada, has said, "The term 'Sagebrush Re
bellion' sounds Western, horsy, outdoorsy, 
and something any red-blooded, Levi's-wear
ing Westerner can identify with in good con
science. It is really the opposite. . . . What 
started out as a series of legitimate com
plaints against the federal landholders has 
now resulted in an attempted land grab .bY 
mining companies, large ranchers, and land 
speculators and oil companies." 

Some career people in the Bureau of Land 
Management recognize that some of the 
complaints are valid, and are struggling to 
make the agency more responsive. They say 
that the process of deciding whether an 
area should be set aside as wilderness 
should be speeded up, and that the backlog 
of applications for exploration or drilling 
for minerals should be dealt with more rap
idly. But, they say, they need more people 
to handle these things. Watt, however, cut 
the agency's budget for management of the 
lands. He has frequently referred to the 
Bureau of Land Management as "arrogant." 
And he has proceeded in a way that under
mines the morale of the very people he 
needs in order to deal with the complaints 
of the Westerners. <A theory is held by 
some in the agency-and they concede that 
it may result from paranoia-that Watt is 
setting them up for failure, so that he can 
accept the more radical proposals of the 
Sagebrush Rebels.) Watt has said that "the 
Sagebrush Rebellion helps create the atten
tion on those basic problems which Con
gress needs to address," and that "it will be 
my objective to manage these lands as a 
good neighbor to eliminate that friction and 
let the Sagebrush Rebellion die because of 
friendly relations." When he was asked 
during his confirmation hearings what his 
inclination would be if he was asked to tes
tify on legislation providing for the transfer 
of federally owned lands to the states or pri
vate entities, Watt replied, "My present in
clination would be that that would be a pre
mature piece of legislation that would be a 
divisive force in Congress, unlikely of being 
passed." He also said, "If I failed in my mis-

sion, pressures would be so great on you sen
ators to do that, that you would have no 
other alternative." 

Some of the anecdotes about the Bureau 
of Land Management's recalcitrance are not 
altogether true. Watt had one that he par
ticularly liked to tell-about how long it 
supposedly took a school to be able to build 
an athletic field on federal land-and he 
continued to tell it after his office had been 
informed that the facts were otherwise. 
When a congressman asked bureau officials 
about it in a hearing and was told the facts, 
he suggested that Watt get another exam
ple, and the Interior Department headquar
ters sent a request to a meeting of state di
rectors of the bureau in Phoenix to provide 
one. Many of the examples of the bureau's 
unwillingness to allow a fence or a road to 
be built are true, and this unwillingness and 
many of the bureau's restrictions on mining 
in potential or actual wilderness areas have 
existed because of what bureau officials and 
previous other Interior officials believed to 
be the requirements of the law. The major
ity of the people who work for the bureau 
in the West are Westerners, but most of 
them are trained as foresters, range manag
ers, archeologists, wildlife biologists, and 
the like, and have not had training in deal
ing with people. The bureau has now insti
tuted training in "conflict resolution." 
There are often a number of parties fight
ing over the use of a given piece of federal 
land: backpackers want it left alone; hunt
ers want to shoot on it and don't want the 
forage taken by grazing animals; grazers 
don't want energy development that might 
interfere with the grazing; wildlife biologists 
don't want either hunting or grazing on it; 
timber companies want to cut trees, which 
could foreclose hunting, grazing, and wild
life preservation; geologists want to study 
and preserve rock formations; oil and miner
al companies want to drill and dig on it and, 
like timber companies, build access roads 
through it. It is the role of the bureau to re
solve -these conflicts-a process that can 
take time. Shortly after Watt assumed 
office, he held a series of large meetings 
with department employees and told them, 
among other things, that any of them who 
were committed to a "single-purpose" use of 
land should seek work elsewhere. But it is 
the funciton of the wildlife biologists and 
the geologists on the staff to say that if 
drilling, for example, is permitted in a cer
tain place, an endangered species or a geo
logical formation might be destroyed-to be 
advocates in a process in which a decision is 
made further up the line. Now some of 
these people are fearful of doing their job. 
Shortly after Watt came in, he fired fifty
one staff members of the Solicitor's Office
the office that gives opinions on how the 
laws are to be interpreted and helps the de
partment build the · cases that are then 
brought by the Justi!:e Department against 
violators. He explained his action by saying 
that the Carter Administration had exceed
ed hiring levels; Carter Administration offi
cials say that the levels were exceeded in 
terms of numbers but not in terms of the 
budget, and that the firings were political. 
If the office was too large, some have sug
gested, it could have been reduced by attri
tion. The Solicitor's Office, of course, decid
ed on the regulations that Watt challenged 
in court when he was with the Mountain 
States Legal Foundation, and that annoy so 
many ranchers and mining companies. After 
Watt took office as Secretary, he asked 
some Interior employees why they did 
something in a certain way, and was told 
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that they acted in accordance with an opin
ion issued by the Solicitor's Office in 1979. 
Watt replied that the solution to that was 
easy-they would just get a new opinion. He 
added that one thing he would insist on was 
that the solicitors not sit around deliberate
ly misinterpreting the law. 

Watt has said that he will seek to release 
more land for exploration and development. 
The department has already taken steps
by getting a new solicitor's opinion reinter
preting the law-to relax the environmental 
constraints on oil drilling and mineral ex
ploration on some of the public lands. These 
constraints were the subject of a suit the 
Mountain States Legal Foundation brought 
against the Interior Department. Douglas 
Baldwin, Watt's spokesman and longtime 
friend, told me that "the new regulations 
will permit exploration even though there 
will be some degradation of the environ
ment." The department also has under con
sideration a process by which Congress 
would be asked to release lands unsuitable 
for wilderness while potential wilderness 
areas were still being studied. But some 
members of Congress want to continue the 
practice of considering the two types of 
areas at the same time, so as not to find 
that they had foreclosed the possibility of 
saving wilderness lands in certain areas. The 
real question is what sort of "balance" Watt 
will want to strike. Though Congress acts on 
Interior's suggestions as to which areas 
should be set aside for wilderness and which 
should not, the shape of the proposals it re
ceives from Interior can affect its decisions. 
And there have been reports that Watt will 
recommend no further setting aside of land 
for wilderness areas at all. Baldwin told me 
that that "would be consistent with his phi
losophy-that this country has enough rec
reation areas, and there is no need for 
more." Baldwin continued, "He has said 
many times that public lands suitable for 
such development should be developed for 
multipurposes. The Secretary has taken 
personal charge of regulatory revision. We'll 
say not only what regulatory actions are 
wrong but what solicitor's opinions are 
wrong." 

Watt has expressed concern that the 
United States is not sufficiently aggressive 
in developing its strategic mineral resources, 
and has become dangerously dependent on 
foreign suppliers. He has told Congress, "I 
plan to end unnecessary and burdensome 
regulations now frustrating America's min
eral-development programs." He has called 
for a minerals policy that "involves not 
simply the establishment of emergency gov
ernment action in the face of a non-fuel
minerals crisis such as war, market disrup
tion, or price manipulation but the adoption 
of policies that protect American jobs and 
investments, improve our balance of trade, 
revitalize the nation's economy, and provide 
for the security of foreign-mineral imports." 
He has told a congressional subcommittee 
that the Department of the Interior must 
be the '"Amicus' for the minerals industry 
in the court of federal policymaking-not as 
a representative of private mining interests 
per se but as a spokesman for the very real 
public interest involved in the protection 
and preservation of a strong minerals 
sector." Again, the goal of developing miner
als is in itself unexceptionable, up to a 
point. But the question remains of whether 
it will be done without undue damage, with 
a fair return to the government, and with 
consideration of what would be involved in 
getting at the minerals. There is also the 
question of whether it makes sense to go all 
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out to extract strategic minerals now-as 
the mineral companies would like-or is it 
more in the national interest to identify 
mineral deposits and leave them in the 
ground until it becomes clear that they are 
needed. Watt objected to going ahead with 
the Law of the Sea Treaty because he felt 
that it represented too great a concession to 
the Third World; moreover, the Administra
tion was under strong pressures from large 
mining companies to renegotiate the treaty. 
The new Administration made its position 
known on the eve of what was expected to 
be the final session on the treaty at the 
United Nations, and fired the entire negoti
ating team. The negotiations had been 
going on, under bipartisan auspices, since 
1973. Elliot Richardson, who played a vari
ety of roles in former Republican Adminis
trations, had been the chief United States 
negotiator. It is widely agreed that the 
mining companies need a treaty in order to 
go forward with deep-seabed mining, be
cause of the enormous costs and the risks of 
competing claims. The question before the 
Administration, which now has the treaty 
under review, is whether the companies can 
get what they want and also get a treaty. 

Watt has considerable discretionary au
thority in leasing certain lands for explora
tion and development of oil and gas. He has 
taken steps to speed up the process of grant
ing leases for exploration of the outer conti
nental shelf. And in early February he pro
posed making four areas off the Northern 
California coast available for oil drilling. 
The four were among five California areas 
that had been under consideration for some 
time, and last year Cecil Andrus, the Secre
tary of the Interior in the Carter Adminis
tration, proposed making just one of them 
available-an area to the south of the 
others. Exploration of the others would in
volve drilling in waters off such areas as Big 
Sur, Point Reyes, and Mendocino. The agen
cies under Andrus had recommended that 
these areas also be drilled, but estimated 
that most of the potential oil and gas were 
contained in the one area Andrus proposed. 
Andrus decided that the expected yield in 
the four other areas did not justify the envi
ronmental hazards-the danger of oil spills, 
the threat to sea life and birds. Watt's pro
posal was protested not only by environ
mental groups but also by Governor Jerry 
Brown and by a majority of California's 
congressional delegation-including such 
conservative Republicans as Senator S. I. 
Hayakawa and Representative Barry Gold
water, Jr. Recently, a decision on these new 
areas was deferred. Watt's aides say that 
Andrus's decision was made for political rea
sons. 

Watt also has discretionary authority to 
dispose of certain federal lands, and in this 
area,· as in other areas, he moved quickly. 
The Interior Department may sell off to 
state and local governments parcels of fed
erally owned land that is near privately 
owned land, for parks, municipal facilities, 
or community expansion. In his second 
week on the job, Watt wrote to Western 
governors inviting them "to identify parcels 
of federally owned land needed to meet 
community needs-such as land for commu
nity expansion and for schools, hospitals, 
and parks." If these needs could not be met 
under existing authority, Watt wrote, "I am 
prepared to pursue vigorously legislative 
and regulatory changes, if necessary, to 
meet your needs." The offer is unprecedent
ed, and does not indicate whether Watt in
tends Interior to take into account the pos
sibility that some of the parcels of land may 

be of great value, and to follow existing law 
and regulations governing what the states 
might have to pay for the property. Speedy 
action on all requests could result in the 
transfer at low cost of some valuable public 
land. The responses that have come in to In
terior thus far indicate that some governors 
and local communities have interpreted the 
invitation broadly. New Mexico has asked 
for land, at no charge, that communities 
plan to turn around and sell to developers; 
one community in California is proposing to 
acquire land free that it has said .it might 
then sell off to a developer. 

Watt has also begun proceedings that 
could result in the transfer of a very large 
amount of valuable land to the State of 
Utah-a transaction that could set a prece
dent for similar action in other states. The 
transaction arises in part from the fact that 
the federal government still owes some 
states some land on the basis of arrange
ments that were made when they acquired 
statehood. When Western states entered 
the union, the federal government gave 
them specific sections of land in each town
ship, primarily for the purpose of building 
schools. If the designated lands were al
ready committed for other uses-had been 
set aside for national forests or parks or 
Indian reservations, or had been given to 
the railroads-the states involved were en
titled to select other lands instead. Some 
states, such as Nevada, simply sold off the 
lands they were given. Some claims for land 
in lieu of the lands originally designated are 
still pending, in part because it has taken 
the states a long time to decide which land 
they wanted, or whether they wanted any, 
and in part because such exchanges are 
studied for the value of the lands involved, 
and hearings are conducted for all parties 
that might be affected. Eight states still 
have a total of slightly over six hundred 
thousand acres due them-ranging from 
small amounts <Wyoming and South Dakota 
are owed just over a thousand acres each> to 
quite substantial ones. The largest claim is 
that of Utah: two hundred and twenty
seven thousand acres. And Utah has decided 
that it wants some other land as well. States 
may seek to exchange some of their land for 
federal land-for example, to consolidate 
each of the two kinds of holdings. But there 
is a very large question of what considera
tion is to be given to the value of the federal 
lands those states are seeking. A few years 
ago, Utah tried to claim over two hundred 
thousand acres of federal lands containing 
highly valuable oil-shale deposits as the 
lands due it in lieu of its original federal 
grants. The Interior Department rejected 
the claim, and Utah sued, arguing that the 
Secretary should have no discretion to de
termine which federal lands could be 
claimed. The issue reached the Supreme 
Court, which ruled last year (in Utah v. 
Andrus) that the settlement could not 
simply be on an acre-for-acre basis but must 
be on the basis of "roughly equivalent 
value." Now Governor Scott Matheson of 
Utah is engaged in discussions with Watt 
about ideas that Utah has for overcoming 
the Supreme Court decision and arranging 
not only for a transfer of the lands in lieu of 
the original grants but also for a trade of a 
substantial amount of federal lands for 
lands owned by the state. Matheson, a 
Democrat, supported Watt enthusiastically 
during his confirmation hearings. On Febru
ary 18th, Matheson wrote to Watt enclosing 
a memorandum, written by the assistant at
torney general of Utah, that he described as 
"concerning the statewide land-exchange 
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program which we discussed in your office 
on February 10." Matheson said in his letter 
that he was in general agreement with the 
memorandum, and concluded, "I think we 
both view this subject as an historic oppor
tunity for the public-lands states, as well as 
the United States, to solve many of their 
land-management problems and to create 
vastly improved relationships that should 
endure for decades to come." The memoran
dum proposes that Utah identify as lands to 
be acquired from the public domain "lands 
and minerals having a sufficient value so 
that we could actually do something with 
them and derive some substantial income 
from them." It goes on to say that "value is 
not a vital federal interest" and "there 
should be no reason why federal lands of 
high value would not be suitable for state 
acquisition simply because of such high 
value." It suggests that the state offer in 
return school lands "that we own but do not 
want or cannot use" and a number of what 
it considers unliquidated claims. Among 
these claims are lands that Utah argues it 
would have received if the 1976 Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act had not 
been passed. It argues that at the time Utah 
became a state and up until the passage of 
the 1976 law the federal policy was to dis
pose of unreserved public lands, and that 
Utah was therefore economically damaged 
by the new law. The memorandum asserts 
that because of these claims "we are justly 
entitled to values substantially in excess of 
the current net value that we will offer in 
exchange for the selection rights that we 
will agree to release." The memorandum 
goes on to suggest that there be "no effort 
to make exhaustive and detailed appraisals" 
of the land to be exchanged, because such 
appraisals would be time-consuming and 
also "partially irrelevant in that we will ask 
Congress to agree to the proposed over-all 
statewide plan or proposals." In other 
words, Congress is to be asked to approve, 
post facto, an elaborate plan that will have 
been worked out between Utah and the In
terior Department, and not bother with the 
details. The states' memorandum suggests 
developing a number of proposals, each with 
a different ratio of benefits for Utah as op
posed to those for the federal government, 
starting with five-to-one; it warns against 
making a proposal "where the values were 
equal or roughly equal, because it might be 
too tempting for Congress to opt for the 
latter alternative." The memorandum sug
gests that a legal brief be written, to be used 
"as a lobbying tool to justify the value dis
crepancy we would seek." It says that this 
brief "will be a subjective document pre
pared by one advocating a particular cause, 
drafted to persuade and convince members 
of Congress." The memorandum suggests 
that the state "proceed independent and 
apart from federal regulations and proce
dures," reasoning that since Congress would 
have approved the state's proposals, "there 
would be no violation of any law or regula
tion." 

The career staff, worried about the impli
cations of this proposal, warned Watt's 
office, and drafted a response for him 
saying that the department would have to 
give the proposal further study. Before the 
letter was signed by Watt, a second one ar
rived from Utah. 

On March 19th, Matheson wrote to Watt 
referring to "our telephone discussion last 
week." He went on to say, "I am very 
pleased that you have agreed to proceed 
with my proposal to 'block up' state-owned 
lands in Utah"-that is, to consolidate 

them-"through a comprehensive exchange 
with the Department of the Interior." He 
proposed a speedy schedule for action, and 
said, "I assure you that we are committed to 
making this a successful endeavor and a 
model for other public-lands states." He also 
said, "It is important to remember during 
the process that the question of value is sec
ondary. Our responsibility is to provide the 
Congress with a rationale for the final pack
age, not an accounting of dollars or acres. If 
we proceed as though this is a 'business-as
usual' exchange on a massive scale, the proj
ect is doomed." 

On February 25th, Watt met with the gov
ernors of eleven Western states and held a 
press conference afterward. Governor 
Robert List of Nevada told the press confer
ence, "In all candor, I can't recall a single 
instance in which the governors raised 
issues . . . that the Secretary did not agree." 

Watt stirred up a major storm by halting 
the expenditure of funds for the acquisition 
of land for national parks-including parks 
whose purchase Congress had authorized. 
The Carter Administration had recommend
ed that three hundred and thirty-five mil
lion dollars be spent on acquiring parks this 
year. Watt reduced the sum to forty-five 
million dollars, to be used in special cases. 
His action not only would halt the acquisi
tion of new parks but would leave some ex
isting ones, such as the Cape Cod National 
Seashore and the Redwood National Park, 
incomplete. <It was when Reagan was run
ning for governor of California that he 
made the remark "A hundred thousand 
acres of redwood trees are an awful lot of 
trees to look at. If you've seen one, you've 
seen them all.") Watt's position is that the 
government "must learn to manage what it 
owns before it seeks to acquire more land." 
However, his decision to acquire no more 
parks may be a permanent policy: Baldwin 
told me that Watt believes that "we have al
ready protected most of the truly unique 
lands." Watt has also proposed to halt fund
ing for the acquisition of parks in urban 
areas. His position is that these are "play
grounds," unsuitable for consideration as 
national parks. 

This is another area in which some dispas
sionate people feel that Watt has something 
of a point but also that he is carrying things 
much too far and has come up with a sim
plistic and short-sighted solution. These 
people, who include conservation-minded 
Democrats, maintain that Congress had got 
in the habit in recent years of authorizing 
the purchase of parks that could not be de
scribed as "national jewels" -that a bit of 
pork-barrelling was going on. Traditionally, 
the Interior Department was supposed to 
recommend twelve national parks to Con
gress each year, and Congress added to the 
list. If some state or local areas desire more 
parks, these people say, they should pay for 
them. Some of them say that there are less 
expensive ways of allocating areas for recre
ation-that is, by designating them wilder
ness areas. However, Watt may not want 
any more wilderness areas, either. Baldwin 
says that Watt's general view is that we 
have enough of each type of ecological 
system already set aside. <Watt also plans to 
close down the Youth Conservation Corps, 
which has offered maintenance jobs in na
tional parks and wilderness areas to poor 
young people.) The people who agree that 
Congress has gone too fast say, however, 
that it is one thing to slow down the acquls
tion of park land~ another to stop it alto
gether. And if land is to be acquired in the 
future-assuming it is still available-it will 

cost all the more. Others argue that the 
population is growing, that we are running 
out of land suitable for parks, and that state 
and local governments are not likely to buy 
the land. They point out that Watt com
plains that some parks are overcrowded and 
yet refuses to add to the inventory. They 
say there is a national interest in having 
more parks available. They cite Theodore 
Roosevelt, who was the first President to 
champion the establishment of national 
parks, and point out that the parks have 
been called "the lungs of the land." Former 
Senator Gaylord Nelson, now the chairman 
of the Wilderness Society, says, "If you stop 
the acquisition of park lands now, where 
will you be in fifty years, when the popula
tion of the country has doubled?" They 
point out that the acquisition of parks was 
maintained through the Nixon and Ford 
Administrations, and that Watt's action re
verses a long-standing tradition. And some 
are inclined to suspect that his action stems 
from concerns other than good manage
ment. Some environmentalists say they sus
pect that Watt's intention is to diminish the 
size of national parks that contain timber or 
oil resources. Baldwin says that even 
though there are a lot of mineral resources 
in some national parks, Watt "would never 
allow them to be opened for exploration or 
development." Baldwin also says, "There's 
probably a treasure trove in Yellowstone 
Park, but Watt would never allow it to be 
gone after-and Congress wouldn't allow it." 
There may, of course, be valuable land adja
cent to existing national parks-land that 
under the new policy would not be acquired 
for park expansion. Watt has said that he 
might consider the transfer of some nation
al parks to state and local governments
which may or may not have the funds, or 
may decide they don't want to use their 
funds, to maintain the parks. 

A stir has also occurred over some re
marks that Watt made in early March to 
the Conference of National Park Conces
sioners. Watt told the private concession
aires, "We are going to ask you to be in
volved in areas that you haven't been al
lowed to be involved in before." Even those 
who say that Watt may have a point con
cerning the purchase of more land for na
tional parks are appalled at the idea of turn
ing over more management of the existing 
national parks to private concessionaires, 
whose motivation is not the same as that of 
the National Park Service. Fans of the Park 
Service, who believe that it may represent 
the government at its best, argue that it is 
crucial to preserve the tradition of the 
trained Park Service ranger, in his Smokey 
the Bear hat, greeting people as they arrive 
at the parks and giving them information. 
They are aghast at the idea-which is being 
considered by Interior-of having this role 
taken over by representatives of private 
companies who are running concessions 
within the parks. They envision the nation
al parks being turned into commercial oper
ations. For example, the Music Corporation 
of America. which runs concessions in Yo
semite National Park, has proposed that it 
take over the functions of greeting visitors 
and orienting them to the park. A few years 
ago, a great furor was caused when MCA, 
which was filming the television series 
"Sierra" in Yosemite, painted some of the 
rocks; during the Nixon administration, 
MCA wanted to put an aerial tramway into 
Yosemite, but the suggestion was turned 
down by the Interior Department. 

Watt told the concessionaires, "I will err 
on the side of public use versus preser.va-
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tion," and he also said, "We will use the 
budget system to be the excuse to make 
major policy decisions." 

Watt has already taken a number of ac
tions involving the treatment of wild ani
mals and rare species, and has thus man
aged to get a great many people upset. 
There are more actions in the works that 
could cause even more of a furor. One issue 
has to do with wild horses and burros that 
graze on federal land and can ruin it both 
for cattle grazing and for the wildlife that 
hunters want to go after. Watt has suggest
ed that the way to deal with the wild horses 
and burros is to allow them to be killed. 
Currently, there are laws on the books con
trolling the killing of wild horses and 
burros. Those that may not be killed <old 
ones, sick ones, and lame ones may be) are 
put up for adoption. But it is costly to 
round them up-over five hundred dollars a 
head. Watt is considering a proposal to 
charge a sizable adoption fee; the result 
would be that fewer would be adopted and 
more could be killed off on the range. 
Shortly after he came on the job, Watt sug
gested to a group of Interior employees that 
perhaps wild horses and burros should be 
"harvested," just as elk are. <If elk or deer 
are overrunning an area, hunters are al
lowed to kill more than the usual number.) 
The Mountain States Legal Foundation 
sued the Interior Department during the 
Carter Administration, arguing that it was 
unlawfully permitting wild horses to graze 
on private lands. Changes are also in the 
works concerning predator control. Watt is 
considering a proposal to permit the "den
ning" of coyotes: going into the dens and 
clubbing the pups to death-a practice that 
Cecil Andrus has stopped. 

The Interior Department has shifted its 
emphasis away from the listing of more en
dangered species; once a species is listed, 
government agencies must do what they can 
to protect it, which can hold up construc
tion projects. The department says that the 
new emphasis is to be on "recovery plans" 
for those already listed. The new Adminis
tration dismissed the environmentally ori
ented members of a delegation preparing to 
attend an international convention on en
dangered species in late February in New 
Delhi, and replaced them with people more 
interested in hunting and in the commercial 
uses of animals. The United States ended up 
changing its previous positions on the pro
tection of certain species of whales and all 
parrots-opposing most of the other nations 
represented. The Interior Department is 
also moving to take certain African leopards 
off the endangered list, thus permitting 
them to be hunted for sport. And it is 
moving to lift a ban, in effect since 1974, on 
the importation of kangaroo hides. The 
United States used to be a major importer 
of kangaroo hides, which are used for jog
ging shoes. 

The initial actions that Watt has taken to 
enforce the law resolving the disposition of 
public lands in Alaska-enacted last year, 
after five years of attempts to strike a com
promise between development and preserva
tion-suggest to some that the balance may 
be changed in the direction of development. 
Watt is also being watched to see how far he 
will go in relaxing regulations to enforce the 
strip-mining legislation-something he has 
said he intends to do. The strip-mining legis
lation was passed in 1977, after ten years of 
effort to strike a compromise between envi
ronmentalists and mining companies. Even 
some environmentalists think that a certain 
amount of easing is in order, but a number 

of people are concerned that the depart
ment will go too far. Watt has already re
duced funding for the agency that oversees 
the enforcement of the strip-mining law. A 
few weeks ago, he told a congressional com
mittee that some people in the agency "feel 
they have been gutted," and he added, "We 
have trimmed fat out of the operation, and 
if that's gutting, I'm proud of it." 

In March, Andy Pasztor, of the Wall 
Street Journal, reported that the man 
whom Watt had chosen as head of the de
partment's Office of Surface Mining-James 
R. Harris, a former Indiana state senator
had received reclaimed strip-mined lands at 
bargain prices from two of the nation's larg
est coal producers. While Harris was in the 
State Senate, he had backed a resolution 
that led Indiana to join a Supreme Court 
case challenging the constitutionality of the 
strip-mining law. Watt, as head of the 
Mountain States Legal Foundation, had 
filed a friend-of-the-court brief in support 
of Indiana's position. 

In fact, the appointments that have been 
made throughout the agencies in Watt's 
domain, in and beyond the Interior Depart
ment, represent a fairly consistent point of 
view-and set of interests. Two of Watt's 
allies from his Colorado days hold key jobs. 
Robert Burford, a rancher and former 
Speaker of the State House of Representa
tives, and a leader of an effort to get Sage
brush Rebellion legislation through the 
state legislature, has been named to head 
the Bureau of Land Management. Accord
ing to Laxalt, Burford was the man whom 
Coors had been backing for Secretary 
before Watt's name came up. Burford has 
held a permit to graze livestock on bureau 
lands; Watt has said that the permit will be 
transferred to Burford's son to avoid a con
flict of interest. Anne Gorsuch, a former 
Colorado legislator and attorney for the 
Mountain Bell Telephone Company, and an 
old friend of Watt's and Burford's, who was 
also supported by Coors, has been named to 
head the Environmental Protection Agency. 
The E.P.A. has jurisdiction over the air- and 
water-quality acts, as well as other environ
mental responsibilities. Watt has said that 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
"must be changed." The entire professional 
staff of the Council on Environmental Qual
ity, whose function is to see that federal 
agencies carry out the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act, has 
been fired, and the council's budget has 
been reduced. The council was established 
in 1970, during the Nixon Administration, to 
help carry out the National Environmental 
Policy Act, and Republicans were among 
those fired. 

The new solicitor of the Interior Depart
ment is to be William Coldiron, the former 
general counsel of the Montana Power Com
pany. Daniel Miller, a former geologist for 
several oil and gas companies, has been 
named Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
for Energy and Minerals. The under-secre
tary of the department is Donald Hodel, an 
energy consultant who served as deputy ad
ministrator of the Bonneville Power Admin
istration. The Forest Service, which is in the 
Agriculture Department and is the largest 
public-land manager outside the Interior 
Department, is to be headed by John 
Crowell, a timber lobbyist who was previous
ly general counsel for the Louisiana-Pacific 
Corporation, which is an offshoot of the 
Georgia-Pacific Corporation and is one of 
the country's largest cutters of timber in na
tional forests. The role of the Forest Service 
is to administer the national forests so that 

some of the land is used for wilderness and 
recreation and some for timber cutting, and 
to insure that the timber cutting is done in 
a way that preserves the land for future use. 
Louisiana-Pacific has been at odds with the 
Forest Service and the Environmental Pro
tection Agency over a number of policies, 
and some of the disputes have resulted in 
decisions against the company. Crowell has 
advocated an increase in the cutting of 
timber in national forests by lumber compa
nies, and has been a critic of the Forest 
Service. He has denounced the idea of set
ting aside some of the forest land for wilder
ness areas as a concept that "originated 
with a surprisingly small band of devotees 
who over the years preached their cause 
with articulate persuasiveness and with un
remitting fervor and zeal." 

Even some Republicans-and they include 
lawyers representing corporate clients-who 
seek changes in the way laws in these areas 
have been administered are concerned about 
some of these appointments. They are con
cerned that things will be carried so far as 
to cause a reaction that would make what 
they see as legitimate change impossible. 
Certain federal officials-such as members 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or the head of a 
consumer-protection agency-are meant to 
perform advocacy rules; but most federal 
positions require administrators who will 
weigh and balance interests. The pattern 
that has appeared in the sphere of re
sources and the evironment is that positions 
that require judiciousness and a sensitive 
balancing of interests have been filled with 
dedicated advocates-advocates at one end 
of the spectrum, and advocates whose 
former clients stand to gain a great deal 
from their decisions. 

A number of conservative Republicans 
who could have been named Secretary of 
the Interior would not have drawn the elec
tricity that Reagan's choice has. Some true 
conservatives suggest that what Watt may 
be setting out to do is not truly conserv
ative-that a true conservative would be 
more concerned with preserving our herit
age. There is more of a consensus, even 
within his own department, for changes in 
direction and emphasis than Watt may 
think. But if he goes at his job with hostil
ity toward real and imagined opponents, op
erates in isolation, is driven by ideological 
fervor, and is hellbent on taking action for 
the sheer sake of taking action, he is headed 
for trouble. Some people in Interior and 
outside, including environmentalists, 
haven't given up on Watt yet. Some even 
hold out the hope that he will be able to 

·make sensible changes in policy and calm 
the West down without giving away the na
tional store, and will thereby do some real 
good. But he may lack the temperament or 
the flexibility to do this-and, in any case, 
intentionally or not, he is the instrument of 
forces that are bigger than he is. In this 
area, as in others, there is a danger to the 
Reagan Administration and its allies in 
overinterpreting its mandate. The large in
terests that are propelling Watt's policies 
may find, as Watt may, that they can lose a 
great deal if they push too far. The changes 
over the last decade or so in national poli
cies having to do with the management of 
resources and the environment would not 
have occurred if there had not been a sub
stantial constituency behind them; they 
were not just the product of a few zealous 
lobbyists in Washington; they did not arise 
out of transient values. The America that 
some of the large interests seem to long for 
has ceased to exist. The days of everyone 
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for himself, with little thought for the 
future, are over. But while the issues are 
being fought out, a great deal of irreparable 
damage can be done.-Elizabeth Drew.e 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. CHAPPELL (at the request of Mr. 

BENNETT), for today, on account of of
ficial business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. BEREUTER) to revise and 
extend 'their remarks and include ex
traneous material:> 

Mr. DouGHERTY, for 60 minutes, on· 
June 16. 

Mr. GREEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DERWINSKI, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CoLEMAN, for 10 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. HATCHER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DicKs, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WEISS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAFALCE, for 10 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. OTTINGER, and to include ex
traneous matter, notwithstanding the 
fact that it exceeds two pages of the 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $3,360. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. BEREUTER) and to include 
extraneous matter:> 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
Mrs. SCHNEIDER. 
Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE. 
Mr. DENARDIS. 
Mr. McCLORY. 
Mr. RuDD in three instances. 
Mr. COLLINS of Texas. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. 
Mr. BROYHILL. 
Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. CONABLE. 
Mr. KEMP. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. HATCHER) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. TAUZIN. 
Mr. BENJAMIN. 
Mr. SOLARZ. 
Mr. McDONALD. 

Mr. FRANK. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Mr. FoRD of Tennessee in three in-

stances. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. SHARP. 
Mr. WEISS in two instances. 
Mr. RAHALL. 
Mr. MoFFETT. 
Mr. LoNG of Maryland. 
Mr. ROSE. 
Mr. RODINO. 
Mr. D' AMOURS. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. LAFALCE in two instances. 
Mr. BEILENSON. 
Mr. BIAGGI in three instances. 
Mr. FARY. 
Mr. LUKEN. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 4 o'clock and 50 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Wednesday, June 10, 1981, at 
10a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1551. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Installations and 
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca
tion, nature, and estimated cost of various 
construction projects proposed to be under
taken by the Air National Guard, pursuant 
to 10 U.S.C. 2233a<l>; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1552. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Military Personnel 
Policy), transmitting a revised annual 
report for calendar year 1980 on special pay 
for duty subject to hostile fire, pursuant to 
37 U.S.C. 310<d>; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1553. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting notice of the Presi
dent's recognition of the Louisiana World 
Exposition, and the registration of the ex
position by the Bureau of International Ex
positions in Paris, pursuant to section 2<c> 
of Public Law 91-269; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

1554. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notice of the Army's intention to offer to 
sell certain defense equipment to Germany 
<Transmittal No. 81-50), pursuant to section 
36<b> of the Arms Export Control Act; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1555. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting the annual report on 
the Department's activities under the Free
dom of Information Act during calendar 
year 1980, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

1556. A letter from the Acting Deputy As
sistant Secretary for Administration, De
partment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, transmitting notice of a proposed new 
records system, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

552a<o>; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

1557. A letter from the Acting Deputy As
sistant Secretary for Administration, De
partment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, transmitting notice of a proposed new 
records system, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552a<o>; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

1558. 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. 

1559. A letter from the Acting Comptrol
ler General of the United States, transmit
ting a report on salary levels, pay adjust
ments, and pay interrelationships of top 
Federal officials; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

1560. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Army <Civil Works), trans
mitting the sixth annual report recommend
ing deauthorization of various water re
sources projects, pursuant to section 12 of 
the Water Resources Development Act of 
1974, as amended <H. Doc. No. 97-59); to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation and ordered to be printed. 

1561. A letter from the Fiscal Assistant 
Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting the 
annual report on the state of the finances of 
the U.S. Government for fiscal year 1980, 
pursuant to section 257 (First> of the Re
vised Statutes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 2330. A bill to authorize ap
propriations to the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission in accordance with section 261 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amend
ed, and section 305 of the Energy Reorgani
zation Act of 1974, as amended, and for 
other purposes; with amendment <Rept. No. 
97-22, Ft. 2). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PRIVATE 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. FISH: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 1681. A bill for the relief of Andre 
Bartholo Eubanks; with amendment <Rept. 
No. 97-129). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. FRANK: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 1785. A bill for the relief of Gladys 
Belleville Schultz <Rept. No. 97-130). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. MAZZOLI: Committee on the Judici
ary. H.R. 2010. A bill for the relief of Kai-
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Mee-Chen <Rept. No. 97-131). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LUNGREN: Committee on the Judici
ary. H.R. 2573. A bill for the relief of Moses 
Bank; with amendment <Rept. No. 97-132). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR.: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H.R. 2975. A bill for the relief of 
Yuk Lee Li; with amendment <Rept. No. 97-
133). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON BILLS 
INITIALLY REFERRED UNDER 
TIME LIMITATIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X, the follow

ing actions were taken by the Speaker: 
The Committee on the District of Colum

bia consideration of the bill <H.R. 3518) ex
tended for an additional period not later 
than June 12, 1981. 

The Committee on Government Oper
ations and the Committee on the Judiciary 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 3519) ex
tended for an additional period ending not 
later than June 12, 1981. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. CONABLE <for himself and 
Mr. HANcE) (by request>: 

H.R. 3849. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage econom
ic growth through reduction of the tax rates 
for individual taxpayers and acceleration of 
capital cost recovery of investment in plant, 
equipment, and real property; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI <for him
self and Mr. CONABLE): 

H.R. 3850. A bill to make expenditure re
ductions in accordance with the budget re
conciliation process; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Ways and Means and Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. PHILLIP BURTON: 
H.R. 3851. A bill to provide benefits under 

part B of the medicare program with re
spect to acupuncture treatment in States 
which license or certify individuals who fur
nish such treatment; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Ways and Means and Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. DERWINSKI: 
H.R. 3852. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to abolish the Postal Rate 
Commission, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
H.R. 3853. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that inter
est on certain mortgages sold by savings and 
loan institutions will be exempt from Feder
al income tax; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama: 
H.R. 3854. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
income tax treatment of incentive stock op
tions; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
H.R. 3855. A bill to amend the Saccharin 

Study and Labeling Act to extend to June 
30, 1983, the ban on actions by the Secre-

tary of Health and Human Services respect
ing saccharin; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. GARCIA (for himself, Mr. 
CORRADA, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. COELHO, 
Mrs. ScHROEDER, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. DWYER, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
BINGHAM, Mr. BENJAMIN, Mr. MILLER 
of California, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. FoRD 
of Michigan, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Mr. STARK, Mr. PATTERSON, 
Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. 
DOWNEY, Mr. STOKES, Mr. DELLUMS, 
Mr. GooDLING, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. 
CHISHOLM, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, 
and Mr. CONYERS): 

H.R. 3856. A bill to require each Federal 
grant applicant proposing to construct a 
new building to consider using a vacant 
school, in lieu of constructing such building, 
in order to carry out the purposes of the 
grant; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. GIBBONS: 
H.R. 3857. A bill to provide that the tax 

treatment by certain lessors of automobiles 
and trucks as depreciable property shall not 
be disturbed without legislative action; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAFALCE: 
H.R. 3858. A bill to amend the Federal 

Water Pollution Control Act relating to the 
construction and operation of certain treat
ment works which are subject to regulation 
under international treaties; to the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transportation. 

H.R. 3859. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction 
for sewer taxes, rents, and other similar 
sewer charges; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. LEBOUTILLIER: 
H.R. 3860. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a Federal 
income tax credit for tuition; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McDONALD: 
H.R. 3861. A bill to terminate all partici

pation by the United States in the United 
Nations, and to remove all privileges, ex
emptions, and immunities of the United Na
tions; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. McKINNEY (for himself, and 
Mr. BLILEY): 

H.R. 3862. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern
mental Reorganization Act to allow the 
Mayor and the Council of the District of 
Columbia to specify the purposes for which 
funds may be expended, and the amount of 
funds which may be expended, for each of 
the various programs of the Board of Edu
cation of the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MARLENEE: 
H.R. 3863. A bill to amend the Poultry 

Products Inspection Act to increase the 
number of turkeys which may be slaugh
tered and processed without inspection 
under such act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. OTTINGER: 
H.R. 3864. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the 
amount of interest income exempt from tax, 
to allow taxpayers to receive a refundable 
credit in lieu of the partial exclusion of in
terest income, and to provide for a special 
partial exclusion of interest income in the 
case of elderly taxpayers; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PICKLE: 
H.R. 3865. A bill to establish a Social Se

curity Court under article I of the Constitu-

tion to serve as the initial reviewing court 
with respect to all decisions rendered under 
the old-age, survivors, and disability insur
ance program and final determination made 
under the supplemental security income 
program, and to make other improvements 
in the appeals process under those pro
grams; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SKELTON: 
H.R. 3866. A bill to change the title of the 

new permanent flag grade for the Navy 
from commodore admiral to commodore; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 3867. A bill to control processing by 

certain foreign vessels operating in the in
ternal waters of Alaska during 1981; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisher
ies. 

By Mr. GREEN: 
H.J. Res. 280. Joint resolution to provide 

for the designation of the 40th anniversary 
of the renewal of Ukrainian independence, 
June 30, 1981, as "Ukrainian Independence 
Day"; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. WEBER of Minnesota: 
H.J. Res. 281. Joint resolution to designate 

August 1, 1981, as "Accessibility for Dis
abled Persons Day"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DONNELLY: 
H. Con. Res. 143. Concurrent resolution to 

offer strong support for diplomatic efforts 
to resolve the current crisis in Lebanon, and 
to protect the right of Lebanese Christian 
and other communities to live in freedom 
and security; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

H. Con. Res. 144. Concurrent resolution 
authorizing and requesting the President to 
establish May 29 as a day of remembrance 
of John F. Kennedy; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MARLENEE: 
H. Con. Res. 145. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of the Congress that 
Amtrak should continue service on certain 
rail lines; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H. Con. Res. 146. Concurrent resolution 

concerning the rights of the people of Ire
land; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RINALDO: 
H. Res. 152. Resolution to urge the Presi

dent to continue to express the opposition 
of the United States to the imprisonment of 
Anatoly Shcharansky by the Soviet Union; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WEISS: 
H. Res. 153. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
negotiations pursuant to the 1979 NATO de
cision concerning the deployment of nuclear 
weapons in Europe should be vigorously 
pursued by the United States and that the 
United States should commit itself to a 
clearly defined timetable for completing 
such negotiations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

117. By Mr. KAZEN: A memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Texas, relative to 
the basing mode for deployment of the MX 
missile system; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 



11894 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE June 9, 1981 
118. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the 

Legislature of the State of New Hamsphire, 
relative to reimbursement for federally 
mandated State expenditures for special 
education; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

119. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Texas, relative to restrictions 
on the use of natural gas; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

120. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Colorado, relative to oU shale 
recovery activities on Federal lands; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

121. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the Territory of Guam, relative to public 
hearings in Guam on proposed legislation to 
waive visa requirements for certain alien 
visitors to Guam; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

122. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Colorado, relative to regulation of 
wetlands by the Army Corps of Engineers; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

123. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the Territory of Guam, relative to extend
ing the supplemental security income pro
gram for the aged, blind, and disabled to 
Guam; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

124. Also, a memorial of the House of the 
Representatives of the State of Missouri, 
relative to block grants; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Education and Labor, Energy 
and Commerce, and Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. DERWINSKI introduced a bill <H.R. 

3868), for the relief of Richard B. Port, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 501: Mrs. BoGGS, Mr. ECKART, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. FoUNTAIN, Mr. 
BOWEN, Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. MATSUI, 
Mr. EvANs of Indiana, Mr. LEACH of Iowa, 
Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. CoELHo, Mr. CoLLINS of 
Texas, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. HoRTON, Mr. MICA, Mr. MoNT
GOMERY, Mr. BADHAlll, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. MINISH, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. ST 
GERMAIN, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. RICH!IOND, Mrs. 
BYRON, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, and Mr. 
WYLIE. 

H.R. 654: Mr. GUARINI. 
H.R. 741: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. QUIL

LEN, Mr. DWYER, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. WEBER of 
Minnesota, Mr. FRosT, and Mr. HILER. 

H.R. 894: Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. PRITCHARD, 
Mr. BROWN of Colorado, Mr. CHAPPlE, Mr. 
STUMP, and Mr. FITHIAN. 

H.R. 911: Mr. BoWEN. 
H.R. 1005: Mr. HOPKINS. 
H.R. 1297: Mr. WILSON. 
H.R. 1298: Mr. WILSON. 
H.R. 1300: Mr. GoRE. 
H.R. 1313: Mr. GARCIA, Mr. BLANCHARD, 

and Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 1353: Mr. DY11ALLY, Mr. NAPIER, and 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. 
H.R. 1400: Mr. EvANs of Georgia. 
H.R. 1447: Mr. EMERsoN. 
H.R. 1490: Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BEREUTER, and 

Mr. BEDELL. 

H.R. 1539: Mr. McCOLLUK, Mr. DAUB, Mr. 
HANCE, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. BAILEY of Penn
sylvania, and Mr. FAZIO. 

H.R. 1603: Mr. HENDoN, Mr. ROBERTS of 
Kansas, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. PuRsELL, Mr. 
HARTNETT, Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, and 
Mr. CAMPBELL. 

H.R. 1765: Mr. AI.ExANDER and Mr. HAK
MERSem.t:IDT. 

H.R. 1918: Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota. 
H.R. 1937: Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR., Mr. 

EvANs of Georgia, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. RosE, Mr. 
McCLoRY, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. HILER, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. DWYER, 
Mr. HuGHES, Mr. NowAK, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. 
SANTINI, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
LUKEN, Mr. HILLIS, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. 
ScHEUER, Mr. JoHNSTON, Mr. GRAMK, Mr. 
GuARINI, Mrs. RoUKEMA, Mr. PEYsER, and 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. 

H.R. 2146: Mr. HOLLENBECK, Mr. RINALDO, 
Mr. SMITH of Alabama. 

H.R. 2389: Mr. SMITH of Alabama, Mr. 
DREIER, and Mr. AuCOIN. 

H.R. 2631: Mr. FINDLEY. 
H.R. 2640: Mr. WATKINS. 
H.R. 2646: Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. BEDELL, 

Mrs. BOUQUARD, Mr. BARNARD, and Mr. 
RAILSBACK. 

H.R. 2793: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ALBosTA, Mr. 
AsPIN, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. BARNES, Mr. BEDELL, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, 
Mrs. BOUQUARD, Mr. BRODHEAD, Mr. BROWN 
of California, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CLINGER, Mrs. 
COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DIXON, 
Mr. DoRGAN of North Dakota, Mr. DoWNEY, 
Mr. DY11ALLY, Mr. EDWARDS of California, 
Mr. ERDAHL, MJ". ERTEL, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. 
FARY, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, Mr. FoRsYTHE, Mr. FRANK, Mr. FREN
ZEL, Mr. GoRE, Mr. GREEN, Mr. HEFTEL, Mr. 
HOLLENBECK, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
JAcoBs, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KAsTENMEIER, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LEH!IAN, Mr. LUN
DINE, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
MAZzOLI, Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. 
MITCHELL of New York, Mr. MOLINARI, Mr. 
NOWAK, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. OT
TINGER, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. 
PEYsER, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RICH
MOND, Mr. RosENTHAL, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. 
SABo, Mrs. ScHROEDER, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. STARK, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. WEAVER, 
Mr. WIRTH, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. YATRON. 

H.R. 2835: Mr. CROCKETT and Mr. 
WAXMAN. 

H.R. 2982: Mr. EMERSON. 
H.R. 3075: Mr. LANTos. 
H.R. 3136: Mr. ROBERTS of South Dakota 

and Mr. McKINNEY. 
H.R. 3181: Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. DASCHLE, 

Mr. MOFFETT, and Mr. SUNIA. 
H.R. 3269: Mr. KOGOVSEK, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 

LoEFFLER, and Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR. 
H.R. 3436: Ms. FERRARo. 
H.R. 3456: Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania, 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. 
BOUQUARD, Mr. BOWEN, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. DICKS, Ms. FIEDLER, Mr. 
FOUNTAIN, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. JOHNSTON, 
Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. ROBERTS of Kansas, Mr. 
WHITEHURST, Mr. WINN, and Mr. WORTLEY. 

H.R. 3764; Mr. FIELDs. 
H.R. 3769: Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 

LAGOMARSINO, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. FoR
SYTHE, and Mr. MURPHY. 

H.J. Res. 72: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. CLINGER, 
Ms. OAKAR, Mr. GINN,. Mr. WEBER of Ohio, 
Mr. SANTINI, Mr. RAHALL. Mr. AuCOIN, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Mr. CoRRADA, Mr. DouGHERTY, Mr. 
FISH, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. BARNES, and Mr. 
THOMAS. 

H.J. Res. 197: Mr. HoRTON. 
H.J. Res. 211: Mr. DAN DANIEL, Mr. Rous

SELOT, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. RUDD, and Mr. MAR
LENEE. 

H.J. Res. 259: Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. 
MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. DoRNAN of Cali
fornia, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. COR
CORAN, Mr. WEBER of Minnesota, Mr. 
DAsCHLE, Mr. WoLP, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BAR
NARD, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. DAUB, Mr. 
BENEDICT, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. McHUGH, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. 
SoLARZ, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. LENT, Mr. DWYER, 
Mr. NOWAK, Mr. LI:BOUTILLIER, Mr. KASTEN
MEIER, Mr. PARRIS, Mr. PuRsELL, Mr. STUDDS, 
Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. DENARDIS, Mrs. CHIS
HOLM, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. RosENTHAL, Mr. 
LEACH of Iowa, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. ROBERTS of Kansas, Mr. ROBERTS of 
South Dakota, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. DAVIS, 
Mr. CouGm.IN, Mr. STARK, Mr. PASHAYAN, 
Mr. FoWLER, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. McKINNEY, 
Mr. ALBosTA, Mr. CoNYERs, Mr. McEwEN, 
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. FORD of Ten
nessee, Mr. D'AIIIOURS, Mrs. COLLINS of Illi
nois, Mr. LANTos, Mr. KOGOVSEK, Mr. EMER
SON, Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr. RoE, Mr. FLoRIO, 
Mr. LUJAN, Mr. SABO, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. MOLLO
HAN, Mr. HOLLENBECK, Mr. SKITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. DoRGAN of North Dakota, Mr. ST 
GERMAIN, Mr. AuCOIN, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. AD
DABBO, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. BoWEN, Mr. 
GREEN, and Mr. FRANK. 

H.J. Res. 268: Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. WINN, 
Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. LEBoUTILLIER, Mr. AL
BOSTA, Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. BEN
JAMIN, Mr. BLANCHARD, Mr. BONIOR of Michi
gan, Mr. CLAUSEN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. PHILIP 
:M. CRANE, Mr. DWYER, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 
FRosT, Mr. GREGG, Mrs. HoLT, Mr. HORTON, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LEH!IAN, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. 
McDONALD, Mr. MOLINARI, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
0BERSTAR, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
ScHEUER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
SUNIA, Mr. VENTO, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. YOUNG 
of Florida, Mr. YoUNG of Missouri, and Mr. 
ROBINSON. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti
tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

112. By Mr. KAZEN: Petition of Thomas 
C. Wakefield and Elsie W. Choate, Uvalde, 
Tex., relative to the first amendment to the 
Constitution; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

113. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
city council, New York, N.Y., relative to 
home health services; Jointly, to the Com
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Ways 
and Means. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 3480 
By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 

-Page 13, insert the following section after 
line 2 and redesignate succeeding sections 
accordingly: 

AUDITS 
SEC. 13. Section 1009 of the Legal Services 

Corporation Act <42 U.S.C. 2996h> is amend
ed-

(1 > by redesignating subsection (d) as sub
section <e>; and 

<2> by inserting after subsection <c> the 
following new subsection: 
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"(d) The Comptroller General and the 

.General Accounting Office shall have the 
same authorities with respect to conducting 
audits of the Corporation as the Comptrol
ler General and the General Accounting 
Office have with respect to conducting 
audits of all departments and agencies of 
the United States, including the authority 
to settle and adjust the accounts of the Cor
poration.". 
-Page 11, line 25, strike out ", except that" 
and all that follows through "sponsibtlities" 
on page 12, line 3. 

H.R. 3481 
By Mr. SAWYER: 

-On page 7, strike out lines 20 through 24 
and insert the following: 

SEc. 6. The table of sections for chapter 
207 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended-

(!) by striking out the item relating to sec
tion 3147 and all that follows through the 
item relating to section 3150 and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 
"3146A. Detention prior to trial. 
"3146B. Detention of addict. 
"3147. Appeal from conditions of release or 

order of detention. 
"3148. Release in capital cases or after con-

viction. 
"3149. Release of material witnesses. 
"3150. Penalties for failure to appear. 
"3150A. Penalties for offenses committed 

during release. 
"3150B. Penalties for violation of conditions 

of release. 
<2> by striking out the item relating to sec

tion 3152 and all that follows through the 
item relating to section 3155 and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

On page 8, insert the following after line 
20: 

SEc. 9. Section 3146 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended-

(!) by inserting in subsection <a> "or the 
safety of any other person or the communi
ty" <A> after "as required" in the first sen
tence, and <B> after "for trial" in the second 
sentence; 

<2> by amending paragraph <5> of subsec
tion <a> to read as follows: 

"(5) impose any other condition, including 
a condition requiring that the person return 
to custody after specified hours of release 
for employment or other limited purposes."; 

(3) by adding the following sentence at 
the end of subsection <a>: "No financial con
dition may be imposed to assure the safety 
of any other person or the community."; 

<4> by inserting in subsection <b>-
<A> ", if any," after "conditions of re

lease"; 
<B> "or the safety of any other person or 

the community" after "assure appearance"; 
<C> "such factors as" after "take into ac

count"; and 
<D> "past conduct," after "mental condi

tion,"; 
<5> in subsection <c>-
<A> by striking out "and" after "of his re

lease and inserting in lieu thereof a comma; 
and 

<B> by adding the following before the 
period at the end thereof: "and shall warn 
such person of the penalties provided in sec
tion 3150A of this title"; and (6) by adding 
the following subsection <h>: 

"(h) The following shall be applicable to 
any person detained pursuant to this sub
chapter: 

"( 1 > The person shall be confined, to the 
extent practicable, in facilities separate 
from convicted persons awaiting or serving 

sentences or being held in custody pending 
appeal. 

"<2> The person shall be afforded reason
able opportunity for private consultation 
with counsel and, for good cause shown, 
shall be released upon order of the judicial 
officer in the custody of the United States 
Marshal or other appropriate person for 
limited periods of time to prepare defenses 
or for other proper reasons.". 

SEc. 10. Chapter 207 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding the fol
lowing new sections 3146A and 3146B after 
section 3146: 
"3146A. Detention prior to trial 

"<a> Subject to the provisions of this sec
tion, a judicial officer may order pretrial de
tention of-

"(1) a person charged with a dangerous 
crime, as defined in section 3156(a)(3) of 
this title, if the Government certifies by 
motion that based on such person's pattern 
of behavior consisting of this past and 
present conduct, and on the other factors 
set out in section 3146<b> of this title, there 
is no condition or combination of conditions 
which will reasonably assure the safety of 
the community; 

"(2) a person charged with a crime of vio
lence, as defined in section 3156<a><4> of this 
title, if <A> the person has been convicted of 
a crime of violence within the ten-year 
period immediately preceding the alleged 
crime of violence for which he is presently 
charged; or <B> the crime of violence was al
legedly committed while the person was, 
with respect to another crime of violence, 
on bail or other release or on probation, 
parole, or mandatory release pending com
pletion of a sentence; or 

"(3) a person charged with any offense if 
such person, for the purpose of obstructing 
or attempting to obstruct justice, threatens, 
injures, intimidates, or attempts to threat
en, injure, or intimidate any prospective wit
ness or juror. 

"(b) No person described in subsection <a> 
of this section shall be ordered detained 
unless the judicial officer-

"(!) holds a pretrial detention hearing in 
accordance with the provisions of subsection 
<c> of this section; 

"(2) finds-
"(A) that there is clear and convincing evi

dence that the person is a person described 
in paragraph <1>, <2>, or <3> of subsection <a> 
of this section; 

"<B> that-
"(i) in the case of a person described only 

in paragraph (1) of subsection <a>, based on 
such person's pattern of behavior consisting 
of his past and present conduct, and on the 
other factors set out in section 3146<b> of 
this title, or 

"<ii) in the case of a person described in 
paragraph <2> or (3) of such subsection, 
based on the factors set out in section 3146 
<b> of this title, 
there is no condition or combination of con
ditions of release which will reasonably 
assure the safety of any other person or the 
community; and 

"(C) that, except with respect to a person 
described in paragraph <3> of subsection <a> 
of this section, on the basis of information 
presented by proffer or otherwise to the ju
dicial officer there is substantial probability 
that the person committed the offense for 
which he is present before the judicial offi
cer; and 

"(3) issues an order of detention accompa
nied by written findings of fact and the rea
sons for its entry. 

"(c) The following procedures shall apply 
to pretrial detention hearings held pursuant 
to this section: 

"(1) Whenever the person is before a judi
cial officer, the hearing may be initiated on 
oral motion of the United States attorney. 

"(2) Whenever the person has been re
leased pursuant to section 3146 of this title 
and it subsequently appears that such 
person may be subject to pretrial detention, 
the United States attorney may initiate a 
pretrial detention hearing by ex parte writ
ten motion. Upon such motion the judicial 
officer may issue a warrant for the arrest of 
the person and if such person is outside of 
the district in which the warrant for this 
arrest was issued, he shall be brought before 
a judicial officer in the district where he is 
arrested and shall then be transferred to 
the district in which the warrant for his 
arrest was issued for proceedings in accord
ance with this section. 

"(3) The pretrial detention hearing shall 
be held immediately upon the person being 
brought before the judicial officer for such 
hearing unless the person or the United 
States attorney moves for a continuance. A 
continuance granted on motion of the 
person shall not exceed five calendar days, 
unless there are extenuating circumstances. 
A continuance on motion of the United 
States attorney shall be granted upon good 
cause shown and shall not exceed three cal
endar days. The person may be detained 
pending the hearing. 

"(4) the person shall be entitled to repre
sentation by counsel and shall be entitled to \. 
present information by proffe'r or otherwise, 
to testify, and to present witnesses in his 
own behalf. 

"(5) Information stated in, or offered in 
connection with, any order entered pursu
ant to this section need not conform to the 
rules pertaining to the admissibility of evi
dence in a court of law. 

"(6) Testimony of the person given during 
the hearing shall not be admissible on the 
issue of guilt in ·any other judicial proceed
ing but such testimony shall be admissible 
in proceedings under section 3150, 3150A, 
and 3150B, of this title, in perjury proceed
ings, and for the purposes of impeachment 
in any subsequent proceedings. 

"(7) Appeals from orders of detention may 
be taken pursuant to section 3147 of this 
title. 

"(d) The following shall be applicable to 
persons detained pursuant to this section: 

"<1> The case of such person shall be 
placed on an expedited calendar and, con
sistent with the sound administration of jus
tice, his trial shall be given priority. 

"(2) Such person shall be treated in ac
cordance with section 3146 of this title-

"<A> upon the expiration of sixty calendar 
days, unless the trial is in progress or the 
trial has been delayed at the request of the 
person other than by the filing of timely 
motions <excluding motions for continu
ances>; or 

"<B> Whenever a judicial officer finds that 
a subsequent event has eliminated the basis 
for such detention. 

"<3> The person shall be deemed detained 
pursuant to section 3148 of this title if he is 
convicted. 

"<e> The judicial officer may detain for a 
period not to exceed five calendar days a 
person who comes before him for a bail de
termination charged with any offense, if it 
appears that such person is presently on 
probation, parole, or mandatory release 
pending completion of sentence for any of
fense under State or Federal law and that 
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such person may flee or pose a danger to 
any other person or the community if re
leased. During the five-day period, the 
United States attorney shall notify the ap
propriate State or Federal probation or 
parole officials. If such officials fail or de
cline to take the person into custody during 
such period, the person shall be treated in 
accordance with section 3146 of this title, 
unless he is subject to detention under this 
section. If the person is subsequently con
victed of the offense charged, he shall re
ceive credit toward service of sentence for 
the time he was detained pursuant to this 
subsection. 
"3146B. Detention of addict 

"(a) Whenever it appears that a person 
charged with a crime of violence, as defined 
in section 3156(a)(4), may be an addict, as 
defined in section 3156(a)(5), the judicial of
ficer may, upon motion of the United States 
attorney, order such person detained incus
tody for a period not to exceed three calen
dar days, under medical supervision, to de
termine whether the person is an addict. 

"(b) Upon or before the expiration of 
three calendar days, the person shall be 
brought before a judicial officer and the re
sults of the determination shall be present
ed to such judicial officer. The judicial offi
cer thereupon < 1 > shall treat the person in 
accordance with section 3146, or <2> upon 
motion of the United States attorney, may 
<A> hold a hearing pursuant to section 
3146A, or <B> hold a hearing pursuant to 
subsection <c> of this section. 

"(c) A person who is an addict may be or
dered detained in custody under medical su
pervision if the judicial officer-

"(1) holds a pretrial detention hearing in 
accordance with subsection <c> of section 
3146A; 

"<2> finds that-
"<A> there is clear and convincing evidence 

that the person is an addict; 
"(B) based on the factors set out in sub

section (b) of section 3146, there is no condi
tion or combination of conditions of release 
which will reasonably assure the safety of 
any other person or the community; and 

"(C) on the basis of information presented 
to the judicial officer by proffer or other
wise, there is a substantial probability that 
the person committed the offense for which 
he is present before the judicial officer; and 

"(3) issues an order of detention accompa
nied by written findings of fact and the 
reason for its entry. 

"(d) The provisions of subsection <d> of 
section 3146A shall apply to this section." 

SEc. 11. Section 3147 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking "or" after "conditions of re
lease," in clause (1) of subsection <b>; 

<2> by inserting after "the offense 
charged" in subsection <b> "or <3> he is or
dered detained or an order for his detention 
has been permitted to stand by a judge of 
the court having original jurisdiction over 
the offense charged,"; and 

<3> by inserting after subsection (b) the 
following new subsections: 

"(c) In any case in which a judicial officer 
other than a judge of the court having origi
nal jurisdiction over the offense with which 
a person is charged orders his release with 
or without setting terms or conditions of re
lease, or denies a motion for the pretrial de
tention of a person, the United States attor
ney may move the court having original ju
risdiction over the offense to amend or 
revoke the order. Such motion shall be con
sidered promptly. 

"(d) In any case in which-

"(1) a person is released, with or without 
the setting of terms or conditions of release, 
or a motion for the pretrial detention of a 
person is denied, by a judge of the court 
having original jurisdiction over the offense 
with which the person is charged, or 

"(2) a judge of a court having such origi
nal jurisdiction does not grant the motion 
of the United States attorney filed pursuant 
to subsection (c), 
the United States attorney may appeal to 
the court having appellate jurisdiction over 
such court. Any order so appealed shall be 
affirmed if it is supported by the proceed
ings below. If the order is not so supported, 
the court may <A> remand the case for a 
further hearing, (B) with or without addi
tional evidence, change the terms or condi
tions of release, or <C> in cases in which the 
United States attorney requested pretrial 
detention pursuant to sections 3146A and 
3146B, order such detention." 

SEc. 12. Section 3148 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 3148. Released in capital cases or after 

conviction 
"(a) A person who is charged with an of

fense punishable by death shall be treated 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
3146 unless the judicial officer has reason to 
believe that no one or more conditions of re
lease will reasonably assure that the person 
will not flee or pose a danger to any other 
person or to the community. If such a risk 
of flight or danger is believed to exist, the 
person may be ordered detained. 

"(b) A person who has been convicted of 
an offense and is awaiting sentence shall be 
detained unless the judicial officer finds by 
clear and convincing evidence that he is not 
likely to flee or pose a danger to any other 
person or to the property of others. Upon 
such finding, the judicial officer shall treat 
the person in accordance with the provi
sions of section 3146 of this title. 

"(c) A person who has been convicted of 
an offense and sentenced to a term of con
finement or imprisonment and has filed an 
appeal or a petition for a writ of certiorari 
shall be detained unless the judicial officer 
finds by clear and convincing evidence that 
(1 > the person is not likely to flee or pose a 
danger to any other person or to the proper
ty of others; and (2) the appeal or petition 
for a writ of certiorari raises a substantial 
question of law or fact likely to result in a 
reversal or an order for new trial. Upon 
such findings, the judicial officer shall treat 
the person in accordance with the provi
sions of section 3146 of this title. 

"(d) The provisions of section 3147 of this 
title shall apply to persons detained in ac
cordance with this section, except that a 
finding of the judicial officer that the 
appeal or petition for writ of certiorari does 
not raise by clear and convincing evidence a 
substantial question of law or fact likely to 
result in a reversal or order for new trial 
shall receive de novo consideration in the 
court in which review is sought." 

SEc. 13. Section 3150 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting "(a)" 
before "Whoever" at the beginning thereof, 
and by adding the following at the end 
thereof: 

"(b) Any failure to appear after notice of 
the appearance date shall be prima facie 
evidence that such failure to appear is will
ful. Whether the person was warned when 
released of the penalties for failure to 
appear shall be a factor in determining 
whether such failure to appear was willful, 
but the giving of such warning shall not be 

a prerequisite to conviction under this sec
tion. 

"(c) The trier of facts may convict under 
this section even if the defendant has not 
received actual notice of the appearance 
date if (1 > reasonable efforts to notify the 
defendant have been made, and <2> the de
fendant, by his own actions, has frustrated 
the receipt of actual notice. 

"(d) Any term of imprisonment imposed 
pursuant to this section shall be consecutive 
to any other sentence of imprisonment." 

SEc. 14. Chapter 207 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding after sec
tion 3150 the following new sections: 
"§ 3150A. Penalties for offenses committed 

during release 
"(a) Any person convicted of an offense 

committed while released pursuant to sec
tion 3146 shall be subject to the following 
penalties in addition to any other applicable 
penalties: 

"(1) A term of imprisonment of not less 
than one year and not more than five years 
if convicted of committing a felony while so 
released; and 

"(2) A term of imprisonment of not less 
than ninety days and not more than one 
year if convicted of committing a misde
meanor while so released. 

"(b) The giving of a warning to the person 
when released of the penalties imposed by 
this section shall not be a prerequisite to 
the application of this section. 

"(c) Any term of imprisonment imposed 
pursuant to this section shall be consecutive 
to any other sentence of imprisonment. 
"§ 3150B. Penalties for violation of condi

tions of release 
"(a) A person who has been conditionally 

released pursuant to section 3146 and who 
has violated a condition of release shall be 
subject to revocation of release, an order of 
detention, and to prosecution for contempt 
of court. 

"(b) Proceedings for revocation of release 
may be initiated on motion of the United 
States attorney. A warrant for the arrest of 
a person charged with violating a condition 
of release may be issued by a judicial officer 
and if such person is outside of the district 
in which the warrant for his arrest was 
issued, shall be brought before a judicial of
ficer in the district where he is arrested and 
shall then be transferred to the district in 
which the warrant for his arrest was issued 
for proceedings in accordance with this sec
tion. No order of revocation and detention 
shall be entered unless, after a hearing, the 
judicial officer finds that-

"(1) there is clear and convincing evidence 
that such person has violated a condition of 
his release; and 

"(2) based on the factors set out in subsec
tion <b> of section 3146, there is no condi
tion or combination of conditions of release 
which will reasonably assure that such 
person will not flee or pose a danger to any 
other person or the community. The provi
sions of subsections <c> and (d) of section 
3146A shall apply to this subsection. 

"(c) Contempt sanctions may be imposed 
if, upon a hearing and in accordance with 
principles applicable to proceedings for 
criminal contempt, it is established that the 
person has intentionally violated a condi
tion of his release. Such contempt proceed
ings shall be expedited and heard by the 
court without a jury. A person found guilty 
of criminal contempt for violation of a con
dition of release shall be imprisoned for not 
more than six months, or fined not more 
than $1,000, or both. 
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"(d) Any warrant issued by a judicial offi

cer for violation of release conditions or for 
contempt of court, for failure to appear as 
required, or pursuant to subsection <c><2> of 
section 3146A of this title, may be executed 
at any place within the jurisdiction of the 
United States. Such warrants shall be ex
ecuted by a United States marshal or by any 
other officer authorized by law. 

SEc. 15. Section 3156<a> of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by <1 > striking 
"3150" and inserting "3150B"; and by 
adding the following paragraphs at the end 
thereof: 

"(3) The term 'dangerous crime' means 
<A> taking or attempting to take property 
from another by force or threat of force, <B> 
unlawfully entering or attempting to enter 

any premises adapted for overnight accom
modation of persons or for carrying on busi
ness with the intent to commit an offense 
therein, <C> arson or attempted arson of any 
premises adaptable for overnight accommo
dation of persons or for carrying on busi
ness, <D> forcible rape, or assault with 
intent to commit forcible rape, or <E> unlaw
ful sale or distribution of a narcotic or de
pressant or stimulant drug <as defined by 
any Act of Congress> if the offense is pun
ishable by imprisonment for more than one 
year. 

"(4) The term 'crime of violence' means 
murder, forcible rape, carnal knowledge of a 
female under the age of sixteen, taking or 
attempting to take immoral, improper, or 
indecent liberties with a child under the age 

of sixteen years, mayhem, kidnaping, rob
bery, burglary, voluntary manslaughter, ex
tortion or blackmail accompanied by threats 
of violence, arson, assault with intent to 
commit any offense, assault with a danger
ous weapon, or an attempt or conspiracy to 
commit any of the foregoing offenses as de
fined by any act of Congress or any State 
law, if the offense is punishable by impris
onment for more than one year. 

"(5) The term 'addict' means any individu
al who habitually uses any narcotic drug as 
defined by section 102 of the Controlled 
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802> so as to en
danger the public morals, health, safety or 
welfare.'" 
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